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M. M. BAKHTIN

TOWARD A
PurirosorHY
OF THE ACT

[ ... ] 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- \ X
ness of a contemplator).? . -
The moment which discursive theoretical thinking (in the natural
sciences and in philosophy), historical description-exposition, and
aesthetie-thtuition have in common, and which is of particular im-
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ﬁ\ ~ An act of our activity, of our actual experiencing, is like a two-

X

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 Unnomunm and
self-determination. This act is truly real (it participates in once-
occurrent Being-as-event) only i its entirety. Only this whole act is
alive, exists fully and inescapably—comes to be, is accomplished. I
is an actual living participant in the ongoing event of Being: it is
in communion with the unique unity of gngoing Being.5 But 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 absolutely 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 actvity” are objectified

and the world in which these acts actually proceed and are actually

accomplished once and only once.

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, 1n 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
Gn 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.e., 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, i.c., 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. T
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.e., the his-
torical concreteness of an individual fact, but ot 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 yet 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 culrure 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? s The ought

arises only in the correlating of truth (valid in itself) with @mnmcm_

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 subiectum’s once-occurrent actual life.
Veridicality alone is not enough for the ought-to-be. But, on the
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).* 6 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
cthical ought; there is only that which is aesthetically, theoretically,
mmww:k 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. . v
Actually, one cannot speak of any kind of moral, ethical norms, o.m
any ought with a determinate content (we shall develop this in QnS.__
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 Enonnnnw_
proposition contains in its content the moment of the m.v:mrﬁ 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, takén from the aspect of its validity, provides the
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mno.:,:a for various special disciplines, and there js nothing left for
.nm.:nm (what one calls “ethical norms™ are in the main social posit-
ings, mb.or when appropriate social sciences have been moplmmmmmmn

will be incorporated into those sciences). The ought is a &mamﬁn?w

that I wwamozdfnﬁ: thought and feeling); it is a certain attitude
, of no:mn_o:.mznmm“ the structure of which @8:& to disclose phe-
( nomenologically.!® There 4re no moral norms that are determinate
w%mmcon:év but there i a moral subizessim
ture Anoﬂv a E%nro_oms_..n&,%msvmv\w_na striic-
upon him that we have : i
know what is marked by the moral ought and when nwnnﬂn%\mnrnnxwﬁ_n_._
by the ought as such (for there 4 no specifically Bonw; ought).*20 .
That my answerable self-activity2! does not penetrate inside the
content/sense aspect of a judgment seems to be contradicted by the
fact that it is the Jorm of a judgment (the transcendent Bo_:nw\: in
the B»_.no:w of a judgment) 22 which constitutes the moment of our
Rmmo:vm. self=activity, i.e., that it is @s&o produce the categories of
&\:Eam_m. Wolshall be told thar we have forgotten Kant’s Oownn:_.nm:
wnr_nﬁ.gn:m.m Yet is it really the case that transcendent self-activit
1s the historical and individual self-activity of my performed act [ »w&v.\

wm course, this theoretical subiectum had to be embodied each time
In some real, actual, Q.:Ec.:m human being, in order to enter (along

anent to him gua object of his cognir;

. : | ognition)
; L

nto communion with the actual, historical event of Being as just a

Thus, insofar as we detach a judgment from the unity constituted
by the historically actual act/deed of its actualization?s and assign it
to some theoretical unity, there 7 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—from 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 algap.)To look for the actual cogni-
tional act as a performed deed in the content/sense is the same ‘as
ﬁmeWHowﬁ: 1€Self p by one’s own hair. The detached content of
mm,nxnomsaog_ 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.c., 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

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 essentially2s alien to once-occurrent, living his-
toricalness) remains within its own bounds, its autonomy 1s 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.e., by way of abstract cogni-

)
b
\,
from the once-occurrent unity of life and surrendered to the will of x,%\
7

3

(\\\
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Q.Ob'mrn structure of the theoretically cognized world and the prin-
ciples of that world) are equally justified. But the world as object of
.nraoHnan»_ cognition seeks to pass itself off as the whole world, that
is, not .oE.v\ as abstractly unitary Being, bur also as concretely unique
| w.n_bm In its possible totality. In other words, theoretical cognition
| tries to construct a first philosophy (prima Philosophin)*27 either in
W En. person of epistemology or of theoretical [1 illegible word] s (of
various kinds—biological, physical, etc.). It would be an injustice to
think that this represents the predominant tendency in the history of

philosophy; it is rather a s nnEn(ﬁm:EbénEm and

one could even say a peculiarity of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-

tuties exclusively. T
w&ﬁﬂnﬁ&s&&gﬁ predominates in all great systems of phi-

losophy, either consciously and distinctly (especially in the Middle

?mnmv o::ms inconscioussand masked form (in the systems of the
funeteenth and twenticth 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 convinc-
5.@.8 What was historically on hand once and only once in the re-
w:&\ that was determined by me in an once-occurrent manner is
indeed, incomparably heavier. But when it is weighed on mrnom.nnomm
mnm_n.m.An,\n: with the addition of a theoretical constatation of its
empirical existence) in detachment from its historically valuative 3!
uniqueness, it is highly unlikely that it will prove to be heavier than
,Srmm 1s merely thinkable. Historically actual once-occurrent Being
Is greater and heavier than the unitary Being of theoretical science
but ﬁ_&m nf.m.nno:nn n weight, which is self-evident for a living m:au
experiencing consciousness, cannot be determined in theoretic

_categories, * 32

Oo:.ﬂnsﬁ\mn:mn abstracted from the act/deed can be formed into
a n.nnm:: open and unitary Being, but this, of course, is not that
unique Being in which we live and die, in which our answerable acts
or .mo&m. are performed; it is fundamentally and essentially 3 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
Wwhole world, all of Being (all of Being in principle or as projected,
Le., 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 ﬁ

e e

~ 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 acr, that is, if we abstract precisely from that whereby a
performed act actually lives. v

\%ba of practical orientation of my life within the theoretical
world is impossible: it is impossible to live in it, impossible to per-

X

%

form answerable deeds. In that world I am unnecessary; I am essen- ;<

tially and fundamentally3 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 %m&@mn:mn 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 g (L, 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 mﬁmn\mmmdmrn life of the
deed, for it is nor 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-
asely in respect of its being the truth. When considered from our

|

~ ]

|
I
m

~

Y2
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theoretical world of truth fits, in
toricity of Being-as-event. Fits within it not &
of course (for the

njz.nrnm Being-as-event. Only the Being of
scientific catego
the abstractly ¢

from within jts theoretical-

mH . . - .. )
mnwnawmsﬁ the mc.ﬂo:o,:@ of truth, its purity and self-determinatioi’
e Mw 1 Hm:amo%_: of method: are completely preserved. It is pre-
on the condition that it is pure th ici
. at truth can partici
m : i pate an-
.Son_m_u._% in wn_:m.»m-nﬁsﬂ life-as-event does not need a truth that
1s relative from within itself. The validity of truth js sufficient unto

itself, absolut 37
, ¢, and eternal,3” and ap answerable act or deed

nition takes into account this " nom-

Peculiarity of it; that is what consti-

, Whereas the €xtra-temporal validity of th
its entirety, within the actual his-
emporally or spatially,
but as a moment that

s-event. ( Bei cognition in abstract-
Fies 1s, in its very principle, mmnulnrnonnz.nm:vTJHo
ognized meaning. The actual act of cognition—not

se are all abstract moments),

Being-as-cvent. 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 ?ﬁﬂmmmﬁ thinking (which ‘seeks to overcome its
own givenness for the sake of what-is-to-#e-attained) 3 sustained in a
penitent tone; this participative thinking, however, proceeds within
at architectonic of Being-as-event which is affirmed and founded
&\\S. This is the nature of Plato’s conception. * 3¢

even cruder instance of ﬁrnonnnn_ma 1s the attempt to include
the world of theoretical cognition within ._EEBJ\ 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 ali 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 [postupain] as a theorizing
psychologist). While acting answerably and productively in mathe-
matics—while working, let us say, on some theorem—1I can conceive
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ing, which I answerably bring into communion with cognized Bej
(the actual mom_ of science), and I know nothing and do not rm<n_ Mm
know anything about a possible psychological transcription of this
answerable act that I actually perform, although for the psychologist

N,:QMUOEHH OA mzm ON..—M H~:m Hh8~mﬁ~ 1ption S an. WCT N~v

A similar instance of theoreticism are

bri . L
ring: theoretical cognition into communion with once-occurrent

life conceived i o .
onceived in v_o._om_nmr cconomic, and other categories, i.e.. all

mﬁa:%m.m at pragmatism in all its varieties pts ¢

theory is turned into 2 moment of ano

the various attempts to

mn -
_.:Ma:%a mmo @nnn one’s way from inside the theoretical world and
10 actual Being-as-event are quite hopeless. The theoretically cog-

‘tually performed in Being.

,MMQ .,S.ula as the content of scientific thinking is a distinctive
world: 1t 1s an autonomous world, yet not adetached world

consciousness in an actual deed. But that once-occurrent event of
Being is no longer something that is thought of, but something that
s, something that is being actually and inescapably accomplished
through me and @?onoawmmrnau inter alia, also in my deed
of cognizing); it is actually experiénced, 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 /, e

or lived through. All of theoretical reason i 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 ifi thé 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 { nnDQva,u 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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n.:m_ patticipative thinking. Yet the product of aesthetic contempla-
ton is also abstracted from the effective act of contemplation, and is
not nmmnsnmﬁv\ necessary*” for that act. Hence, aestheric no:maB la-
tion as @nﬁ._m.ﬁzmga to grasp ,OanOnn:im:n.wm_.nm-m._,w_m«nnm. Ew_.a
singularity. “The world of aesthetic wn&:,mu obtained in abstraction
: mR.VB the actual subiectum of seeing, is not the actual world hi m
[ live, although its content-aspect is j ooty
But just as-in theoretical cognition, there is the same essential and
m.:cam:go:nm_& non-communication between the subiectum and hi
life as the object of aesthetic seeing, on the one hand, and the subi .
tum as the bearer of the act of aesthetic seeing, on Eva other -
In the content of aesthetic seeing we shall not find 90. actuall
performed act of the one who sees, What does not penetrate into _&M
nosmnzﬂ-mm.ﬁnnm of aesthetic seeing is the unitary two-sided reflexion
of .n.rn unitary act that illuminates and assigns to a single answer-
ability both .ﬁrn content and the being-as-performance of the act/
.Qoma. From inside this seeing, there is no way out into life. This is
n no Way contradicted by the fact that one can turn oneself m_.a one’s
own life Into a content of aesthetic contemplation. The very act/deed
of such mnoSm.mo% nOt penetrate into the no:m.n:ﬂ aesthetic seein
ao@. not turn into a confession,*® and if it does, it ceases to be mnmm.
nrnm_un seeing. And in fact, there are works which lie on the border of
MM: Mvﬁ._nm and confession AB%ML orientation within once-occurrent
An n.mmn:mm_ moment (though not the only one) in aesthetic con-
Hoﬂw_m.nos 1s empathizing®® into an individual object of seein
seeing it from inside in its own essence. This moment of oEwmﬁEM:II
is m_&\mv\m followed by the moment of objectification, that js. a _mnim
outside oa,ﬁmn_m of the individuality understood Enommr Qdu m%:ﬁ ;
4 separating of it from onesclf, a retyry nto oneself, ?ﬁvo:_% Hﬂw

M_m_ a unitary, s&o_nv and mc&#mn.g_% distinctive individuality. And

& MMMMM M.m“mlmlrMMn HM.MMH:%.’cEQu s&o%n:w%m mn:,.wcmm&n:&w dis-
: . .mnn.a_nsﬂs to the individuality that is bein

determined: from within tself, these moments do not exist for it :m
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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 ouzside 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, nor 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 interpenetrate each other.

I empathize acrively.into an individuality and, consequently, I do
not &Mmtmﬂwlmm_m completely, nor my unique place outside it, even for
a moment. It s not the object that unexpectedly takes possession of
mé 3¢ The passive one. It is I who empathize actively into the object:
empathizing is my act, and only that constitutes its productiveness
and mnésgimznrowgrm:nn and music).*** 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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ro€n<n.h s incapable of becoming, incapable of living. The meaning
of a WQD.W for which my unique place in Being has been acknowl-
na.mn& as inessential will never be able to bestow sense on me, nor is
this really the meaning of Being-as-event. v

But pure em, ,mmm@m.mEm%Mmc& is impossible. If I actually lost my-
mn:. the E._. (instead of two participants there would be one—an

Uimpo f Being), ie., if I ceased to be unique, then this

moment of my not-being could never become 3 moment of my con-

sclousness; 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 ar that moment, w»mm?n empathiz-
ing, being-possessed, losing oneself—these have nothing in common
with the answerable act/deed of self-abstracting or self-renunciation
In .mn_m.nn:cb&mmos I actualize with utmost activeness and in full n?u“
uniqueness of my place in Being. The world in which L, from my

s&_nrm do not exist, a world which is indifferent, in jts meaning, to
my existence: self-renunciation is a performance or »nnoBm:mrB,Q:
that chcompasses Being-as-event. A great symbol of self-activity,
ﬂro. descending[?] of Christ [32 illegible words].5* The world mno_du
which Christ has departed will no longer be the world in which he
had never existed; it is, in its very principle, a different world

This Soamr the world in which the event of Christ’s life and death

either in theoretical categories or in categories of historical cognition
or through aesthetic intuition, In the first case ‘e cognize Mﬁ ab-
Stract sense, but lose the once-occurrent fact of mw% actunal historical
m,nn.o:%:mgn:n of the event; in the second case fve) grasp the his-
no«_n& fact, but lose the sense; in the third case : w<om_u0nr the
_u.n_:m of the fact and the sense in it as the moment™&f its individua-
tion, vﬁ we lose our own position in relation to it, our ought-to-be
participation in it. That is, nowhere do @.ﬁﬁ mrm accomplishment
In its fullness—in the unity and interpefietration of both the once-
occurrent mmnﬁ-mnnoawcmgn:n-mn:ma-m_.mimnmbnn and Sur partici-

pation in it (for the world of this accomplishment is unitary and
unique).
The attempr to find oneself in the product of the act/deed of aes-

B i

theric $€€ing is an attempt 8nmmﬁo:nmnq_mmo:o:-wn_:mum: attempt
t0 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.e., 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 aesthetic 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
haye 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, #24 our interrelation-
ship in the ongoing event of Being, i.e., 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 sy an-
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swerable deed that there can be a way out into the unity of Being,
and ot from its product, taken in abstraction. It 1s 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 1s, to understand it in relation to me myself in
once-occurrent Being-as-event, and thar presupposes my answerable
participation, and not an abstracting from myself. It is only from
émﬂrj_m\av\ 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.
Yet aesthetic being is closer to the actual unity of Being-as-life
than the theoretical world is. That is why the temptation of aesthe-
mem\:m. is s0 persuasive. One can live in aesthetic being, and there are

those who do so, but they are otber human beings and not I myself.

This is the lovingly contemplated past life of other human beings,
and everything situated outside of me s 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,

~.Le., 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 actual
life, for the playing of a role as a whole is an answerable deed per-
formed 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 fundamental5” abstracting-from-myself
qua participant in the course of establishing meaning and seeing. It
is this that leads philosophical thinking, which seeks to be on prin-
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ciple purely theoretical, to a peculiar state of sterility, in <.<Enr 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 patiei-
patively,”s® it seems that philosophy, which ought to resG ve ultimate
problems (i.c., which poses problems in the context of unitary and
unique Being in its entirety), fails to speak of what it ought to mwam_n.
Even though its propositions have a certain validity, they are inca-
pable of determining an answerable act/deed and the world in which
it 1s 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 Bw&na
philosophy has achieved in developing methodology for .vm:_n:r:
domains of culture. One can and should acknowledge that in the do-
main of the special tasks it sets itself modern philosophy (ani Neo-
fitianism in particular) has obviously attained great heights and
as been able, finally, to work out perfectly scientific Bnmroa.m (some-
thing that positivism in all its varieties, including pragmatism, was
unable to do). Our time deserves to be given full credit for Un_wmmw.m
philosophy closer t6 the idedl of a sciennific philosophy. But this sci-
ciitific ‘philosophy can only be a specialized @E_n.vmowgw Le,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 m.ﬁmﬁ phi-
losophy,®® that is, a teaching #oz about unitary cultural creation, Uc.ﬁ
about unitary and once-occurrent wn.Em-mm-Q\nEm. mcnr.m first _,u,r_-
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 mmwﬁwmw\@og 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 seek to determine them in that context as an indivisible

unity.
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satisfaction that compels some of them to have recourse to m:nr,m

: . . . . where he is the center from which answerable acts or deeds issue, in
conception as historical materialism which, in spite of all its defects '

actual and once-occurrent life. That w@& 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 s
my occupation from five to six? Or in my obligations as a scientist R‘%C;
or scholar? But all these contexts and possibilities of sense-bestowing ¢
are themselves afloat in a peculiarly airless space, and are not rooted #
in anythi neither in something unitary nor in something unique.

: r il v fai vide a principle for such an l

o dnd “this'is- what . fate O nﬁﬂrn per- M/
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 7~
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 ethical 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

concretel i
Qn.n%w a striving and mnmoz-_unnmonu::vm no:mnwo—w\mwﬁ_u“o“w&mnwwmpﬂ&
orient itself in the world of historical materialism.] In the wnnmasw
context we shall not deal with the question of the @m&mm_»n [illegiti-
mate m:_.umanio:w.v faults?] and Incongruities$? in method b émm f
which historical materialism accomplishes its departure m.o:w ASWMH%:
the most abstract theoretical world and its entry into the living world
of the actually performed answerable deed. What is 5@02»:%9 u
however, is that it does accompl m

2

ish this departure, and that is what

8. . . .
nStitutes its strength, the reason for its success, Still others look

for philosophical satisfaction in theo oA
. - sophy, in anth 64
in other similar teachings. The phy. roposophy, and

se teachings have ab
deal of the real wisdom in the wmnme.mmmwwﬂ Eo:mrmmwm _NMM M\hmmm
>m.nm and of the Orient; they are utterly unsatisfactory, however. as
unutary conceptions, rather than as simply noB?_»mo:m, of ?ﬁmﬁw_mﬂ
- insights of participative thought through the ages, and they commit

e methodologic n that historical materialism commits:
| 2 methodical indiscrimination of what is given and what is set as a

. task, of what 45 and what ought to be.ss |

ey 4

My participative and der anding ¢5iisciousness can see that the
world of Bﬂ.umnn: philosophy, the theoretical and theoreticized world
of nE.ERu Is in a certain sense actual, that it possesses validity. But
&\rmﬁ It can also see is that this world is not the once-occurrent NMOHE
n which I live and in which I answerably perform my deeds. And
Gnmn m.s\o worlds do not SHROEEEESHW there is no princi ._n for
En_:a_wm. and actively involving the valid world of theory .W:n_ of
theoreticized culture in the once-occurrent Being-event of life.s6

Contemporary man feels sure of himself, feels well-off mbn_. clear-
rnmn._nav where he is himself essentially and fundamentally¢” not
ent in the autonomous world of a domain of culture and its EMM N
nent law .Om creation. But he feels unsure of himself, feels Qnmn.ncwn.
and deficient in understanding, where he has to anw with himself,

T 10 e et s
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.~ analysis of existing ethical doctrines; we shall speak of certain ethical

oosnnmﬁ.osm (altruism, utilitarianism, Cohen’s ethics, etc.)$8 and of
the special questions tied up wj

_Wmom:v\. os_v.\ Eﬂraov_.ao:nmnm_m with, not in its method or mode
M\ rn::_cﬂ.m, _H.M; Ewﬁ 1t is also thoroughly permeated by theoreticism

creas for the solution of this problem there is i u
tween the various trends. . o diference be

All nﬂr_nm.._ systems are usually, and quite correctly, subdivided into
no:mﬂwh.m.ﬁr_nw and formal ethics.® We have two fundamental and
essential ™ objections against content-ethics, and one against formal

cthics. Content-ethics endeavors to find and to ground special moral

i
5

has a definite universal”! content.

The first fundamental objection against content-ethics (we have
already touched upon it earlier) is this: there a7 no specifically etly;-

~— ¢alnorms, ‘m,\.na\ norm that has a definite content must be %@QWQE
.mnoE.Ena In its validity by an appropriate discipline—logic mnmmromv.x
1cs, biology, medicine, one of the social sciences. - Of nocmmn if we
mc.vc.mnﬁ all the norms grounded specifically by an m_uwnomz.ﬁm disci-

POy

pline, we shall find that ethics contains a certain number of norms

of the epithet “ethical” does not diminish the nec

. epit essity of still prov-
Ing scientifically that they are true. In relation to such norms, this

MSEQ._: of proof remains in force, regardless of whether it will ever

e : i

oy RMO ved or not: cvery norm that has a particular content must be

ased to the level of 4 special scientific proposition. Ung] then, it
el

-o.o.-,.on-.-.
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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 notms 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-ethics is incapable of even grasping the problem
concealed here. 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,
mOn.mo_ommwﬁ or _Enﬁ I can agree ex Sn&&.w\& 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
cathedrn 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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1ssuing from within myself, namely,

ethics does not know, as if it ove
j without seeing it. No theoretic
/  formed act immediately,
formedness. In fact, theo

T ————
norms whatever.

.>. norm is a special form of the free volition 73
relation to others, and, as such, it is essentially peculiar only to |
(laws) and religion (commandments), where its actual OUWM at o
ness—as a norm-—is evaluated not from the standpoi e,
content, but from the standpoint of the actual authoritative f
1ts source (free volition) or the authenticity and exactness M tran
:.Emm_o: (references to faws, scriptures, canonic oo
tions, verifications of authenticity or—more fundamentall and
sentially”—the foundations of life, the foundations of _M mm_mn.nm-
power, 9@. proven divine inspiration of scriptures). Its <m:aw smMM
Hmwwnm to 1ts sense-content is grounded only by the free <O_EMD (by
&MEMM_.\E»_AW or by Dw&. But in ﬁ.:n process of its creation (the
. on of its theoretical and practical validity) it is not yet a norm
8&% ¢ one who creates it, .v:n constitutes a theo-

ctermination (the process of discussion has the followin
form: will such-and-such be correct or useful, i.e., to the benefit mm
mo-mba..mo.vv. In all other domains a norm is mm:%awm verbal form mo
conveying the adaptation of certain theoretical propositions to a .
WnEH end: if you want or need such-and-such, then in view O%Hn.
hﬂm ‘ mwﬁn . (a Mrnoﬁmnmcv\ valid mnowom.mao: is invoked here), you
: In such .mbm such a way. What is not involved here is pre-
casely a free volition and, consequently, 4

either: the whole system is open——*;
» mV cn m\. Ou want o - N
such.” The mnoEQ: of an authoritatj 4 ¢ need such-and

al texts, interpreta-

l.l...l—l ' .
0<<>1~_U. A PHILOSOPHY OF THE AcCT
24

the morally ought-to-be attitud
. e
of my consciousness toward the H_._nonomnm_&\ valid-in-itself proposi-

i . . . .

on. It is precisely this moral attitude of consciousness that content-
rleapt the problem concealed-here
al proposition can ground a per-
not even a thought-act, in its acrual per-
retical thinking does not have to know mml%

of one person in

there is no authority here

-

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-
Enmhammﬁ,\mw,,ﬂnrn category of the ought as a category of theoretical
.,.n&meOﬁmDnmmam.n.V it theoretizes the ought, and, as a result, loses the
{_individual act or deed. And yet the ought is precisely a category of
the'iidividual 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.
8 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.e.,
legality itself is the content of law. The performed act must be con-
i formable to the law. This conception does include moments that are
~ wvalid: (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 83
tation of its world of theoretical univers
the performed act and the ought. These aspects o
the actually performed act to pure theory,
theoretical justification of a judgment, an
gorical imperative as universal and univers
in this theoretical justification of it.# An
.aan:Qm“ the law, which applies a norm
Justified as capable of becoming a norm of universal conduct.35 But
the question is—how will this justification be effected? Evidently
o:_v\._u% way of purely theoretical determinations: sociological nno.v
coﬂ_nu aesthetic, scientific. The actual deed is cast out into the vHrno.
retical world with an empty demand for legality.

The second shortcoming of formal ethics is this: the will itself

and the transplan-

f legality surrender
surrender it to the solely
d the legality of the cate-
ally valid consists precisely
d that is exactly what Kant
to my act or deed, must be

mﬁ. dies as an F&SQC& will in its own product. The will Qnmnlmuom M
circle, mr:a._an_m 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-

m:.v\ answerable self-activity has nothing in common, and for which
this categorical self-activity of reason is passively obligatory, while in
ﬁm”n mOanMn the same happens with the will. All this distorts, at root

¢ actual moral ought, and do. i u
sttty o et wmnmo::na. € not provide any approach to the

Hrn will is really active, Creatively active, in the performed act
.U:H it does not posit a norm or universal proposition at all. The _msw
1s the work of a performed act or deed-—a thought-deed. But a
mro.zmrn-&nna as well is non-active in that aspect of a
which consists of a valid content; it is productively active only at the

moment of m.viumm:m a valid-in-itself truth into communion with 8
mnEm._ historical Being (the constituent moment of being actually
cognized—of being a .

———————

al validity into the context of

cknowledged). A performed act is active in the Y

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 »&Soé_namﬂn:r.mb,.p:‘nmnnnnﬁ affirmation.

Thus, Fital theoreticism  (the abstracting from my unique ‘self)
occurs in formal ethics as well: its world of practical reason Ts 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 thar only
post factum) from 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
seeks 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 “ethics” 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-
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occurrent m.na:m_ act/deed and its author—the one who is think-
wbm theoretically, contemplating: aesthetically, and acting ethically
onn n_“ %M[J\ WOB within 90. mnE.m:.v\ performed act, which is once-
nt, Enamn&w 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 th
actually mnhhoaka act. peet o that

: ; it orients itself withj
e . life; within
being, and it does 80, moreover, in its entirety—both in jts

content-aspect and in its actual, unique factuality. From within. th
mngnm act sees more than just a unitary context; it ecs o
::5:.& concrete context, an ultimate context, into mi;nr it refers
both s own sense and its own Jactuality, and within which it attempt
to actualize answerably the unique truth | pravial® of both the mm ”
and the sense in their concrete unity. To see that, it is of con mn
necessary to take the performed act n0t as a fact nomnna lated fi m
outside or thought of theoretically, but to take it from smmﬁ.: FMO_H
>

answerability. This answerability of the
TR actuall .
taking-into-account in it of all the f: y performed act is the

forn a unitary context in which thj

H NE _ " . . . . . B ~n _m

2 Hnm _M_Ho account 1s possible—in which its theoretical validity, its
1storical factuality, and its emotional-volitional tone figure as v

B .,. i .
ents in a single.decision or resolution. All these moments, m
over (which are diffe v

mo-
. . . . OHAOI
rent in their significance when viewed from an

&Mrn answerable act or deed alone surmounts anything 36.050&-.
cal,® for the answerable act is, after all, the actualization of a de-

cision—inescapably, irremediably, and :Ré@iyn answerably

performed act is a final result or summation, an all-round definitive

conclusion. The wn%@a 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-occurvent.

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 aré"direct correlatives of objectivism
(logic ) 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:

[ pravda) ‘as soimething-to-b 1

the subjective and the ps
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 gua 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” AZ h )i

hilosophy sprang from rationalism and is thor-
oughly permeated by the prejudice of nmnosm_wﬁrmmﬁm: 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

kS
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the contraposition of the objective gua rational to the subjective,
individual, singular qun 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 clemental, 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 actually think that unity, it shines with the borrowed
light of our answerability. Only an act or deed that js 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, this 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 [ pravia) of the given state of affairs—and he under-
stands the ought of his performed act, that is, ot 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

the very sense of its being an event, that is, precisely that <.<En.r 9.@
performed act knows answerably and with nnmnnn:nw to which it ori-
ents itself. It would be a mistake to assume that this concrete truth
[pravda) of the event that the _unl,oﬁ:nn. of the act sees and hears
and -experiences and understands in the single act of an p:ménﬁmc_.n
deed is something ineffable, i.e., 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 thatlanguage is much more
adapted to giving utterance precisely to that truth, m.:a not to the
abstract moment of the logical in its purity. That which is abstract,
in its purity, is indeed unutterable: any expression a.Bch ﬁoo. con-
crete for pure meaning—it distorts and dulls _&w purity and validity-
in-itself of meaning. That is why in abstract thinking we never @
derstand an expression in its full sense. o .
Historically language grew up in the service of mwaﬁmwcmmﬁgw/.
ing and performed acts, and it begins to serve mvmglggm@
in the present day of its history. The expression of mhnnmoan act
from within and the expression of once-occurrent Being-as-event in
which that act is performed require the entire fullness o.m the word:
its content/sense aspect (the word as concept) as Sn.:.wm 1ts w&.@.m_u_n-
expressive®® aspect (the word as image) mba its wBo_uo:ﬁéo_Eo:&
aspect (the intonation of the word) in their unity. g& in all these
moments the unitary full word can be answerably valid, 1.e., can be

the truth [pravda)] rather than- something s@Bjectively fortuitous. @o:@\

One should not, of course, exaggerate the [p of language: uni-
tary and once-occurrent Being-as-event and the performed act that

partakes in it are fundamentally and essentially® nx.?nmmmzﬂ but in
fact it is a very difficult task to accomplish, and s;.:_n full »anmcmn%
is unattainable, it is always present as that which is to bz ach eved.
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 #or the world produced by nrmn. act,
but the world in which that act becomes answerably aware of :.mo_m .
and is actually performed—that a first philosophy of such a ._c:a
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 w_un:oanso_omv\ of that world.” An event can be ammniv@a oavw

participatively s

. H.WE this world-as-event is not just a world of being, of that which
Is given: *® no object, no relation, is given here as mo:wnmgsm simpl
given, as something totally on hand, but is always given in no:.Emw.N
tion .s:mr another given!% that is connected with those oE.nnH“ and
relations, namely, that which is yet-to-be-achieved or determined:

a - ;
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 actuall
.<<rn= H experience an object actually, I thereby carry out mannE:%.
in Hn_mﬁom to it: the object enters into relation with that which M
Ho-vn-m.n?nﬁm“ grows in it—within my relationship to that object
Pure givenness cannot be experienced actually. Insofar as I am mmmc..
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 nx_un:unzab
?E.Ea:mv It, ie., it assumes the character ol something- 2-8-7%
»Q.:Q&.Q. Or, to be exact, it is given to me within a nnn.nwm: event-
unity, in which the moments of what-is-given and what-is-to-be-
.mn?nﬁdu of what-is and what-ought-to-be, of being and value
nseparable. All these abstract categories are here constituent “MM
ments of a certain living, concrete, and palpable (intuitable) 1! once-
occurrent whole—an event.
mEEMR._F the living word, the full word, does not know an object
as 88.095% totally given: the mere fact that I have begun mwnmﬂu
wcocﬁ it means that I have already assumed a certain attitude noémnm
it—not mb indifferent attitude, but an interested-effective attitude
And that is why the word does not merely designate an object as m
?n.mn:?os-rm:& entity, but also expresses by its intonation® my val-
uative 192 attitude toward the object, toward what is desirable OM
desirable in it, and, in doing so, sets it in motion ﬂo.éma that érwmﬂ

+ ) :
An ac R
nation :Em:w pronounced word cannot avoid being intonated, for into-
1on 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- Jﬁ

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
{(n emotional-volitional tone is an inalienable moment of the
ally performed act, even of the most abstract thought, insofar as
I am actually thinking it, i.¢., 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 g#a 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).1® 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 wotld, con-
tinuing to exist there as a self-enclosed and ma_wnn&ocm@ s
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 mnterconnection were not established between a content

and its emotional-volitional tone, i.e., its actually affirmed value for
ﬁrw one thinking. The active experiencing of an experience, the active
thinking of a thought, means not being absolutely E&mmmnnzn to it
means an affirming of it in an emotional-volitional manner. >Q:mm

act-performing thinking is an emotional-volitional thinking,

. a thinki,
that intonates, iy

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 & thouglht in the actually performed
act §.§ velates it to once-occurvent Being-as-event. It is precisely the
emotional-volitional tone that orsents within once-occurrent w&wml.

orients and actually affirms the content/sense within

¢ once-occurr
Being. . -

. O:n. can, however, try to claim that the mterconnection between
¢ validity of content/sense and its emotional-volitional tone is un-

essential or fortuitous for the %&_bﬁsm actively. Is it not possible

@EH the impelling emotional-volitional force of my active thinking is
simply a lust for glory or clementary greed, while the nomancﬂm.Om
these thoughts consists of abstract epistemological constructions?
_.uoa not one and the same thought have completely different nBo..
tional-volitional colorations in the different actual consciousnesses of
those <<_.~o are thinking that thought? A thought may be woven into
the fabric of my living, actual, emotional-volitional consciousness
mo.a completely extraneous reasons that have no necess
with the content/sense aspect of the given thought.
There is no doubt that facts of this kind are possible and that the
ao actually occur. But is it legitimate to conclude from this that _&M
Interconnection is in its very principle unessential and fortuitous?
,.Ho do so ﬁoEa be to acknowledge that the whole history of n:_ﬂcz.w
1s something fundamentally fortuitous in relation to the world it
_.md Qn.mnnn_lﬁrn world of objectively valid content (cf. Rickert and
his assignment of value to goods [Griiter]).1% It is unlikely that any-
one &\oEm_ maintain the claim—that the world of actually nnm:Nn%n_
“MNM“W _“m fundamentally monn::o:ml:m: the way to its ultimate

Contemporary philosophy of culture10s js endeavoring to estab-

ary connection
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lish this essential interconnection, but it seeks to do so from within
the world of culture.1%6 Cultural values are values-in-themselves, and
the living consciousness should adapt to them, affirm them for itself,
because ultimately creation[?] 4 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 1 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, T am henceforth subjected to its immanent law: the one who
says # must also say # and ¢, and thus all the way to the end of the
alphabet. The one who said one, must say zwo: 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 thé 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

TOWARD A PHILOSOPHY OF THE ACT ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0000

SS



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 s&wné\mﬁmﬁwmnn. 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 self-
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 gua event at the given moment, and ex-
presses it as that which is given as well as u&g& 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. v

* 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 thar is
morally valid and answerably active. This is an answerably conscious
movement of consciousness, which transforms 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 70 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 <o:ao:&'mgmﬁulnrmﬁnmﬂ 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 v<

¢ performance of thoughts, feelings, words, practical anam, 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, 7y answer-
ability: the emotional-volitional tone seeks to express 90. truth
[pravda] of the given moment, and that relates it to the ultimate,
unitary, and once-occurrent unity.

It is an unfortunate imﬁ:anﬂmﬁnm&:m (a legacy of rationalism) to
think that truth [ pravda] can only be the mmmwr [#stina] that is com-
posed of universal moments; that the c.ﬁrk of a situation is wnn.nmm.o_v\
that which is repeatable and constant n 1t. 78 Moreover, that which
is universal and identical {logically 1dentical) is fundamental and es-
sential,'* whereas individual truth [ pravda] is artistic and irrespon-
sible, i.e., it isolates the given individuality. Even if one mwn&mm .Om
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 érnmrﬂ.
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 s@&
unity should be discarded as being overly theoreticized; not unity,

T ———

Z i t itself
\V\EN:& ueness, the uniqueness of a whole that does not repea
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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 unmity (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-
cetved 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 that 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 fasthfulness [being-true-to].

7 -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

is 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 1 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-
N
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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 7ot 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 @n%ﬁls/n& 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 e 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 agt-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 actual 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-
Fﬁn;\ new, what has never existed before and can never be repeated
is in the foreground here and constitutes an answerable no:nbcmaom
in the spirit of that whole which was acknowledged at one time.
.Sﬁmn 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 adequarely expressed in theoretical terms, but can only
Un. &.nmnlvna 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 #his
word.!° [ too, participate in Being in a once-occurrent and never-
nnwwmﬁmvﬁm,ﬂwmﬁw_jn T occupy a place in once-occurrent Being that is
unique and never-repeatable, a place that cannot be taken by anyone
n_mw and is impenetrable for anyone else. In the given once-occurrent
pownt where I am now located, no one else has ever been located in
nrw 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-akibi 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
m.nw:oé_nmmn and affirm in a unique or once-occurrent manner. The
m.:sm_o cognition of that fact is a reduction of it to the lowest emo-
tional-volitional level of possibility. In cognizing it, T universalize
it: :w everyone occupies a unique and never-repeatable v._mnﬁ any be-
10g 1s once-occurrent. What we have here is a theoretical positing
which tends toward the ultimate limit of becoming completely free

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 2 moment of my being
that is shared in common by all Being, I have already stepped out-
side my once-occtirrent uniqueness, I have assumed a position out-
side its bounds, and think Being theoretically, i.c., 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 implicite 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 I. 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 yet undivided form is both the moment of
my passivity and the moment of my self-activity: ' [1] I find myself
in Being (passivity) and I actively participate in it; [2] both that
which is given to me and that which is yet to be achieved by me: my
own uniqueness is given, yet at the same time it exists only to the
extent to which #,.wm}mmm:v\ actualized by me as uniqueness—it is
always in the act, in the performed deed, i.c., is yet to be achieved;
[3] both what is 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

et S

life; I must have my ought. In relation to everything, whatever it

.J: all the emotional-volitional, performative [ postupochnaia) fullness of
this affirmation. :
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might be and in whatever circumstances it might be m?nn.ﬂo. me, I
must act from my own unique place, even if I do so only 533&%.
My uniqueness, as compellent non-coinciding with mb%mr_rm\ﬁm,mm‘ax
not 1, m.?\mva makes possible my own unique and irreplaceable deed
in nnr.ﬁo: to everything that is not I. That L, 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 _._5“
cat Sn.m?n: moment in all of Being: that is the deed which makes
. his being more complete, the deed which is absolutely gainful and
- new, .m:a which is possible only for me. This productive, unique
" deed is precisely what constitutes the moment of the ought _qb 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.
Om. 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. T can try
to prove my alibi in Being, I can pretend to be someone I'am not. I
can abdicate from my obligative (, e@nf.me/.wﬁ unigqueness.
© An m:ms\onm_u_o act or deed is precisely that act which s 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-
- sttutes the basis of my life being actually and compellently given as
well as its being actually and compellently projected as something-
yet-to-be-achieved. It is only my non-alibi in Being that transforms
an namn.v\.@omm_.gma\ 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 m_.gn first time the answerably performed act—produces its actual -
rnmS:nm.mv compellentness; it is the foundation of my life as a deed-
performing [ postuplenie], for to be in life, to be actually, is to acr, is
to be unindifferent toward the once-occurrent whole, 118 ,
. ..Ho mmmﬁ: 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 nonnn:n\mn:mnluw&:m as something deter-

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 wmnmmmvmao:. 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 miy
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 is could also not be, could be
diffevent, 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
; in relation to sense, and this inijtiative 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 20
is merely a passive possibility. It could exist or #ot exist, it could be

-
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different: its being in my consciousness has nothing compellent,
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E.n.m_wnnm_u_n about it. And what is also fortuitous js the emotional-
<o_505&.no:o of such an unincarnared 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 m
actual participation in the latter. Everything in me—every Eo<nv.N
ment, gesture, lived-experience, thought, mnn_imlngnnﬁrim must
_“.vn such an act or deed; it is only on this condition that I actually
__S.y that I do not sever myself from the ontological roots of actual
Being. T exist in the world of inescapable actuality, and not in that
of contingent possibility.121-
. >.bm.e<nam9=&\ Is possible not as answerability for sense or mean-
ing 1n 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 m:nmm“o:m_.z
past Being. Y
The abstract-sense aspect, when it is not correlated with inescap-
m.v_n actual uniqueness, has the character of a project: it is somethin
like a rough draft of a possible actualization or an unsigned &oﬂww
ment that does not obligate anyone to do anything. Being that is
Qn.ﬁmnrwa from the unique emotional-volitional center of answer-
ability is a normr draft, an unacknowledged possible variant of once-
occurrent Being; only 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
cevent—is a category of uniqueness or singularity. To experience an
o.EnQ 1s to have it as something actually unique or &bm:_wn but this
singularity of the object and of the world presupposes its _uu&:m cor-
no_mﬁaa with my own uniqueness or singularity. Everything that is
universal *? and pertains to abstract sense also acquires its real heavi-
ness m:.m .noﬂvnznsgnmm only in correlation with actual uniqueness.

wwncn__uwnﬁ (unindifferent) thinking is, in fact, the emotional-
volitional cbannmmw:&nm of Being in its concrete uniqueness on the
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basis of a non-alibi in Being. That s, it is an act-performing think-
ing, a thinking that is referred to itself as to the only one performing
answerable deeds. — T
Here, however, a number o@bv arise with theoretical think-

ing and with the world of théGretical 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 ¢ 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 (unindifferent) 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 aré 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.e., is
acknowledged (1 illegible word], then this acknowledged value, the

emotional-volitional picture of the world, presents itself to me inone .

way, whereas to-semeone else in another way. Or perhaps we have
to recognize (doubt 36 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 E:nwnmﬂ@vﬁ% of
all the participants. Being, as something determinate finished, w.w_a .
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valuable personal worlds yet it is i i i
. X precisely this B
first time produces the unitary event, ’ Fine that for the

A %B@_n example should clarify what has been said
love another, but cannot love m .
er, yself; the other loves me, but
a.o& not love himself. Each one js right in his own place, and he is
right answerably, not subjectively. From my own unique place only
H-moTEVa.n_m constitute an I, whereas all 6theps are ther for me (in
the emotional-volitiona sense of this wordy, For all, my per-

formed act (and my feeling—as a performed act) orients jtself pre-

cisely with reference to thar which is Conditi .
tioned b
and unrepeatability of m ed by the uniqueness

Y own place. In my emotional-volitional

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 dées it
fean to assert that historical mankind recognizes in its history or in

its culture cerrain things as values? It is an assertion of an empty
possibiliy of content, no more. Or what concern is it to me that there
is an 2 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 affirm my own
unique place in the unitary Being of historical mankind, insofar as [
am its non-alibj, i.e., stand in an active emotional-volitional relation-
ship to it, I assume an emotional-volitional position in relation to
the values jtecognizes. Of course, when .@mg_ﬂ of all historical
mankind, we sntonate these éo&ﬁ@nmb:oﬂ detach ourselves from
a particular emotional-volitional re ationship to them; they do not
coincide for @ﬁ& 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 pthey exists—my in- .
timate,'?® my contemporary (social mankind), the past and future JR
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

wWEM-mm-o<nbm. For a disembodied, detached (non-participating) ss-
m@mm@x@?m: deaths may be equal. No one, however, lives in a world
n which all human beings are—with respect to value—equally mor-
tal. AO:.n should remember that to live from within myself, m.WB m
own unique place in Being, does not yet mean at all that Hu live OEVN
for my own sake. For it is only from my own unique place that b&w.\
sacrifice is possible, that is, the answerable centrality of myself can be
a self-sacrificing centrality. ) ‘

There s no acknowledged self-equivalent and unive i
value, .mQ. its acknowledged validity _.m@nos&ao:na not Uv\nmmww:”w__“w
taken in w_v.mssnmo:u but by its being correlated with the unique an
of a participant. It is from this unique place that all values ME% an
other human being with all his values can be acknowledged, but sM
must be actually acknowledged. A simple theoretical mmnnnmp:m:n,sn of
En.mmnn that someone acknowledges some sort of values does not
oz_mm.ﬁn@o do anything and does not ﬂm_nm\@ocaﬁn the bounds
MM Wn:_um as momzwﬁr_.:m given, outside the bourids of empty possibil-

> as long as I have not i i ici
e ﬁmr et firmly established my own unique particj-

HU@OR_.“_Q_ cognition of an object that exists by itself, indepen-
dently o.m 1ts actual position in the once-occurrent éon_av mno_d@ﬁrm
standpoint of a participant’s unique place, is perfectly justified. But
it does not constitute ultimate cognition; it constitutes only m:. aux-
iliary, technical moment of such ultimate cognition. My abstractin
from My own unique place in Being, my as it were disembodyin omm
myself, is itself an answerable act or deed that is mnn:mg..!)mwgma
own unique place, and all knowledge with a determinate noznn:vm
a.ﬁ possible self-equivalent givenness of Being) thar is obtained in
this way must be incarnated by me, must be translated into the
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language of participative (unindifferent) thinking, must submit to 7~

the question of what obligation the given knowledge ImMposes 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 [#znanie]. 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].3® 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 fro .
within oneself, to affirm one’s compellent, actual non-alibi in Beings
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.* 131
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

wnw:m‘_nm%noga_ommomo:nmo_mwbmnAosnnp:bomvn mw\.:m_wwmmlam@v
to the renunciation-of the ought-to-be uniqueness of orieself.
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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 very 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; they are purely valuational categories. And the question thar
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 participativ€ (unindifferent) consciousness. The impel-
ling inspiration of mf”small life And the boundless world is that of
my Wm@&ﬁ (unpdifferert) 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 larter 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 posstbili-
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 [uznanie], we attempt to bring our actual life into
communion with a possible, theoretical context, cither 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 n.vm
merely thinkable empty possibility. Loving[?] corporeality[?]13? 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 wc.mc.mnn
principle of the Eternal Feminine. That which has mnmmm_ 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 :b?nnmw:vw valid
Being. And yet all we need to do is to incarnate answerably H.?m 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 B.ﬁsnn is
actually brought into communion with once-occurrent w&.bm. In this con-
text any abstracting from one’s actual participation is very difficult.1
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deed might be, in their sm,
nr.n boundless whole., And this does not mean at all that I must con-

hand may not know what my right hand is doing, and yet my right
hand is accomplishing the truth [pravda). And it does so :OHM: mr
sense of Goethe’s observation: “Ip, everything that we produce :
erly, we must see a likeness of everything that can vn_unnnmmoa bron.
nlx.s Here we have one instance of symbolic interpretation OW:M%-
basis of a parallelism of the two worlds; this parallelism introduc .
moment .om rituality into a concretely real act or deed. ot
.H,o 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-

rticipative (un-

4 representation or reflection of those values. T participate in the
. .

cvent personally, and every object or person with which | have to do
10 my once-occurrent life participates personally. I can perform a

on the contrary, my representative and cmpowered status in itself

n.»_nnm into um_nn.o_,ﬁ.ﬂ. my personal m:minam_um._w%. The tacit presupposi-
tion of life’s ritualism is 7oz humility,

1nto 1mpostors or pretenders. \

R

Being a representative does not aboli
1t sh but merely specializes m
personal answerability. The actual acknowledgment-affirmation ovm
represent is my personally answerable act.

answerability, I become possessed, and my deed, severed from the

on . R
nn_MMEm_n& roots om personal participation, becomes fortuitous in
on to that ultimate once-occurrent unity in which it is not

*°** TOWARD A -UI__IOWO—UI< OF THE ACT

32

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, ot 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 iﬂmﬂmm?nm 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.135

The compellently and concretely real validity of the performed act
in a given once-occurrent context (of whatever kind); that 1s, 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. Yer 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 zhese
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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Em_ mnﬂ-wnnmosccm consciousness (of which, gqua real components

R b
unitary and once-occurrent Being-as-event comes to be composed)
mclude common moments—=#ot in the sénse of universal concepts

or *msa,.vc.n n the sense of common moments or constituents in
their various concrete architecto

ment, economic materialism is in the right, although not because
the motives of the actually performed act have penetrated inside the
A .

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.c., 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 oft
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

errormed
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.13°
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 [uch-

nics. It is this concrete architectonic

U.m%n concrete moments of its construction and thejr 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 m:mr ed
around the basic architectonic points of the actual world of the Wnn
mo:dwa act or deed: scientific values, aesthetic values, political val-
u¢s (including both ethical and social values), and, m:»:.v,\f_.m,wwwmrm
values. All spatial-temporal values and all sense-content “B_:nm are
B.m.swz 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 En,Bnnn_.vwE_.ESEn world. ﬁﬂm&_ﬂmﬂmﬁ ?-m:mmm‘mﬂmmmﬁwmo

mn‘mmr.on.n activity as an actually performed act or deed, both from
within its product and from the standpoint of the author as answer-

able .wmnmawlm:ﬁ.:a and [2 illegible words] to the ethics of artistic
creation. The third part will be devoted to the ethics of politics, and

e i

the mo_.:.ﬁr and final part to religion. The architectonic of that world
18 reminiscent of the architectonic of Dante’s world and of the world
Mm BwaM,B_ mystery plays (in mystery plays and in tragedy the ac-
on 1s also set into immediat imi i
B . cdiate proximity to the ultimate bounds of

@ , The 8585@0_6&\@ is, fundamentally, a crisis of contempo-

ényi), ie., 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 Wn&n.»wu\mmb}o.a
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

/ Tary action [ postupok]. abyss has formed between the motive of
the actually performed act or deed and its product. But in conse-
quence Om. this, the product of the deed, severed from its ontological
roots, has withered as well. Money can become the motive OW the
deed that constructs a moral system. In relation to the present mo-
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the ghost of objective culture, and now we do not know how to lay
1t tO rest.

This is the source of Spengler’s critique, the source of his meta-
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 necessary 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 history 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 n@ an-
swerability. A philosophy of life can be only a moral philosophy. Life

# can be no:momocm_va.mo:/%nnrnsana only as an ongoing event, and not
' as Being qua agiven. A life that has fallen away from answerability

cannot have a p phy: 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-

T
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ticipation in that world, by my #on-alibs 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 upor this world, inasmuch as 1 come
forth or issue from within myself in my performed act or deed of
seeing, of thinking, of practical doing. B

 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 posssble 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.e., 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 T 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 inevitably 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 2 moment in the lived-experienced
actual world immediately, the way this person is, this sky, this tree; it
constitutes such a moment indirectly—as the content/sense aspect of
this actual, once-occurrent thought, of #4is 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, s whereas this actuality of a
consciousness and this wnﬂ:m_m&\ of a book 4 are transitory? Apart
from the actualization of meaning, however, the cternity 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 Unno_dnm some-
thing actually valued—something actually valid or ownnmm:\nlo.:_v\
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 #4is thought, #4is book.!4” 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 #is human being, zhese 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 Rmnn.ndnn 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 nBomos&éo_aocm_. com-
pellentness, and becomes an empty, abstractly universal _u.omm_gﬁ\.

From the unique place of my participation in w@.mbmv unitary time
and unitary space are individuated and brought into communion
with Being as constituent moments of a concrete, <p_:o-m9.\n5@n_ sp
uniqueness. From the theoretical standpoint, EMWE of

my life constitute insignificant segments of unitary time an space \

(insignificant from the abstractly quantitative standpoint; participa-
tive thinking, however, usually introduces a valuative tone rnnnv.w
and, of course, only that guarantees that the sense of their anﬂoﬂ.ﬂ-
nations in judgments remains univocal. But from within my partici-
pant life these segments acquire a unitary center of value, MSA.H that is
what transforms actual space and time into a unique, even if open,
individuality. 148 . .
Mathematical time and space guarantee the possible sense-unity
of possible judgments (an actual judgment requires wn.m:m_. anaow&-
volitional interestedness), whereas my actual participation in time
and space from my unique place in Being guarantees their Eomnmw-
ably compellent actuality and their valuative uniqueness—invests
them, as it were, with flesh and blood. From within my »nm.ﬁ& 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-
mo_ﬁmmnmw it is as if rays of light radiate from my uniqueness and,
passing through time, they confirm historical mankind, they perme-
ate with the light of value all possible time and temporality itself as
m.:nF for I myself actually partake in temporality. Such determina-
tions of time and space as “infinity,” “eternity,” “boundlessness,”
é_.dnr 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 mmmm;ﬁmri myself, to issue
from within myself in my deeds, does not mean at all that I live
.m:a act for my own sake. The centrality of my unique participation
n Being within the mnnEmanan 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 affirming and acknowledging any valte>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 event 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 @Q&o joy
of being), but is first and foremo @n (the ought to actualize my
own unique place). This is not 2 supreme life-value that systemati-

Lo e b ving,

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
<.&:_nm with the fundamental value—my participation in Being—
sttuated at 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

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 anmmmmﬁrm: 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 seeing—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!5° of the actual world-as-event.

The unity of the world in aesthetic seeing is not a unity of mean-
Ing or sense—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 is
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 snterested 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
s\r.ov 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 you love him.'s! This is what consti-
tutes the specific character of acsthetic seeing.

The whole topos of values, the whole architectonic of seeing,
would be quite different if he was not the one who constitured the
center of values. When I contemplate a picture showing the destruc-
n..o: and completely justified disgrace of a person I love, then this
picture will be quite different from the one | 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 <m_zmno:m=<
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 seeing 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 s 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

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 actuallf love/or is what is really
dear to me that concrete value in relation t3 Wwhich he is a failure,
whereas he himself is of no interest to me ar 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 ¢ in the event-architectonic!52 of aesthetic
seeing is man as vingly) affirmed noznng&mgg and not as
a something with Self-ideritical 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 falsehood. 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 152 ¢ con-
stituting the principle of aesthetic seeing (except that “love” should
not be understood in a passive psychological sense). The valued
manifoldness of Being as human (3s-correlated with the human be-
Ing) can present itself only to a g contemplation. Only @ is
capable of holding and making fast-atf this multiformity and diver-
sity, without losing and dissipating it, without leaving behind a mere
skeleton of basic lines and sensc-moments. Only un-self-interested
@: the principle of “I love him not because he is good, but he is

i ith hi in relation
- temporal relations are correlated with him alone and only in

to him do they acquire valuative meaning: “high,” .am:.us “above,”
“below,” “abyss,” “boundlessness”—all these Qmwnnmm_o:m. mnmnn.m the
life and the intentness of the mortal human being A:o.ﬁ in nrn.: ab-
stract mathematical signification, of course, but in their emotional-
volitional, valuative sense).

Only the value of mortal man provides the mn.SQ.m&m for measur-
ing the spatial and the temporal oannmm space gains _uﬁ.u&\ 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 HQ:@Q.& de-
termination as well as its formal heaviness possess the validity of

good because I love him,” only lovingly interested attention, is ca-

pable of generating a sufficiently intent .ﬁ

W jain the concrete manifoldness of Being, withiout impoverishing and

a 2% \ schematizing it. An indifferent or hostile reaction is always a reaction
) that impoverishes and decomposes its object: it seeks to pass over
N the object in all its manifoldness, to ignore it or to overcome it. The
very function of indifference biologically consists in freeing us from

the manifoldness of Being, diverting us from what js inessential for

us practically—a kind of cconomy or preservation from being dis-

sipated in the manifoldness. And this is the function of forgetting
as well.

rhythmic progression. If man were not mortal, Enw ﬁrn. menno:mw
volitional tone of this progression of life—of this “earlier,” “later,
“as yet,” “when,” “never,” and the tone of .mr.n formal moments of
rhythm, would be quite different. If we annihilate the moment con-
stituted by the life of mortal man,'5 the value of what is mnE»h%
experienced will be extinguished: both the value of 9&55 and the
value of content. The point here is not, of course, a Rﬁﬁn&mﬂ. mathe-
matical duration (“threescore years and no.zsv.w *156 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 mmn.n.Om the exis-
tence of these zermini that imparts an nBOaODm_éo._EOD& color-
ation to the passing time of a limited life; even eternity possesses a
valuative meaning only in correlation with a mnﬁaa.dﬁmmna life.

The best way to clarify the architectonic Q_.mwom_co: of the world
in aesthetic seeing around a center of ,§._c.nmu Le., the BA.VQ& human
being, is to give a form-and-content analysis nm some mmanﬂmn Son__w
Let us consider Pushkin’s lyrical poem “Parting,” written in 1830.

Lovelessness, indifference, will never be able to generate sufficient
power to slow down and linger intently over an object, to hold and

sculpt every detail and particular in it, however minure. OEM\,_Q\W is
capable of being aesthetically productive; only in correlation~with
the o<&\_ is fullness of the manifold possible.

th'regard to the center of values (with regard to the concrete
human being) in the world of aesthetic seeing, one should not dis-

E.bm.:mmr.woﬁa...mﬂoa..ﬁnoﬁnbﬁw .the concrete rE:m.: being is both a

@

Bound for the shoves of your distant homeland

You weve leaving this foreign land.

In that unforgettable howr, in that sorrowful hous,
I wept before you for a long time.

My hands, growing ever colder,

Strained to hold you back.

formal and a contentual principle of seeing—in their unity and in-
terpenetration. This distinction js possible only with regard to cate-
gories of abstract content. All abstract formal moments become con-
crete moments in the architectonjc only when they are correlated
with the concrete value of the mortal human being.5¢ AJ] spatial and
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My moans implored you not to break off
The terrible anguish of parting.

But you tore away your lips

Erom our bitter kedss;

From a land of, Hloomy exile

Vou called me to another land.

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

In the shade of olive trees,

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

But there—alas)—where the sky’s vanls

Shines with biye radiance,

Where the waters stumber beneath the cliffs,

You have fallen asleep forever.

Your beaunty and your sufferings

Have vanished in the grave—
And the kiss of our meeting has vanished as well .
Buz I am wasting for thar kiss—you owe it to me . ..

.Hrn.nn are two active persons in this poem——the |
objectified author) and “she” (Riznich), and, consequently, there are
two value-contexts, two concrete reference-points with @Enr the
concrete, valuative moments of Being are correlated. The second
context, moreover, without losing its self-sufficiency, is valuatively
e first, and both of these
» encompassed by the unitary and valuatively
artist, who is situated out-
the world (#or the author-

yrical hero (the

the contemplator. The aesthetic subiectum’s
templator’s) unique Place in Being;
thetic activity (his objective love

(the author’s, the con-
the point from which his aes.
of a concrete human being) starts
nation: his being situated outside
oments in the architectonijc unity

out or issues, has only one determ;
[ vre-nakhodimost’) 158 3l of the m

[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 seeing is noz
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 shoves of your distant homeland
Tou 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 ker, 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 is in correla-
tion with Aer uniqueness that the space is concretized gua event!60
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 4er 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 kis 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 bis emotional-volitional tone, in the
once-occurrent unity of the ongoing event of kis life. From the
standpoint of what is happening, it is not essential that she will have
to make a long journey; what 4 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, Le., 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 unfongertable hour, in that sorvowful bour,
T wept before you for a long time . . .

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 Soreign land
You were leaving your bomeland . .

Both the foreign land (Italy) “and the homeland (Russia) are pre-
sented here in the emotional-volitional tone of the author-hero. In

correlation with her the same space—within the event of her life—
occupies the opposite place.

My bands, 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

-..o...o...._.os\>-ﬂo A —U:‘_POWO—UI< OF THE AcCT

6

proximity to his body—in immediate proximity to the unique spa-
tial center, i.e., to that concrete center which bestows sense and S.;-
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 imploved you not to break off
The tervible anguish of parting . . .

Here, too, the author’s context is predominant. Both the ngﬂr-
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 »nmnvncn &Swaaﬂs
(to the author/contemplator situated outside the mn.nESQOEn of the
world within the poem), but is presented from within the contexts
of the heroes, that is, it enters as a valuatively mmm_..ﬂnm BOB.Q# nto
the composition of the event of their future meeting. Hrn:. meet-
ing—the rapprochement of the concrete valuative centers of life (his
and hers) on any plane whatsoever (earthly, rnmﬁD_ﬁ. temporal,
non-temporal)—is more important than the event of their closeness
within one horizon, within one valuative n:SHo:Bo:ﬁ..SN .

The next two quatrains deepen the concretization of their
meeting:

But theve—alas!—where the sky’s vault
Shines with blue vadiance,
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Where the waters stumber beneath the cliff;,

You have fallen asleep forvever.

Tour beauty and your sufferings

Have vanished in the Jrave—

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

The first three lines of these last two
moments ¢ of the unijvers

of Italy), which is affirmed within the heroine’

ment of her death. The valuative event-meaning 1 of the world of
Italy \,a.s the hero is that of a world in which she no longer exists, a
world &EE:»R& valuatively by her no-longer-being in that €OLQ

N.u% her it is a world in which she might exist. All of the followin :
_Snm. are presented in the author-hero’s emotional-volitional HODM«

se lines that the last line is antici-

meeting there.

This, then, is the way in which the event-
are distributed and arranged around the two
the same object (Italy)—one and the same
content/sense—is different a$ 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 h v

moments s of Being
value-centers. One and
from the standpoint of

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 Traly 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¢8 of my unique par-
ticipation is neither closed nor isolated. The value-context, in which
Iraly is a homeland (/er 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’ 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.c., 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-relation1¢* 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 [istina]. The world’s unity is a moment
in its concrete #nigueness 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.

TOWARD A PHILOSOPHY OF THE ACT ¢ ¢+ 0«

77



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
- aworld 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, #ot my own uniqueness.
Aesthetic activity is a participation of a special, objectified kind; from
within an aesthetic architectonic there 7 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 noz fortuitously 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
.m:& In that world to all other human beings. I, as once-occurrent
1ssue or come forth from within myself, whereas all others I find osu
r.m.:nr I come upon them: this constitutes a profound ontological
difference in significance within the event of Being.

The highest architectonic principle of the actual s\olm of the
wowmoz.doa act or deed is the concrete and architectonically valid or
operative contraposition of I and the otper. Life knows two value-
centers that are fundamentally and essentially different, yet are cor-
related with each other: myself 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 nt@_nnnq dif-
mn.nocﬁ naozoa,ﬁ_éocn.o:& tone, is valuatively operative or valid in a
different way in the most vital, essential sense. This does not disrupt
ﬁrw 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

2

: . others for me. It is an architectonic interrela-
tionship of two valuatively affirmed others. Both Italy-as-homeland
and Italy-as-foreign-land are maintained in one tonality, both are
located in the world which s correlated with the other, .Wrn world
that is no_‘.nn_mana with me is fundamentally and essentially incapable
of becoming part of an aesthetic architectonic. As we shall see in

-

detail later on, to contemplate aesthetically means to refer an object
to the valuative plane of the other. 172

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-zo-be-accomplished,}7? 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.
Yer 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 eyer_been
expressed and stated—this is, after all, the sense of all Christian to-
rality, and it is the starting point for altruistic morality.”* BTt 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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NOTES

INTRODUCTION TO THE RUSSIAN EDITION

1. The works that make up the 1979 collection, to which Bocharov is
referring, have been translated into English and published in two separate
collections: M. M. Bakhtin, Speech Genres and Other Late Essays, tr. Vern W.
McGee (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1986), and A7t and Answerability:
Early Philosophical Essays by M. M. Bakhtin, tr. Vadim Liapunov (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1990). “Author and Hero in Aesthetic Activity”
appears in the latter collection (pp. 4—231).

2. The Russian original of “Toward a Philosophy of the Act” was pub-
lished in the yearbook of the Scientific Council of Philosophical and Social
Problems of Science and Technology (Academy of Sciences of the USSR)
in 1986: Filosofiia i sotsiologiin nanki i tekhniki: Ezhegodnik 10848 (Moscow:
Nauka, 1986, Pp- 82—138). In addition, this yearbook includes a fragment of
the first chapter of “Author and Hero in Aesthetic Activity” (pp. 138—157)
that was not published in the 1979 collection Estetika slovesnogo tvovcheston
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[The Aesthetics of Verbal Creation]. The notes to the two ¢

F the yearbook are by S. Averintsey (pp- 157—
1S on pp. 80—83.

3. Bocharov ig referri

4. A translation of this artjcle ; i i
Ansmeraity R, s article into English appears in Bakhtin, Ars ang

5. See Bakhtin, Ay &&&h&he%&&.&@e p. I

6. A translation of this fra i i i
§&\§§§§§.®o op 208 gment into English appears in Bakhtin, Ay

7. Bakhtin, Speech Genves gng Other Laze Essays, P. 155

(S. Averintsev’s notes are m
are in brackets. )

L. Aesthetic activi

ongoing ey s SIS th . of sobytie bytiin— <the
g €ing,” “Being-as-event,” “Being-event” (cf. German Seins

Jeschehen). Note Bakhtin’s clarification ;
s . cation in M. M. Bakhti
oo . : : un, Art and -
S&N MWOMW&D:.. University of Texas Press, 1990), p. 188 QOOEMRWAWMM\
emg is a @:nucanco_ommn& concept, for being Ppresents _.an.ﬁm to M

_.. . -

HHMMW HMWMMMMWJM% Mmr.mb [ongoing] event, and a living consciousness ac
. self an <nm5#mm_.:mb~o i -

o . ngoing] event.” Cf, 4 i

o n_wao_w_.dau An Introduction 1o Philosophy, tr., Joseph McCabe AMQMWWU&_“:

] 0. : it “

ry Holt, 1921; German Q.rnom 1914), p. 121: “In ontic questions the nr.a
tral point; in geneti ich

exts published
160). Bocharov’s introduction

ng t
30. Cf. Luke 1o 122, g to the Parable of the Talents: Matthew 251 14—

gations, tr. J. N. Findlay, 2 vols. (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970),

- vol. 2, investigation 3, chap. 2.

2. The meaning or sense (German Sinn) of the product of aesthetic
activity is not that of a being in process of actual becoming; the product
comes to be a participant in actual Being-as-event (that is, it is acrualized
or incarnated) through the mediation of our acts of effectual aesthetic
intujting.

“Enters into communion with”: an attempt to render pri-obshchit’sin—rto
become a participant, sharer, partaker in (something) in common with (oth-
ers), to become an active part of, to be incorporated into (as an active
participant).

“Historical act”: performed at one particular §rene particular
place by one particular individual. In this sense.(“historical’/is related to
one of Bakhtin’s key terms, edinstvennyi, which I Temder either as “once-
occurrent” (German einmalig) or as “unique,” “singular,” “the only one,”
“the one and only” (German einzig). Cf. Heinrich Rickert’s concept of “the
historical” as that which is individual (in the sense of that which is qualita-
tively once-occurrent) in his Liwmits of Concept Formation in Natural Science,
abridged ed., tr. and ed. Guy Oakes (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1986), p. 78: “the historical in its most comprehensive sense” coincides
with “the unique, invariably individual, and empirically real event itself.”

3. “Images or configurations”: the Russian ob7az here is related to the
German Bild in the sense of Gebilde, a produced formation.

“They do not partake in it”: they do not participate in, are not part of,
actual once-occurrent bécoming (that is, they are not actualities in Being-as-
event). :

4. “Historical description-exposition: an alternative for “exposition”
would be “representation” (of history). Cf. German Darstellung, and Rick-
ert, Limats of Concept Formation, pp. 66—68.

“Fundamental split”: “fundamental” for the Russian equivalent of the
German prinzipiell and the French principiel (relating to that on which any-
thing is ultimately founded or by which anything is ultimately regulated),
one of Bakhtin’s most frequently used terms. I render it for the most part as
“essential and fundamental” (“essentially and fundamentally”), but occa-
sionally also as “in its very principle,” “in principle.”

“Content or sense™: for soderzhanie-smysl. 1 render this term below as
“content/sense.”

“Act/activity”: for aki-deiatePnost’—a given activity as expressed in an act,
an instance of that activity.
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n. .
5- “Unique unity” or “once-occurrent unity.”

“Ongoing”: closer to the Russian would be
complished.”

6. “Sense or meaning”: I render s

<« e
and as “meaning” (German Sinn, sinnbafs,
. . - ’ ’
ing introduction to the various uses of the

Richard Schaeffer, “Sinn > in Handp ] 1
> 5 uch philosophischer Grundbegri i-
enausgabe (Munich: Kosel, 1974), vol. s, 2 o, Stud

< h: : PP- 1325—1341 (with bibliography).
MH MMSA WmHMP WM __: Rudolf Eisler, Wirterbuch der %@&8@@&&3%%&%

- (berlin: Mittler und Sohn, 1930), vol. 3, pp. 69—7r1: X
Smysl zhizng [The Meaning of Life] (Be v, oy o bkl

rlin: Slovo, 1922), pp. 9—11; Gust:
wrmn.px»%wﬁs“ﬁ& and Sense, tr. Thomas Nemeth AUo&HaMM” Ezcﬂ\on_ana.\
emic F.Hv_arnav 1991)—see index under “sense” (Shper’s book appeared i
Russian in 1914). ppeeam

: y
7. “Acts of our activity”: our activit

Bk M 3 Actually lived Eﬁ experienced”: life that is being lived-experienced
s term for nan:n.nvn‘ experiencing is always perezhivanic lived-
experience (German Erlebien or Erlebins; of. French vécu) ,
9. I have nromn:,m,mbmSnSvEn&nﬂ,smﬂnma of “responsibility” in order to

fe r T e
oreground nro root sense-of the term-—answering; the point is to bring out
e
responsibility” involves the wnnmoan:nnommmoimngm& &&om:nmg

that «
wﬁ 1nitial ozoﬁm.ao:,u sec A. R. Jonsen, :anmo:w:ummans in Westminster Dic-
wnary of Christian Ethics (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1986) PP r..m

> > - -
5@?3550889 nnbEQmE\onrn

549. Jonsen contends that two works in
morality: F. H. Bradley’s essay “The

<Em»m. Notion of Responsibility and Its Connection with the Theories of
mqons\:,_.wba Determinism” (1878) and Lucien Lévy-BruhPs LTdz. &Mm .
%eﬁ&w.&&m (1883). See also W. Molinski, “Responsibility,” in Sacramens o
Mundi, 6 vols. (New York: Herder and Herder, GQIGQWY vol. s wNONMﬁwMW
W@ Nm Kaufman, “Responsibility, ZO.B_ and Legal,” in The m:&\,&ﬁw&Q &w
tlosophy, .&. Paul Edwards, 8 vols, in 4 (New York: Macmillan and F
Press, reprint edition 1972), vol. 7, pp. 18383, -

mmva brief but informative treatments in German, see (under “Verantw
. tung”) Nm Logstrup, in Die Religion in Geschichte ynd Gegenwart, 3rd MT
6 vols. (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr/Paul Siebeck, 1957—1962) s rass-
1256 A:on.n that the 2nd ed. of this dictionary, which ntm outin 1
did not include an article on a<nB:2<onEzmz§ and R. mmgﬂonwwlmww

kon fiir Theologie und Kirch | i
o % wehe, 10 vols, (Freiburg: Herder, 1959—1965), vol. 1o

¥ 18 actualized in particular acts.

B

vol. 6, cols. 1254

>

In process of being ac:

wysl and its derivatives both as “sense”

Sinngebung). For an illuminat- -
3 el <, :

term “sense” or “meaning,” see |

An excellent ¢lucidation of “Verantwortung” is provided by J. Schwart-
linder, in the Handbuch philosophischer Grundbegriffz, vol. 6, pp. 1577—1588.
Schwartlinder points out that responsibility more and more frequently be-
came a theme of philosophizing after World War I and that it clearly took
over the place until then occupied “im allgemeinen sittlichen Bewufitsein”
by duty or obligation (Pflicht).

10. Postupok (dictionaries usually define it as “an action intentionally
performed by someone™): an action or act that I myself choose to perform,
“my own individually answerable act or deed.” This is Bakhtin’s fundamental
term throughout; he uses the word in the singular, presumably in order to
bring out the focus on its singularity or uniqueness, on its being this par-
ticular acrion and no other, performeti (answerably or responsibly) by this
particular individual at this particular time and in this particular place. Fur-
thermore, the focus is on the performing of the act or deed, or on the act or
deed as it is being performed, in opposition to the consideration of the act
post factum (the act that has been performed).

Bakhtin also uses the verb postupar® (to act, to perform an act), which is
obviously connected with the noun postupok; and he gives a new sense to the
verbal noun postuplenie by referring it back to postupok: a single, continuous
performing of individually answerable acts or deeds and, therefore, analo-
gous to the single act or deed.
act” or “a/the act performed,” “a/the deed” = ]

1. “Validity” (znachimost’) is used here as an equivalent of the German
Geltung, Gelten (being valid, operative, in force or in effect; validity, opera-
tiveness, obtaining). Thus, tsennostnaia znachimost’ (German Wertgeltung) is
something that obtains, is in force, is operative as a value or the operative-
ness, validity, obtaining of a value. For an elucidation of the concept (being-
valid in distinction to being), sce W. M. Urban, The Intelligible World (New
York: Macmillan, 1920), pp. 149fF., 153ff.; and Eisler, Worterbuch der philoso-
Phischen Begriffe, vol. 1, pp. 495—499. Kant spoke of the validity (Geltung) of
the categories and the synthetic judgments & préors, insofar as they contain
the “grounds for the possibility of all experience.” Following Kant, R. H.
Lotze introduced the term into German philosophy as a fundamental con-
cept, fundamental not only for philosophy, but also for the sciences and
for all cognition in general. In order to distinguish the normative from the
merely factual, the Neo-Kantians elaborated a whole philosophy of Geltung.

2. “The ought™ (dolzhenstvovanie) is an equivalent of the German Sollen

(introducedtinto philosophical terminology by Kant). Note that “the ought”

..o-onnsvnceoacao-. - ° e o o
)
' e .

do
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Q&N&w&&«%&i& and “(I) must” (dolzhen) have the same YOOt, just as the
German Sollen and soll do. The ought as “thar which ought nov be” is con-
trasted to wérmn is.” Generally, that which is set before the will as valid and
thus functions as a call or enjoinment to action. Cf. Rudolf Eisler, Weprzer-
w.&nﬁ vol. 3, p. 106: The ought (Sollen) “is the correlate of a will, mw expres-

... Besi i i
e mﬂo the s.ymﬁozm_ of the maxim, however, there is only its form. The
> € maxim as expressed in an imperative is ‘ought,” just as the form
of every theoretical Proposition is some mode of s’ As form, i
Ed

only the form, the skeletal ‘ought >”

13. “Rickert’s affirmation-negarion”: ] 7
. . gaton™: see Bejahung-Verneinung in Hein-
rich Rickert’s once celebrated book Der Gegenstand der migsswmu 6th ed

Aﬁmv.ﬁmns.“ Mohr/Paul mmw_uon_ﬁ 1928; 15t ed. 1892). Rickert contends that

. . : rejection) of a disval
o . i enial, svalue.
is peculiar to judging, therefore, is that it represents an either/or com-

portment; the affirmation is only one side of a pair of opposites, which
X 3

edgment of a “transcendent Ou ht”—th
: e ackn
condemnation of disvalucs g cknowledgment of values or the

Wilhelm émzan_vp:au of a highly influential school of ZnoH
Ew beginning of the twentieth century. The best concise introduction to his
philosophy as a whole is still Eduard Spranger’s “Rickerts System,” Logos 12
%M@Nw\kv“ L. See also H.-L. OEm, Der Neukantianismus @Eﬁmmnn J. B.

.QN_Q., waw.v“ PP- 5966 (Ollig’s brief treatment is concerned with
Rickert within Neo-Kantianism as a whole); Urban, Tpe Intelligible World
PP- 109ff., 150ff. (discusses Rickert’s key no.:nn@mmx and Iso HA%:. NNMM 4
und Kant (The Hague: M, Nijhoff, 1964), part 2, section 2, *%wM’.ww AMM
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amines Husserl’s reading of Rickert and, in doing so, clarifies Rickert’s key
concepts and positions). The literature on Rickert available in English and
French focuses above all on his theory of historical cognition: F. M. Fling,
The Writing of History (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1920); Maurice
Mandelbaum, The Problem of Historical Knowledge (New York: Harper and
Row, 1967; 1st ed. 1938), pp. 119-147; Raymond Aron, La Philosophie critigue
de Phistoive (Paris: Julliard, 1987; 1st ed. 1938), chap. 2; Alfred Stern, Philoso-
Dhy of History and the Problem of Value (The Hague: Mouton, 1962), chap. s;
Guy Oakes, “Rickert’s Theory of Historical Knowledge,” in Rickert, Limits
of Concept Formation, pp. vii—xxviii. For a discussion of Max Weber’s assimi-
lation of Rickert’s philosophy, see, for example, H. H. Bruun, Science, Values
and Politics in Max Weber’s Methodology (Copenhagen: Munksgaard, 1972).

14. “Veridicality-in-itself™: its being true in itself (istinnost’ v sebe).

15. This is Rickert’s contention. See note 13 above: Rickert, Der Gegen-
stand, chap. 3, section 9.

*16. The name of Edmund Husserl (1859~1938) comes up here in con-
nection with a paraphrase (perfectly correct in its essentials) of one of
Husserl’s theses, according to which the obligatory striving after truth
cannot be derived from epistemology (a few lines later Bakhtin argues that
the obligation to be ethical cannot be derived from cthics). Bur the entire
course of Bakhtin’s thought as a whole is essentially close to Husserl’s ap-
proach. Husserl’s phenomenology is oriented toward the indivisible unity of

“lived-experience” (E#lebnis) and the “intention” contained therein. Bakh-
tin’s key-concepts (“event,” “event-ness,” “a performed action”: postupok) are
similar in this respect to Husserl’s Erlebnis, the sense of which, as we know,
is by no means psychological; these key concepts are different in that they
distinctly accentuate the problem of responsibility, which does not appear
in this form in Husserl’s thought. In this respect, Bakhtin is a distinctly
Russian thinker, who continues the tradition of Russian nineteenth-century
culture. For his thought, Dostoevsky’s oeuvre was not only an object, but
also a source.

17. “Validities™: anything that has validity, is in force, or obtains theo-
retically, scientifically, ethically, etc. See note 11 above.

18. Sce p. 22 (Russian, p. 98), where Bakhtin begins his analysis of for-
mal and non-formal ethics (or content-ethics). Cf. also the quotation from
Beck in note 12 above.

19. “Attitude of consciousness”: “attitude” (ustanovka) in the sense of
Einstellung. Note that Bakhtin leaves no room for misunderstanding: he will
approach the matter phenomenologically.
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. xperience demon-
strates that the domain of “cth; ; s -
of “ethics as mcnrmwbm.mvznm ethics,” is only a certain

fo iti

: E_E WOH_OP namely, that of “duty.” “Non-dogmatic” or “presupposi
onless™ ethics, however, will n -

; ot tell us what exactl i «
s - . Y constitutes the “mat-
oo noEMumv Hu.m such a position, that 1s, what exactly should (“ought™) the

#m of obhgation (of the “cugh™) d; i i

bie ght”) do and in relation to whom?
e . 0 whom? Nor
: .3: us something more abstract: on what the ought jtself js based

natural law, on the o : i
g ne hand, and a sufficiently real social “commitment.”

)

on the other, %35 of abstract ought or obligation has demonstrated

T X iy
Ry A

a frightening crversity: there proved to be nothing in the mind to hinder

It from no:nn_.sﬁnr\n.%ﬁrn as the ought-to-be of the absence of any ought

as Nie inaci
» rﬁmnrn m:wo €d. Pertinacious abstract reasoning, straining to ground
phantom of a natural law depri i i
the prived of jts ontological roots, has sh,
1ts impotence in the face i i sions of the
of Nietzsche’s question i
s and the questions of th,
c e
numerous advocates of Dostoevsky’s “underground man”: “you ought, b
cause you ought, because ” i . e of
: you ought”—absolutized cthics js i
et oh OeCs it CHICS is incapable of
m 1g.out from within the confines of a logical crrcle, and this is keenly fele
y real motivation whatsgsvas s

,LVSF....,.,E;E;;.H,—.EW( it Kl

C €Xtra-

critique of isai
que of “Pharisaism™) to the effect that a person who has chosen to be

_.Hmn_mvnn i cthi c de
i é,wwgmmwawwwwmma ethics, for the ethical principle is a mode of relat-
g to values, and not 3§61 of values, e

S s e,
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21. “Self-activity” (literally, “activeness”): the active operation of the
Ego, or (in Kantian terms) spontaneity. On our existence as self-acting be-

~ ings and on our’ experience of our own spontaneous activity in Kant, see

Beck, A Commentary, pp. 194—196. See also “Spontaneitit,” in Eisler, War-

terbuch, vol. 3, pp. 140—141.
22. “Form” (in Kant) is an 4 priori unity of ordering of a sensible mani-

“fold. See also Rickert, Der Gegenstand, pp. 130ff. (form and content in

_epistemology).

“Transcendent™ in Kantian terms this should be “transcendental.”

23. Kant’s “Copernican achievement” or, more commonly, “Copernican
revolution” in the theory of cognition: just as Copernicus asserted that the
earth revolves round the sun, so Kant contends that to have knowledge of
finite, empirical reality, this reality must conform to the structure of the
human mind, and not the mind to the reality. Or, as Norman Kemp Smith
puts it, “Objects must be viewed as conforming to human thought, not
human thought to the independently real” (A Commentary to Kant’s “Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason”, 2nd ed. [New York: Humanities Press, 1962], p. 18; see
also pp. 22—25, on misunderstandings of the analogy). The metaphor “Co-
pernican revolution” goes back to a-passage in the preface to the second
edition of the Critigue of Pure Reason: B xvi—xvii.

24. “A universal consciousness,” etc.: all these are equivalents of the
German terms BewufStsein iiberhaupt, wissenschaftliche BewnfStsein (Hermann

Cohen’s term), evkenntnistheoretisches Subjekt (Rickert’s term: see Rickert,
Der Gegenstand, chap. 1, section 7). On BewufStsein siberhaupr, see Eisler,

Wirterbuch, vol. 1.
25. “Act/deed of its actualization™: the actual performance of its actu-
alization.
26. “Fundamentally and essentially”: prinzipieil; see note 4 above.
*27. “First philosophy” (Gr. prote philosophin)—Aristotle’s term for fun-
damental ontology, which lays the foundations for all further philosophiz-
ing. See Meraphysics 4.1.1003a21: “There is a science which investigates being
as being and the attributes which belong to this in virtue of its own nature”;
4.1.1026a32: “it will belong to [first philosophy] to consider being gua be-
ing—both what it is and the attributes which belong to it gua being” (The
Works of Aristotle, translated into English under the editorship of J. A. Smith
and W. D. Ross, 12 vols. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1908—1952], vol. 3). For
a historical orientation on “first philosophy,” see C. F. Gethmann, “Erste
Philosophie,” in Historisches Wirterbuch der Philosophie, 7 vols. to date (Basel/
Stuttgart: Schwabe, 1971-), vol. 7, cols. 726—729.
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28. The 1086 publication (p. g
For the English tr. (P- 87) has a lacuna he

anslation, S. (.
orn he - s Bocharov has

of the manuscript: z 7
. . . PL: teovetichesk;
with this reading is the wi

mezheverie), which n
be sheer guesswork.

ord mezhevers; (the nomina
O One seems to know. Any arte

parenthesés mwﬂrnwj{n,WMmmmmvmm<nvvv.

E .
Or an example of how Bakhtin explicates “participative thinking ” see p. 19

footnote (Russian, p- 96)
. wm._nrﬂ:w. €xpression may be related to the
enken, which S, Marck, for €xample, defines
or wn_mnom to “eine reale Existenz” v
Posttion of seinsverbundppes Denke
mwmws“\waa.& aberhaupt, against the log;j
sublectum. See S, Marck, “Zum Ppr
Archiv fiir systematische M@ / 7
losophie ologi
e o 0 ot ophie und .weﬁ&a%“w 33 (1929): 238—242. It might

here En%n%mmaw term g »
H M. Mnr:.:&:mnﬁ Das Problem des Iz, S o 56 for cxample

keganrds ( m.wn_._ucnm\gg_.n? Karl Alber o o die N.&N.N&@\&w Sren Kier-
P. F. Straw. ;

bl

1983), chap. g, secti

o Muni hap. o, ons 4—7. Cf. also

distinction berween the “participant” and the “detached”
&

or may be viewed, in‘his Skepticism

i Mnﬂn%%%ﬂﬂmmmwzwnoom of (or argument for) the existence of God: the
: OWS necessarily from the conce t of G “ont |
MMM_”%O ermzao:ﬁs in Eisler, Wirterbuch, vol. 2, EW WAQIMMW mHnM rﬂ.uuno_o-
1 the ontological argument Kant uses the example of a r:baa_nmannm“.m

re

d no:.nn?na (possible) thalers; «A hundred

re: “I2 illegible words],”
kindly provided the resul
kly mezheversi. The problem
tive singular would be
Mpt to translate it would

o men —engaged,
> OF tntevested thinking; unindifferent think-

positing of the object, should the former contain more than the latter, my
concept would not, in that numnw express the whole object, and would not
therefore be an adequate concept of it” (Critique of Pure Reason, tr. Norman
Kemp Smith [New York: St Martin’s Press, 1965], A 599/B 627 [p- 505]). See
Heinz Heimsoeth’s commentary in his Transzendentale Dinlekrik (Berlin:
W. de Gruyter, 1969), part 3, pp. 474—486. '

For analyses of Kant’s refutation, see S. L. Frank, Predmet znaniin [Ob-
ject of Knowing] (Petrograd: Istoriko-filologicheskii fakultet Imp. Petro-
gradskogo Universiteta, 1915), pp. 162—168; Martin Heidegger, The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology, tr. Albert Hofstadter, rev. ed. {Bloomington and
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1988), part 1, chap. 1 (Kant’s Thesis:
Being is not a real predicate); Dno,nm Picht, Kants Religionsphilosophie (Stutt-
gart: Klett-Cotra, 1985), Pp. 460—461, 469—470; A. W. Wood, in The
Cambridge Companion to Kant, ed. Paul Guyer (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), pp- 397—40r1; and Dieter Heinrich, Der ontologische
Gottesbeweis: Sein Problem und seine Geschichie in der Nenzeit (Tibingen:
J. C. B. Mohr, 1960). ,

31. “Valuative” (for tsennostnyi): expressive of value. Alternatives: axio-

logical, value-governed, value-related (cf. German werthaft).

*32. Strictly speaking, Bakhtin’s citation is inexact; what is important for
Kant is that ten “real” thalers are not greater than ten thalers in my mind—
that their reality adds nothing to their numerical sum (since Anselm pro-
ceeded from the opposite—the real is “greater” than what exists only in the
mind, and, therefore, the concept of the greatest includes reality as one of
its perfections).

33. “Fundamentally and essentially”: prinzipiell; see note 4 above.

34. “As projected” (v zadanii): in the mode of a task to be accomplished
or of something to be determined. .

35. “Fundamentally”: prinzipiell; see note 4 above.

36. “Essentially and fundamentally”: prinzipieil; see note 4 above.

37. “Eternal™: it always is what it is, it is not subject to any temporal
determination, it is timeless. Cf. Shpet, Appearance and Sense, p- 33.

38. “What-is-to-be-attained”: zadannost’ as opposed to dannost’. Equiv-
alents of German Awufljegebenbeit as opposed to Gegebenheir (deriving from
aufjegeben and gegeben): the latter means “something given, what-is-given”
(in the sense of a concretum) or (in the sense of status) “givenness”; the
former, “something given as a task-yet-to-be-accomplished” or “a problem-
yet-to-be-solved” or “a concept-yet-to-be-determined,” as well as “givenness
in the mode of a task (yet-to-be-accomplished).” Besides “what-is-to-be-
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50. :m:%»m:ﬁ:mu“ for a critical analysis of empathy, see Bakhtin, At

and Answerabiliry, pp. 61ff. Empathizing, according to Bakhtin, is a necessary

but insufficient act in aesthetic contemplation 3§ 5 “Whble

S b S e
2 ot ik 5

In the present text S a sy Honyit for- 8mpathizi pani
which is equivalent to the German MMM.W:“.MMMMWOW epehising, yebivani
st. “Transgredient™: see Bakhtin, Arz and Answerability, note 11 (p. 2
s2. “A subiectum situated outside the bounds of that E,.nu. see ww?w.&.
Art &3&&»&%@&8&? p- 14 and note 28. , o
. .*mw. w»w.rmc means Schopenhauer’s reflections on the perception of mu-
sic in the third book of Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and Representation,
and also n.rmmnnn 39 (“On the Metaphysics of Music”) in the su _nEn:nM
,Mw nrn. EHE book. [For a comparison of .Mnrownsrmzﬁ.w mnwmwwanm and
& h. MMW? s &noQ of empathy in art, see O. Schuster in Archiy fitr Geschichte
er Phi aﬁxﬁw 25 (1912): 104~116. On Schopenhauer’s treatment of music and
oH.H. N.Smmvnnn contemplation, see Ulrich Pothast, Die eigentlich metaphysisch
Titigkedt (Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp, 1982), PPp- 98—107 and 48—s1 Mwu\u fo) i
255; and also Julian Young, Willing and Unwilling: A Study in the Nw\&.mam y
e\\»@ws Schopenhauer (Dordrecht: M. Nijhoff, 1987), chap. 7 (in mnmnrammw
consciousness we “lose” ourselves entirely in the object of perception so that
we are no longer able to separate the perceiver from the perception).]
; m_A.. S. G wogm3<. was E:.& enough to inform me that the efforts to
evelop a coherent reading of this passage have yielded the following incon-
n._:m.:a nn.mz_m (possible variant readings are placed in brackets): « S&M«. simevol
&w&ﬁﬁ..&? niskhozhdenie [samootdanie?] Khristovo—y »&&m@.&a&«. PV ras WM
Qn_.nD: Tg ploti i krovi ego preterpevaia permanentnuin @%§&§§§M; §W§%
N&%.W\ésg N.. deistvenen [deistvenno?] v mive sobytii, ego xw..qﬁhw%wnv%aﬁw&
v mare my zhivy i prichastny [prichastiem?] emu ukrepliaemy.” Iralicized
words seem to be less uncertain than others. , " o
ss. “Event-ness”

5 : Emom.: as Being is an ongoing event; sce note 1 above.
o Mm.ﬁr va»R.a to the Russian text published in 1986, this is a new read-
Ew . mMc mam 5 :munm on p. 95 in the 1986 publication. I would like to express
a € to S. G. Bocharov for making thi i ilat
. g this new readin,
the English translation. B svalible for
N. a%wm.a:aw_ msa mE.ina:nazu prinzipiell; see note 4 above.
s : EEA mmncﬁwmg\n_%x the footnote provides a definition of
EQW»H:& ?:_:nrmmonnsﬁ engaged) thinking”; see note 20 above
. wmc. _Hr_m critical characterization of Neo-Kantianism is exceptionally apt
should be enough to recall the direction in which Ernst Cassirer’s Eocmrm

par-
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developed more and more distinctly. [Cf. Shpet’s highly critical comments
on Neo-Kantianism in his Appearance and Sense, pp. 13, 123—124..
60. “First philosophy”: see note 27 above.

61. “Defects and defaults” for nedostatki i nedochéty (nedochéry implies
a failure in required execution or procedure). This qualifying phrase was
omitted in the 1986 publication; I am grateful to S. G. Bocharov for making
it available for this translation.

62. “Participative consciousness™: an engaged, unindifferent conscious-
ness; see note 29 above.

63. [“Illegitimate substitutions? faults?”] (podmeny? nedochity?): one
word is illegible here, and the words suggested are purely conjectural. “In-
congruities” for nesoobraznosti: the Russian word is actually more negative
(cf. German Ungereimtheiten). .

64. “Theosophy,” “anthroposophy”: for brief introductions, see the New
Catholic Encyclopedin, 15 vols. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), vols. 1 and 14.
See also “Anthroposophie,” “Mystik, mystisch,” and “Okkultismus,” in the
Historisches Worterbuch der Philosophie, and “Anthroposophie” and “Theoso-
phie,” in Diz Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart.

65. The passage from “In the present context” fo the end of the para-

graph was deleted in the 1986 publication. Again, T have to thank S. G.
Bocharov for making it available for this translation. The deleted Russian
text reads as follows: “My zdes’ mozhem ostavit’ v storone vopros o tom,
putém kakikh [podmen? nedochétov?] i metodicheskikh nesoobraznostei
sovershaet istoricheskii materializm svoi vykhod iz samogo otvlechénnogo
teoreticheskego mira v zhivoi mir otvetstvennogo istoricheskogo svershen-
iia-postupka, dlia nas vazhno, odnako, chto etot vykhod im sovershaetsia, 1
v etom ego sila, prichina ego uspekha. Drugie ishchut filosofskogo udov-
letvoreniia v teosofii, antroposofii i pod. ucheniiakh, vpitavshikh v sebia
mnogo deistvitePnoi mudrosti uchastnogo myshleniia srednikh vekov 1 Vos-
toka, no kak edinaia kontseptsiia, a ne prosto svodka otdel'nykh prozrenii
uchastogo myshleniia vekov, sovershenno neudovletvoritenykh i gres-
hashchikh tem zhe metodologicheskim porokom, chto i istoricheskii ma-
terializm: metodicheskim nerazlicheniem dannogo i zadannogo, bytiia 1
dolzhenstvovaniia.” For an example of an extended critique of historical ma-
terialism in Russian, see P. 1. Novgorodtsev, Ob obshchestvennom ideale, part 1
(4th ed., Berlin: Slovo, 1922), chap. 2. See also Hermann Cohen’s critical
comments on the “materialistic View of history” in his Ethik des reinen Wil-
lens, 3rd ed. (Berlin: B. Cassirer, 1922), pp. 30f., 315.
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(49 M
om. Being-event of life”: the bei
Ongoing event; see note 1 above,
67. “Essentiall
. il N MMM _M:bwﬁ.mwmm:%m Prinzipiell; see note 4 above
, en’s ethics™: For a histori i .
: torical orientation
on altru-

1sm, see £ V—Hm :—w:wzmu m m.a.NQQ “thwu vv Qvﬂwﬂwvﬁ @ &Nv &N 0. _% €, VO O
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ng of life insofar as thar being is an

systematic study of Cohen’s concepti
schaft (Berlin: Duncker und Humblot 1980)
69. “Content-ethics and formal nnmmnms“ .

thics of co i
ntent (i.e
On the contrast of “materjal” A

Mwn Gm_b:u_n.v Beck, A Ga§§§§@a
o.n:w. m@nn.&nm the motives of cond
nnzw_ov WWMMMQ the objective content of an action or its ends
° aCEa\Mw,MNHN_MMM Mmﬁ_n&s” Drinzipiell; see nore 4 above.
o 4l 25 Bakp nm_ ¢ the .Dnﬂ:mb allgemein, that is, “applicable
¥$ In the preceding sentence, Alternatives: “common

A m.
o m.: @nmﬁgﬂ.—.: Q@CN.:% to m.—_vu.: @:ﬂmﬂ~ocv Oor mn:0~m.— ATO— HN.-H=.~W to N:

o “Inadequate thinking”:
failure HHou reach the level of thinking in the full sense of th d
73. “Free volition”: 3 renderin, ; e b

- “Fre : g of vole-iz-volen; . ili
Wa MMMNHM an expression of the will,” like the Onﬂwswﬂaswwmnwﬂhrmn o
o HNMN Mw_ﬂnm closest to the Latin liberum voluntatis &ﬂwmwmgw%v.
ill). Chr. Wolff translated arbityiym, into’'German a N\MM i
jatec : S Willlediy
ce); Kant used Willkiir in the sense of

-» Inatter in contrast to form).
, see

PP. 96, 134. Generally, ‘an ethics om,
uct, while an ethics of “matter” .A “ma-

pels, by personal love of the one
me, _Annw my commandments” (John 14.: 1s)
76. nGs?oam:&mm like the Al

71 above. German Allgemeineit (generality);
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passage in the 1986 publication.
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khodit sniatie[?] vsekh printsipov i privnesenie . . .” Possible alternatives for
the word read as sniatie are smena, otmena.

78. ““Material’ content”: see note 69 above.

79. “Compellentness™: nuditelnost’. This term could also be translated
as “compellingness.” T have chosen “compellentness” in order to convey
something of the uncommonness of the word #sdstelnost’ in modern Rus-
sian (in contrast to the familiar pri-nuditel’nost’, compulsoriness, being ne-
cessitated by force). E. V. Volkova, Estetika M. M. Bakhtina [M. M. Bakh-
tin’s Aesthetics] (Moscow: Znanie, 1990), p. 14, points out that the term
“compellent” or “compelling” (nuditelno) denotes an ought or obligation
which issues from an individual’s inner conviction, as opposed to an im-
posed or enforced obligation (expressed by pri-nuditel’no).

80. “Categoricalness”: unconditionality.

81. “Categorical imperative”: an unconditional (as opposed to a condi-
tional or “hypothetical”) imperative. On Kant’s “categorical imperative,” see
H. J. Paton, The Cazegorical Imperative (Chicago: University of Chicago

Press, 1948), pp. m3ff., r2off.
82. “Non-contingent” or non-fortuitous, not a matter of chance.

83. “Universality”: see note 71 above.

84. Again, Bocharov provides an amended reading of lines 8 through 11
(up to the period) on p. 1o1 in the 1986 publication: instead of spravedlivosti
read opravdannosti, and the rest of the sentence now is “1 imenno v etoi svoei
teoreticheskoi opravdannosti lezhit zakonnost’[?] kategoricheskogo imper-
ativa kak obshchego 1 obshche-znachimogo.”

“Theoretical justification”: literally, “justifiedness” (its being justified
theoretically).

85. “Act only on that maxim through which you can at the same time will
that it should become a universal law”; “Act as if the maxim of your action
were to become through your will a Universal Law of Nature”; “So act that
your will can regard itself at the same time as making universal law through
its maxim.” Quoted in Paton, The Categorical Imperative, p. 129. A “maxim”
is a principle actually at work in our action, i.., the real ground of our act.

86. “Into communion with”: actualizing it in a historical act or perfor-
mance of cognition and thus of acknowledgment; see note 2 above.

87. “Philosophy of culture”: Kulturphilosophie as used in German his-
torical classifications of philosophies. It characterizes the whole of a philoso-

phy, and not a branch of philosophy. For example, Rickert’s philosophy as
a whole could be characterized as a philosophy of human culture in its to-
tality. See also Bakhtin, Arz and Answerability, note 141 (p. 249).
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mode of a task” (aufyegeben). The point to note is that both “givens” are

resent in conjunction, inseparably. . . .
i 1o1. “Palpable (intuitable)”: a rendering of the Russian equivalent of the

88. “The unique truth {pravda]”: Bakhtin uses two words to denote -
“eruth™: pravda (derived from “right,” “Just,” or “true-to”) and istina (de-
rived from “is”). Note that in this sentence he already marks the specific
sense of truth as pravda: “the unique truth of both the fact and the sense in
their concrete uniry.” He clarifies the contrast between pravda and istina on
P- 46 (Russian, p. o). Cf. in this connection, Martin Heidegger’s distinc-

tions at the beginning of his lecture on metaphysics: Was ist Metaphysik?
(Frankfurt a. M.: V. Klostermann, 1975), pp. 24ff.

89. “Hypothetical”: conditional.

90. “Psychologism™: ‘see references in note 40 above.

91. “Something-to-be-achieved” (German Aufyegebenheit, Aufyege-
benes): given in the mode of a task-to-be-yet-accomplished; see note 38 above.

92. “Elemental and blind”: “blind” is literally “dark,” and “elemental”
may have the connotation of “anarchic.” Cf. German elementar und dunkel.

93. “Ongoing event”: the event in process of being accomplished.

94. “As something given and as something-to-be-achieved™: gegeben/
aufgegeben—dany i zadany (German gegebenlanfegeben), that is, both are
present at the same time, conjointly; see note 38 above.

95. “Palpable-expressive™: “palpable” (nagliadno) as an equivalent of the
German anschaulich.

96. “Fundamentally and essentially”: prinzipiell; see note 4 above.

ou.Zonnm_._mawu.wras nannmm_%wno_uomomm phenomenological descrip-
tion. . . A .

98. “Participatively”: see note 29 above.

99. On the concept of “world,” see L. Landgrebe, “The World as a Phe-
nomenological Problem,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 1 (1940—
1941): 38—58; J. J. Kockelmans, The World in Science and Philosophy (Milwau-
kee: Bruce, 1969), pp. ss—72; J. N. Mohanty, “Thoughts on the Concept of
‘World,”” in Essays in Memory of Aron Gurwitsch, ed. Lester Embree (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Center for Advanced Research in Phenomenology and Uni-
versity Press of Amerjca, 1984), pp. 241—247; Michael Gelven, A Commen-
tary on Heidegger’s Being and Time. rey. ed. (DeKalb: Northern Illinois
University Press, 1980), PP- 47—68; and R. Bernet, “Husserl’s Concept of

German anschaulich.
102. “Valuative”: expressive of value, value-governed, value-related. C£.

werthaft.
OnMMM».b For a m%wﬂ exposition of Rickert’s theory of <&.cnmu see W. E MW%-
meister, Histovical Spectrum of Value Theories, 2 vols. (Lincoln, Neb.: Johnsen
ishing Company, 1970), vol. 1, chap. 9. . .

HVGHMW mom@. E&Maﬁ% Der Gegenstand, pp. 193—195: “There exist real am.\m&w
which, as one says, possess value. A work of art, for example, 1s an 0 _Mn
reality of this kind. But the value that it possesses, or the value HEH attaches
to it, is clearly not identical with its Rm.:&wn everything HQ.; m_oosm._m Anw::ﬂww
paints, etc.) does not belong to the value it possesses. Ognn?nn&*nnm inke
with values we shall call, therefore, goods [Giiter], in order t0 ncmoﬂgﬁnﬂn
them from the values attaching to-them. ms:rn:sonn., ,.BEnm meﬁﬁm_mo. e f
strictly separated, at least noznnmﬁ:»:.% from the psychic mnnw_ of v c»m_mo“,. :
performed by a real subiectum, and indeed mn.on.s any .R& \¢ M_»QM:. s

certainly true that for us values are always conjoined <<_.9 actual valuatio :

or that ‘we can find values only in actual goods. But since <&E»”m are nonm
the realities, they are not the same as the actual valuations or the

joined with
ctual goods.” . .

’ Hom.m “Philosophy of culture”: Kulturphilosophie; sec note 87 mdo<n.. .
106. What follows below is an explication of modern Kulturphilosophie.
107. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, chaps. 17 and 18.

8. See note 88 above. .
wa «Fundamental and essential”: prinzipiell, principled; see note 4
above.
10. “I, too, exist . . . in the whole™: ef ggo sum—1 am, and therefore . . .
That is, I myself exist (in the emphatic sense of the verb) as well—together
ith all others. . .
" 1. “My non-alibi in Being”: Bakhtin’s formulation could U.n n.xm__n»nnm
as follows: 1 cannot be relieved of answerability for the commission of an

M 3 i 1 t the plac
the World,” in Crises in Continental Philosophy, d. A. B. Dallery and C. E. act by an alibi, that is, by claiming to have been elsewhere than at the p. &
Scott with P. H. Roberts (Albany: State Universi . : of commission. : Py
RO | v Ty ey Yok pres 112, “Come to know of and to cognize™: wznavat’|poznavar’. The &mmnhz
3 ; | A ) ) . . . - - . 5 HO N.
100. “In conjunction with another given”: “something given” in the sense ence is between knowing something (identifying it) and 85. g
of being “rotally present-on-hand” (vorbanden) and “something given in the .  cogpition of it. Cf. German kennenlerkennen.
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3. “Tuniversalize it”: or, alternatively, I generalize it. See note -1 ab

114. “Irreplaceability”: there is no substitute for it, one cannot mwv A
something else (another action) for it. u i

115. “Actor”: doer, agent.

116. What follows below presents the ways in whi
self-activity manifest themselves in a dis
bers have been added by the translator.

7. “Must actualize”: the Russian word for “must” (dolzhen) has th
same root as “the ought” ( dolzhenstvovanie). : mw :

8. See note 10 above (postupok).

9. “My fellow-being®
the New Testament ©

120.

. ch my passivity and my
tnct yet undivided form. The num-

. [0t g..m@ﬁ.&u the Russian word here relates to
v Testame neighbor,” as in “love thy neighbor.”
aO_u__mﬁ:&_% unique”: unique as it ought-to-be.
I21. aOoH.Esmgﬁ possibility”: fortuitous or chance possibility.
122. “Universal”: general; see note 71 above
o, M T )
. &Sw” . M:ﬁu and mn@nﬂnaﬁ both as something given (totally on hand)
ﬁ:m Bh.ﬁoﬂ.um_%v given in the mode of something yet to be determined
124. “Obligative™: ought-to-be, .
125. awmaavwnr\n self™: a subiectum who
terested manner; see note 29 above.
«© . . . !
126. “A detached (non-participating) consciousness”
personal consciousness.
127. “Fundamentally and essentiall
128. “My intimate”
family member).
129. Znanieluznanie: again a i
/ : Play on knowing or knowledge simj
the German pair kennen/erkennen, ° o
130. Pravda: see note 88 above,
*H H- [ . - i
- 31 What ww_nrﬂi mum in mund here are the highly characteristic anti-
atonic and anti-Christian motifs in Nietzsche—the mo
as appearance and illusion in opposition to the repudia

Eﬁm.mc_n.»sa immutable spiritual being. Nietzsche’s la
this illusion of life, consciousl

participates in an engaged, in-
: an unengaged, im-

u....
y”: prinzipiell; see note 4 above.
: 50

meone very close to me, related to me (such as a

tifs of exalting “life”
ted “true world” of
Sy st word is precisely
! : rasped and accepted in full as illusion. Th
concept of “eternal .nnﬁ:.n:umu is opposed to the modern European conce ...w
DM: of progress. “Life” is absolutized as a fundamental and essential mvman
Mm Hmmm_smwﬁrmﬁ%awa\o_ﬁm, in and by itself, orgiastic ecstasy; hence the image
reck god of orgies—Dionysus. In Russia. the aUmo,. ian”

. u . . . , nysian” aspect of

Nietzsche’s doctrine was popularized by Viacheslav Ivanov, although W<m=o<

noticeably reduced Ni ’s nihifisti irati
y Nietzsche’s nihilistic aspiration and aggressive drive,

NOTES TO T).Qmw 40-49

[On Diomysiertum in Germany, see Martin Vogel, Apollinisch und Dionysisch
(Regensburg: Gustav Bosse, 1966), pp- 247—280, esp. 259—261; R. Hinton
Thomas, Nietzsche in German Politics and Society 1890-1918 (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1983).]

132. The passage following “The unbridled play of empty objectivity”
was marked as illegible (“{15 illegible words]”) in the 1986 publication of the
Russian text (p. 120). The passage was subsequently deciphered, and thanks
to Bocharov’s kindness, I can include it in the English translation. In Rus-
sian, the deciphered passage reads as follows: “sposobna lish® poteriat® vsiu
nalichnuiu bezyskhodno-nuditel’nuiu deistvitenost’, no sama pridaér lish’
vozmozhnuiu tsennost’ [?] beskonechnym vozmozhnostiam.”

133. “Loving[?] corporeality[?]”: the incarnated (flesh-and-blood) hu-
man being.

134. In Bakhtin’s manuscript, this text is interpolated in parentheses after
“all theoretical possible knowledge of the world”; it was omitted in the 1086
publication of the Russian text. Thanks to Bocharov, I am including it in
the English translation in the form of a footnote. The passage in Russian
reads as follows: “(dazhe fake, toPko teoreticheski poznannyi, kak fake est’
pustaia vozmozhnost’, no ves’ smysl[?] suzhdeniia imenno v tom, chto ono
obyknovenno ne ostaétsia teoreticheskim suzhdeniem, a deistvitePno priob-
shchaetsia edinstvennomu bytiin, zdes’ trudno vsiakoe otvlechenie ot svoel
deistvitePnoi prichastnosti).”

135. This is an amended reading, provided by Bocharov, of the sentence
in the first two lines of p. 122 in the 1986 publicarion. The Russian is as -
follows: “i samo eto bol’shoe tseloe slozheno ne iz obshchikh, a konkretno-
individual’nykh momentov.”

136. This clause is a translation of the amended reading provided by Bo-
charov: “i iznutri ego produkea, i s tochki zreniia avtora . . .”

_ 137. See the brief characterization of Dante’s “map of the world” in
- Bakhtin, Art and Answerability, p. 208.

138. “State of civilization™: in Spenglerian terms, the state following the
end of a living, developing culture. On the Kultur-Zivilisation antithesis in
German, see Europiische Schliisselwirter, vol. 3: Kultur und Zivilisation (Mu-
nich: Max Hueber, 1967), pp. 288—427 (Michael Pflaum), esp. pp. 338ff.
(Highpoint of the Antithesis: Oswald Spengler).

139. For Russian philosophical responses to Tolstoyism, sec P. 1. Nov-
gorodtsev, Ob obshehestvennom ideale, sth ed. (Berlin: Slovo, 1922}, pp. 125
137; N. A. Berdiaev, “Dukhi russkoi revoliutsii,” in Iz glubiny (Parl
YMCA-Press, 1967), pp. 95—102; L. A. IPin, O soprovivienii zlu siloin (Lond
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Canada: Zaria, 1975;
N. P Poltoratskij).
140. On Oswald Spengler (1880—1936),

WM“_N_NM Mﬁ M@W&@.ﬁw <_uo_. 7> 527—530. For a contemporary response, see the
ofarticles by S. L. Frank, F. A Stepun, N. A. Berdi u
‘ 2 , FA. > IN. AL Berdiaev, and Ia, M.
WEGEU.E._. Osval’d ,w@ws%NwEN&»ﬁmﬁgg (Moscow: Bereg, 1922). § m&
S. Averintsev’s article on Spengler’s « v oy L

morpholo ”1 7
ey s ety Phology or culture,” in Voprosy Lit-

I41. aOozmQ.o:m_% comprehended”:
) : can become an object
ness, something consciously grasped in full. Ject of full aware-

a...
142. Huwncn_wwnﬁsu see note 29 above,

143. “Isan ”ete.: imyi i
ey B2 .nnnwmmwv\v ete.: nno.v_%o&:d:V 100 ne ischerpyvaiushchii mo-
eistvitelnoi dlia menia tsentral’nosti.” Bocharov has provided

this phrase as a readin i
g of the passage that i i
1986 publication (second line osmw. Bmmv. " remined undeiphered in the

144. aH:Emn»_u_n-w&mmEnsu “palpable”
German anschanlich (the opposite of con

145. “Eternal”: see note 37 above.

146. “This actuality of a consc
to “this actual, once-occurrent th
the preceding paragraph.

147. See the preceding note.

148. See the discussj i ife i

o e Ao MM: MMMWM MM.:n and space of a human life in Bakhtin,

I i [ . - 3, .
. +Nr Event-relations”: not only relations between events, but also rela-
ons that have the character of ongoing events.

o, © ) . -
mwr Enr_.nnnﬁoEn structure™: instead of the Latinism structuye Bakhtin
“wnm En Russian equivalent of It—stroente, “structure”
ote that izati
o that nﬂn.nmq:nﬂ.cwm H organization-of the world-as-event is character-
fcutectonic,” that s, the st .
: X ructure of the world-as-ew
. . . n:
from the architectonic Interrelationship. e
151. Bakhti i ,
sI. Bakhtin paraphrases a Russian proverb here: Ni 20 kehovosin mil, 4 po
2

milw khorosh, “he is dear to me [T ] i
. 2 ove him i
1s good because he is dear to me.” ot because he s Bo0h buche

Is2. “Event-architectonic”
event. .

reprint of the 1925 Berlin edition with a supplement by

see W. H. Dray, in The Encyclo-

(naglindnys) as an equivalent of the
ceptual or abstract).

iousness and this actuality of a book” refers
ought” and “t4is actual book” at the end of

or “construction.”

the architectonic has the character of an

I53. On “objective aesthetic love,”

op. p see Bakhtin, At and Answerabilisy,

°© s o o
u-c.oo--oOno-o-
-
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NOTEsS TO PAGES 56—-64

154. On the correlation with mortal life, see Bakhtin, At and Answer-
ability, pp. 101~112.

155. This clause is a translation of the new reading provided by Bocharov
that differs from the 1986 publication (line 14 on p. 131): “Unichtozhim mo-
ment zhizni smertnogo cheloveka . . .»

*156. Cf. Psalm 9o.10: “The days of our years are threescore and ten.”

157. “Parting”—Razluka: “Dlia beregov otchizny dal’noi . . .” (written
on November 27, 1830, in Boldino). In the ms. the poem has no title; it was
published posthumously (in V. A. Viadislavlev’s Utrenninin Zaria for 1841)
under the title “Parting.” The poem is in memory of Amalia Riznich, one of
Pushkin’s loves in Odessa. She was the daughter of an Austrian banker; her
mother was Italian. In May 1824, she left Odessa for Italy and died of con-
sumption in Genoa in May 1825. See the similar analysis of this poem in
Bakhtin, Arz and Answerability, pp. 211—221. Neither analysis is intended as
an exhaustive treatment of the artistic whole: both single out only those
moments of the whole which are pertinent in each context. In A7t and An-
swerability Bakhtin is concerned with showing with a specific example how
the concrete human being as the center of values functions within an artistic
whole. The purpose of the analysis in the present volume is, as Bakhtin
explains, to give a preliminary idea of the possibility of a concrete, value-
governed architectonic, the architectonic of the world of the performed act,
by way of an analysis (with a concrete example) of the architectonic of the
world of aesthetic seeing, since this latter world shares certain features with
the world of the answerable deed.

158. Vne-nakhodimost’: being outside or sttuatedness outside the bounds
of; see note 52 above.

159. Not only the spatial-temporal context of her life, but also the context
of values that her life constitutes.

160. “Concretized gua event”: it has the character of an ongoing event.
Cf. in the next sentence “accomplished as an event.”

161. “Valuatively consolidates™: “consolidates” for “gives body (bodily
consistency) to.” This consolidating is governed by or charged with values.

162. On “horizon” and “environment,” see Bakhtin, A7t and Answer-
ability, pp. 97—99.

163. “Event-moments”: those moments of the context which have the
character of ongoing events.

164. “Event-meaning”: the meaning of the world of Italy as an ongoing

event.
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165. Bocharov has ?.o&n_n& a new reading of this clause (p. 134 in the
1986 publication): “no v etom tone ikh uzhe En%\om_nrmmrnr»oﬁ&m L2

166. “Event-moments™: the moments of Being-as-event, hence the mo-
ments themselves have the character of events..

167. “The experiencing of Italy as event,” that is: the experiencing has the
character of an ongoing event.

168. “Event-context”: not just context of events, but a context that itself
is an ongoing event.

169. “Event-relation”: a relation that is an ongoing event.

170. “Event-eternity”: the events want to continue as events indepen-
dently of any temporal determinations.

171. “To refer an object to the valuative plane of the other”; see Bakhtin,
Art &:&&3&&%&&&? PPp- 134, 189.

172. “This architectonic is something-given as well as something-zo-be-
accomplished”: see note 38 above.

173. “Self-exclusion”: or exclusion of self, self-exception. The new read-
ing provided by Bocharov is sebin-isklinchenie.

174 Clearly, Bakhtin is not satisfied with Hermann Cohen’s logical con-
struction of the Other in his Ezhik des reinen Willens, pp. 209—215 (on p. 213
Coben proposes the Other as a concepr that is more precise than Nebes-
mensch). For a contemporary Russian critique of Cohen’s ethics, see Evgenii
Trubetskoi, “Panmetodizm v erike” [Pan-Methodicalness in Ethics], Vaprosy
Filosofii i Pstkhologii 20: 2 (97) (March—April 1900): 121—164.. See also Cohen’s
Die Religion der Vernunft aus den Quellen des Tudentums (Leipzig: Gustav
Fock, 1910), chap. 8 (The Discovery of Man as Fellow-Man), and P, Probst,
“Mitmensch,” in Historssches Worterbuch der Philosophie, vol. §,cols. 1416—1419.
For an initial orientation on the problems of the relationship of I and
the Other (I and Thouy), see the following: Michael Theunissen’s articles in
the Historisches Worterbuch dey Philosophie on “der Andere” (vol. 1), “Du”
(vol. 2), “Ich-Du-Verhiltnis” (vol. 4), as well as his article on the “Ich-Du-
Verhiltnis™ in Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, vol. 3, and his book
(translated by Christopher Macann) The Other: Studies in, the Socinl Ontology
of Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre, and Buber (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1984);
J. Hinrichs, “Dialog, dialogisch,” in Historisches Worterbuch der Philosophre,
vol. 2; A. Halder/H. Vorgrimler, “Ich-Du-Bezichung,” Lexikon Siir Theologie
und Kirche, vol. s, PP- 595—598; S. L. Frank, The Unknowable, tr. B. Jakim
(Athens: Ohio University Press, 1983; the Russian original, Nepostizhimoe,
appeared in 1939), chap. 6 (Transcending Outward: The “I-Thou” Relation).
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