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Tms work in ita o r̂iginal, form has âlready,

since ita publication fo ^^ ra  years ago, ex̂ ercised on 

the Continent an inJIuenca, quite out of proportion to 

ita slender size. In  view of this inJIuencs alone it may 

be ^ a fe d  that I  and Thou w il rank as one of the 

epoch- ^^^ books of our generation. I t  has hitherto 

been eom^paravely IUnknown among E ng lish- ^^^^ 

studenta of philosophy and theology.

I  and Thou' is to be in the context of

Buber’s 'previous intenrive study, tàiefly of Jewish 

mystical wrîtings. It  is not an isolated phenomenon 

among JUs works, but representa the c^^m tio n  of 

the in t̂ensely religious rnterest that them

a l. It  is, indeed, philosophical; but it is not an 

academic work of discursive philosophy. It  is mystical, 

but it belongs to what Pringle-Pattison has termed the 

“ higher Mysticism” of' real communion with as 

dis^ t̂inguised from the debased" mysticism that sub

stitutes for the real' present world il world of ilusory 

delighta, where “ absorption” in the Dî :vlml.is experi

enced. The d ^ ^ ^  of mysticism as a whole, f̂ashion

able to-day among Protestant writers, has a weighty 

retort in the present work. For an indubitably real 

mystical ^^rience is here set forth, not with contempt
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for the means of human expresmon but with f̂inished and 
delicate power. For this reason, though we m̂ight call 
I and Thou a “ philosophical-religious poem”, it belongs 
essentially to no single specialised class of learned 
work. It has a direct appeal to all those who are 
interested in living religious experience rather than in 
theological debates and the rise and fall of philosophical 
schools. It has first and foremost to be judged on ita 
intrinsic meri^—-by the impact, that is to say, which it 
makes on our actual, responsible life, as persons and as 
groups, in the modem world.

This immediate value of Buber’s work becomes dear 
if we consider its main thesis. There is, Buber shows, 
a radical diference between a man’s attitude to other 
men and his attitude to things. The attitude to other 
men is a relation between persons, to things it is a 
connenon with objects. In the personal relation one 
subject — I — confronts another subject—Thow1 ; in 
the connexion with things the subject contemplates and 
experiences an object. These two attitudes represent 
the basic twofold situation of human life, the former 
constituting the. “ world of Thou”, and the latter the 
“ world of 7 t”

The content and relation of these two worlds is the 
theme of 7 and Thou. The other person, the Thou, is 
shown to be a reality—that is, it is given to me, but it is 
not bounded by me: “ Thou has no bounds” ; the

1 Though the second person singular pronoun ^most diaI- appeared from modern English usage, it remAins in one important sphere—in prayer. By its retention in the English text. therefore, far from suggesting a.n obscure situation, it keeps the whole thought in the personal and responsible sphere in which alone it is ttruly to be understood.
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TTluru cannot be appropriated, but I am brought up 
short against it. The characteristic situation is here 
one of meeting: I the Other. In the reality of 

meeting no reduction of the I or of the TJluru, 
to experiencing subject and ^^OTenced object, is 
possible. So long as I remain in relation with my 
T^rn, I cannot experience it, but can only know it 
in the relation itself. “ In the act of experience T^m  
is far away.”

The world of objects or things, on the other hand, 
presupposes a single centre of consciousness, one subject, 
an I which experiences, arranges, and appropriates. 
This is the characteristic world of modern activity; 
in it the scientist and the statesman and the economist 
carry on their particular work. In it, too, men seek 
to understand their- relation with other men. Indeed, 
it is true that even when a Thou is truly confronted it 
becomes an It. Neverthele.., to speak of and to act 
towards another person as if his reality consisted in 
his being simply a He, that is, an It, is disloyalty to 
the truth of the meeting with the Thou.

There is, however, one Thou which never becomes an 
It, the “ eternal Thou ”, God. Though we may speak 
of God in the third person, the reality of His approach 
is constituted in the fulne.. of the relation of an I with a 
Tlluru.. In truth, God may only be “ addressed, not 
expressed.”

Put in another way, this primary distinction between 
the two orders in which men live conce^ on the one 
hand the meaning of community, and on the other hand 
the meaning of organisation. Community consists in 
the relation of persons, organisation in the connexion

v i



between tthings. It is Buber’s signal achievement to 
have so expreæed the nature of the personal that it 
may now reclaim its right to be taken seriously.

In the place, this right afEects our understanding 
of the chara^^^ic modem organisations of politics 
and industry. J. H. Oldham, in his pamphlet, Church, 
Community, and Sttate, shows clearly that the reality of 
our status as persons, living in mutual personal relation, 
is a controUing factor distinct from our “ rights as 
individuals” and our inherited racial and cultural 
ĝifts. This basic recognition on the part of one of the 

leaders of the ^^menical Church movement shows 
the explicit influence of Buber’s thought in the sphers 
of “ practical” Christianity.

In the second place, this» new awarenes has far- 
reaching effects on philosophical thought. Hitherto, 
what we have kno'wn about the mutual relation ol 
persons has been relegated in theories of knowledge tc 
a position subordinate to the contemplation of the om 
subject. The' investigation was conducted within ai 
impersonal system, a continuum regulated by the laW! 
of cause and effect. The relation of the one observing 
subject to the other observing subjects within the . . e  
closed system was not seriously considered. Buber has 
given intellectual status to the problem of the relation 
between persons, and has thus called in doubt the 
m^mas-e monistic system within which idealist philosophy 
has worked.

The direct influence of Buber on philosophical thought 
is nowhere more clea,rly shown than in the work 01 
Profeasor Karl Heim. Hia book, uuna Dmenken
the edition of which has already app^^d iI



English under the title God Trang^^^M , shows, espe
cially in the earlier Gê rman editions, that his investi
gation of the problem of transcendence liea under an 
almost incalculable obligation to Buber’s work. I and 
Thou is the treasure-house from which the philosopher 
selects the gems specially valuable for Thus
Heim’s development of the idea of “ dimensions” to • 
express the diference between the “ I—It experience” 
and the “ I—Thou relation ” is a reflective anal̂ ysiS of 
Buber’s main thesis that “ to man the world is twofold, 
in accordance with his twofold nature”. With Heim’s 
impressive systsmatic elaboration of this thought it may 
be said that the old monistic way of hhas given
way before the pressure of a new conviction. ,

In dogmatic theology, too, the same new tendencies 
are at work. Objects are in the past, but the relation of 
the I to the Thou is in the present. Theology, with its 
fresh insight into the significance of the present moment, 
is g ^ ^ ^  in consequence a new understanding of the 
essentially personal nature of God’s relation to men and 
of men’s relation to one another. Theology has taken 
on a new note of ^^is, and is rediscovering the necessity 
for decision, for a responsible response- to the claim 
made upon us, not in the dead past or the imagined 
future but now, by the living God. What Bùber has 
done is to state in claBBic form the nature of the claim 
made upon us by the “ transcendent”. It would 
seem, indeed, as if the reality indicated by Buber 
has yet to be appreciated by dogmatic theologians. 
For faith is a it is not a trust in the world of

of creeds or other forms, which are objects, and have 
their life in the past; nor is it, on the other hand, a
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reliance on the “ wholly other" God; but it is the 
meeting with the etê rnal Thou Who is both the Other 
and the Present One. If we stress God’s distance from 
men by asserting Otherness alone, and do not 
realise at the same time the truth of His Presence in the 
relation of the Thau, to the I, we are bound in the end 
to reduce the idea of Transcendence itself to a sub
human situation, and to take refuge in a paradox, 
which is not the ultimate paradox, of the impassa- 
bility of the between God and men.

Buber’s assertion of the present moment as the real 
time fm  fad}, distinguishes it from the Moment oi 
Eberhard Grisebach, with whose book Gegf'lnwart, 
Kritische Ethik (1928), I  and Thw. has sometimes been 
compared. For though Grisebach has undoubtedly 
found Buber’s distinctive ^ ^ ^ o logy  highly ^^tôcanl 
for his own inquiry, we do not find in him Buber’s pre
suppositions of the given' —“ the a oi 
relation, the inborn Thou ”—and the eternal Thou 
which not only gives, guaranis, the human Tlwu 
us, but also directly addresses us. Buber’s time iJ, 
"filled time”, his moment a religious moment, and his 
thought is rooted in the concrete situation of religious 
experience.

This sketch of the manifold influence of Buber’a 
thought may be concluded with a reference to the work 
of Dr. Friedrich Gogarten. In his Ick Glaub<- an den 
dreieinigtm Gat (I believee in the T r iu G o d )  he attempts 
an investigation of the relation of faith to history. 
The controlling affirmation of his thesis is the reality 
of ow: consciousness of other selves: history for hhim is 
constituted where two persons meet. Applying this
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thought to the mod^n theory of history as a procera 
within an unbroken causal system, where facts are to 
be demonrtrated in the light of controlling “ eternal ” 
values or “ interpretations ” of reality, he demonstrates 
convincingly the inadequacy of its abstract presup
positions about reality. The concrete reality, for ^m, 
as for Buber, is the situation where responsible persons 
confront one another in living mutual relation.

Though the influence of Buber is thus manifest in 
every fondamental sphere of human activity, it is 
posrâble to perceive both anticipatory and parallel 
influences at work. Already in the middle of the 
nineteenth century Soren Kierkegaard, in his attack 
on the reigning Hegelian philosophy, had shown the 
limits of thought along the old lines. And in 1921 
Ferdinand Ebner published a little book, Dm  Wart und 
die GGeistigen ReaXi^iti (The Word and 
Realities), where the understanding of Kierkegaard is 
no less remarkable than the parallels of thought with 
Buber. But the incisiveness and penetration of Buber’s 
thought is lacking in Ebner’s chaotic and fragmentary 
utterances. Ebner is content to affirm and reaffirm his 
conviction that in the relation between one peroon and 
another there is a unique spiritual reality.

Though few of the works we have noted have yet been 
translated into English, there can be little doubt that 
the trend of thought in England be along the same 
or similar lines. ^Already, indeed, in independence, I 
believe, from continental writers, Professor John 
M acm^ay has developed the thesis of the ultimate 
reality of personal relations in its application to theories 
of the State, of marriage, of family life, and of economcs.
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But the pioneer work of Buber in any event remain, 
a classic.

The inadequacy of a translation to do more than hint 
at the power of the original is specially noticeable with 
a poetical ‘work of this kind. Footnotes, might have 
helped to explain a word or two, or indicate nuances of 
the German which the English has lost; but, though 
the word might have been explained, the impact of the 
argument would' have been dissipated rather than' 
strengthened. The text stands therefore without any 
commentary. To the reader who finds the meaning 
obscure at a first reading we may only say that I anti 
ThoU is indeed a poem. Hence it must be read more 
than once, and its total effect allowed to work on the' 
mind; the obscurities of one part (so far as they are 
real obscurities, and not the effect, as they must often 
be, of poor translation) then be illumined by the 
brightness of another part. For the argument is not 
as it were horizontal, but spiral ;' it mounts, and gathers 
within itself the aphoristic and pregnant utterances of 
the earlier part.

I have to thank many friends and helpers for advice 
given at various points, in particular Frau Dr. Elisabeth 
Rotten, of Saanen, Switzerland, who repaired a little 
of the havoc I wrought at points with the original text, 
and most of all Dr. Buber himself, whose courteous and 
encouraging help lightened my task considerably.

R. G. S.,
1937.



So, waiting, I have won from you the end: 
God’s presence in each element.

' G o e t h e .
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To the world is twofold, in accordance with his 
twofold attitude.

The attitude of man is twofold, in accordance with 
the twofold nature of the p ^ ^ ^  words which he speaks.

The primary words are not isolated words, but 
combined words. .

The one p ^ ^ ^  word is the combination I-Thou.
The other primary word is the combination I-It; 

wherein, without a change in the primary word, one 
of the words He and She can replace It.

Hence the I  of J;D.an is e.lso twofold.
For the I  of the prima^ word I-Thou is a diferent 

I  from that of the primary word I-It.
*

words do not siĝ njfy thithings, but they intimate
relations.

Primary words do not describe something that 
might exist independently of them, but b̂ eing spoken 
they bring about existence.

Primary words are spoken from the being.
If Thou is said, the I  of the combination I-T^rn  is 

se.id along with it.
If It is se.id, ■ the I  of the combination I-It is raid along 

with it.
The primary word I-Thou can only be spoken with 

the whole being.
The primary word I-It can never be spoken with the 

whole being.
★
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There is no I  taken in itself, but only the I  of the 
primary word I-Thou and the I  of the p^^^y word 
I-It.

When a man says I  he refers to one or other of these. 
The I  to which he refers is present when he says I. 
Further, when he says Thou or It, the I  of one of the 
two primary words is present.

The existence of I  and the speaking of I  are one andthe 
same

When a primary word is spoken the speaker enters 
the word and takes his stand in it.

★
The life of human beings is not passed in the sphere . 

of transitive verbs alone. It does not exist in virtue 
of activities alone which have some thing for their 
object.

I perceive something. I am sensible of something.
I  imagine something. I something. I feel some
thing. I think something. The life of human beings 
does not consist of all this and the like alone.
. This and the like together establish the reahn of It.

But the re^m of Thou has a ^fierent basis.
When Thou is spoken, the speaker no t̂hing for 

his object. For where there is a thing there is another 
thing. Every It is bounded by others; I t  exists only 
through being bounded by others. But when Thou is 
spoken, there is no thing. Thou has no bounds.

When Thou is spoken, the speaker has no thing; he 
indeed nothing. But he takes his stand in relation.

★
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It is said that experiences his world. What 
does that mean !

Man travels over the surface of and experiences
them. He extracts knowledge about their constitution 
from them: he ŵins an experience from them. He 
experiences what belongs to the things.

But the world is not presented to man by experiences 
alone. These present him only with a world composed 
of It and He and She and It agam.

I experience something.—If we add “ inner” to 
“ outer “ experiences, nothing in the situation is changed. 
We are merely following the uneternal division that 
springs from the lust of the human race to whittle 
away the secret of death. Inner things or outer 
what -are they but t̂ hings and things I

I experience something.—If we add “ secret” to 
“ open” experiences, nothing in the situation is changed. 
How self-confident is that wisdom which perceives a 
closed compartment in things, reserved for the initiate 
and manipulated only with the key. 0  secrecy without 
a secret! 0  accumulation of information ! It, always It!

★
The man who experiences has no pan in the world. 

For it is “ in him ” and not between him and the world 
that the experience arises.

The world has no part in the experience. It permits 
itself to be experienced, but has no c o n c ^  in the matter. 
For it does nothing to the experience, and the experience 
does nothing to it.

★
IS



As ^^OTence, the world belongs to the p ri^ ^  
word I-It.

The p^^ ^ y word I-Thou establishes the world of 
relation.

*

The spheres in: which the woild of relation arises are 
three.

First, o"Ul life with nature. There the relation sways 
in gloom, beneath the level of speech. Creatures live 
and move over against us, but cannot come to us, 
and when we address them as Thou, our words c^^ to 
the threshold of speech.

Second, our life with men. There the relation is 
open and in the form of speech. We ̂ can give and accept' 
the Thou.

Third, our life with inteUigible fo iIl. There the 
relation is clouded, yet it discloses itself; it does not 
use speech, yet begets it. We perceive no Thou, but none 
the le s  we feel we are addressed and we answer— 
forming, thinfong, acting. We speak the primary ŵord 
with our being, though we cannot utter Thou with our 
lips.

But with what right do we draw what lies outside 
sp̂ eech into relation with the world of the word 1

In every sphere in its o ^  way, through each pr̂ oces 
of becoming that is present to us we look out toward 
the fringe of the ê t̂erna Thou; in each we are aware 
of a breath from Thou ; in each Thou we
addres the e^^ml Thou.

*
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I consider a tree.
„ I can look on it as a picture : stif column in a shock 
&f light, or splash of green shot with the- delicate blue 
and river of the background. ■ .

I can ^ ^ ^ v e  i it as movement: flô wing veins on 
c ^ ^ ^ ,  pr<^^^ pith, suck of the roots, breathing 
of the leaves, ceaseles commerce with earth and air— 
and the obscure growth i t̂sel.

I c ^ ^ ^  it in a speeies and study it as a type 
in its strp.cture and mode of life.

I subdue its actual presence and form so ŝ ternly 
that I recognise it only as an expression of law—of 
the laws in accordance-with which a constant opposition 
of forces is continually adjusted, or of those in accord
ance with which the component substances m̂ingle and 
separate.

I can dissipate it and perpetua.te it in. number, in 
pure numerical relation.

In a l this the tree remain» my object, occupies space 
and ^me, and has its nature and constitution.

Ii can, however, also come about, if I have both 
and grace, that in considering the tree I become bound 
up in relation to it. The tree is now no longer I t  I 
have been seized by the power of exolusivenees.

To effect this» it is not n ^ ^ ^ ^  for me to give up 
any of the ways i l  which I consider the tree. There is 
nothing from which I would have to turn my eyes away 
in order to see, and no knowledge that I would have 
to forget. Rather is ev^^^mg, picture and movement, 
species and type, law and number, indivisibly united 
in this» event.

belonging to the tree is in this: its form
7



and stxucture, its coloma and chemical compodtion, 
its intercomae with the elements and with the stars, 
are all present in a single whole.

The txee is no impression, no play of my imagination, 
no value depending on my mood; but it is bodied over 
against me and has to do with me, 88 I with it—only in 
a different way.

Let no attempt be made to sap the strength from 
the meaning of the relation : relation is mutual.

The tree have a consciousness, then, similar to 
our o'wn? Of that I have no experience. But do yeu 

ŵish, through seeding to succeed in it with yourself,onoe 
again to disintegrate that which cannot be disintegrated j 
I encounter no soul or dryad of the tree, but the tree 
itself.

*
If I face a human being as my Thou, and say the 

primary word I-Thou to him, he is not a thing among 
things, and does not consist of things.

This human being is not He or She, bounded from 
every other He and She, a specific point in space and 
time within the net of the world; nor is he a nature 
able to be ^exprienced and described, a loose bundle of 
niuned qualities. But with no neighbour, and whole 
in himself, he is Thou and ^is the heavens. This 
-does not mean that nothing sexists except hi himself. 
But all else lives in his light. .

Just as the melody is not made up of notes nor the 
verse of words nor the statue of lines, but they must be 
tugged and dragged t i l  their unity been scattered 
into these many pieces, so with the man to whom I
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say Thou. I can take out from him the colour of his 
hair, or of his speech, or of his goodness. I must 
continually do this. But each time I do it he ceases to 
be Thou.

And just as prayer is not in time but time in prayer, 
sacrifice not in space but space in sacrifice, and to reverse 
the relation is to abolish the reality, so with the ^ n  to 
whom I say Thou. I do not meet with at some time 
and place or other. I can set him in a particular time 
and place; I must continually do it: but I set only a 
He or a She, that is an 7t, no longer my Thou.

So long as the heaven of Thou is spread out over me 
the winds of causality cower at my heels, and the 
whirlpool of fate stays its course.

I do not experience the man to whom I say Thou. 
But I take my stand in relation to him, in the sanctity 
of the primary word. Only when I step out of it do 
I experience him once more. In the act of experience 
Thou is far away.

Even if the man to whom I say Thou is not aware of 
it in the midst of his experience, yet relation may exist. 
For Thou is more than It realises. No deception 
penetrates here; here is the cradle of the Real Life.

*
This is the eternal source of art: a man is faced 

by a form which desires to be made through him into 
a work. This form is no offspring of his soul, but is 
an appearance which steps up to it and demands of it 
the effective power. The man is concerned with an act 
of his being. If he carries it through, if he speaks the 
primary word out of his being to the form which



appears, then the effective power streams out, and til. 
work arises.

The act includes a sacrifice and a riskk. ThiS is the 
sacrifice: the endless poœibility that is offered up on 
the altar of the form. For everything which just this 
moment in play ran through the perspective must be 
obliterated; not^ag of that may penetrate the wWOrk 
The exclusiveness of what is facing it demands that it 
be so. This is the risk : the primary word can only be ' 
spoken with the whole being. He who giveS 
it may withhold nothing of himself. The work 
not suffer me, as do the tree and the man, to 
aside and relax in the world of It; but it co^^^ds. If 
I do not serve it aright it is broken, or it breaks me.

I can neither experience nor describe the form whleh 
meets me, but only body, it forth. And yet I behold 
it, splendid in the radiance of what confronts me, cl̂ eaw' 
than all the clearness of the world which is experienced, 
I do not behold it as a thing among the “ inner” 
nor as an image of my “ fancy,” but as that which sexists 
in the present. If test is made of its objectivity the 
form is certainly not “ there.” Yet what is aĉ tualy 
so much present as it is ? And the relation in which 
I stand to it is real, for it affects me, as I affect it.

To produce is to draw forth, to invent is to find, 
to shape is to discover. In bodying forth I disclose.
I lead the form across—into the world of It. The 
work produced is a thing among things, able to be ex
perienced and described as a sum of qualities. But from 
time to time it can face the receptive beholder in its 
whole embodied form.

*

10



—What, then, do we experience of Thou t
—Just nothing. For we do not experience it.
—What, then, do we know of Thou ¥
—Just everything. For we know nothing isolated 

about it any more.
*

The Thou meets me through grace—it is not found 
by seeking. But my speaking of the primary word to 
it is an act of my being, is indeed tlte act of my being.

. The Thou meets me. But I step into direct relation 
with it. Hence the relation means being chosen and 
choosing, sufering and action in one; just as any action 
of the. whole being, which means the suspension of all 

,p^artil actions and consequently of all sensations of 
, actions grounded only in their particular limitation, is 
1 bound to resemble suffering.

The p^^^y word I-Thou can be spoken only with 
the whole being. Concentration and fusion into the 
whole being can never take place through my agency, 
nor can it ever take place without me. I become 
through my relation to the Thou; as I become I, I say 

. Thou:
: AIl real living is meeting.

*
The relation to the Thou is direct. No system of ideas, 

no for^rnowledge, and no fancy intervene between I 
and Thou. The memory itself is transformed, as it 
pluuges out of its isolation into the unity of the whole. 
No ^m, no lust, and no anticipation intervene between 
I and Thou. Desire itself is transformed as it pluuges
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out of its dream into the appearance. Ev^y means 
is an obstacle. Only when every means collapsed 
does the meeting come about.

*
In face of the directness of the relation everything 

^ ^ ^ t  becomes irrelevant. It is also irrelevant if 
my Thou is already the Zt for other I 's  (“ an object of 
general experience ”), or can become so through the 
very ac90mplishment of this act of my being. For the 
real, though certainly swaying and swinging, boundary 
r̂uns neither between experience and non-experience, 

nor between what is given and what is not given, 
nor yet between the world of being and the world of 
value ; but cutting indiferently across a l  these provinces 
it lies between Thou and Zt, between the present and 
the object.

• *
The present, and by that is meant not the point which 

indicates from time to time in our thought merely the 
conclusion of “ finished” time, the mere appearance of 

termination which is fixed and held, but the real, filled 
present, exists only in so far as actual p r^ n tn es, 
meeting, and relation exist. The present arises only 
in virtue of the fact that the TMu  becomes present.

The I  of the primary word Z-Z<, that is, the Z faced by 
no Thou, but s^oundcd by a multitude o f “ contents,” 
has no present, only the past. Put in another way, 
in 80 far as man rests sâ tisfied with the t^Bgs that 
he experiences and uses, he lives in the past, and his 
inoment hhas no present content. He nothing
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but objects. But objects subsist in time i;hat h u  
been.

The p^^nt is not ^fugtive and transient, but continu
ally present and enduring. The object is not duration, 
but ce^ation, suspension, & breaking off and cutting 
clear &nd hardeningg, absence of relation and of present 
being.

True beings are lived in the present, the life of objects 
is in the past.

*
Appeal to a “ world of ideas ” as a factor above 

this opporâtion not- do away with its ewential 
twofold nature. For I speak of nothing else but the 
real man, of you and of me, of our life and of our world 
—not of an I, or a state of being, in itself &lone. The 
r ^ l bo^^^ry for the actual ^ n  cuts right acroæ 
the world of ideas as well.

To be sure, many a man who is satisfied with the 
experience and tise of the world of thing? hhas raised 
over ..bout himself a structure of ideas, in which he 
finds refuge and repose from the oncome of nothingneæ. 
On the threshold he tays aside his inauspicious everyday 
dress, wr&ps himself in pure linen, and regales himself 
with the spectacle of primal being, or of n ec^ ^ ^  b̂ eing ; 
but his life no part in it. To proc!&im his ways ^ y  
even fil him with well-being.

But the manHnfl of mere It that is imagined, 
postdated, and propagated by such a hhas nothing 
in common with a living mankind where T ^m  may 
truly be spoken. The noblest fiction is a fetish, the 
loftiest fictitious sentiment is depraved. • Ideas are no

13



more enthroned above our heads than resident in them ; 
they wander amongst and accost us. The man who 
leaves the primary word unspoken is to be pitied; but 
the man who addresses instead these ideas with an 
abstraction or a password, as if it were their name, is 
contemptible. !

★
In one of the three examples it is obvious that the 

direct relation includes an effect on what confronts me. 
In art the act of the being determines the situation in 
which the form becomes the work. Through the meet
ing that which confronts me is fulfilled, and enters the 
world of things, there to be endlessly active, endlessly 
to become It, but also endlessly to become Thou again, 
inspiring and blessing. It is “ embodied” ; ite body 
emerges from the flow of the spaceless,'timeless present 
on the shore of ^^^nce.

The ŝ ignificance of the effect is not so obvious in 
the relation with the Thou spoken to men. The act 
of the being which provides directness in this case is 
usually understood wrongly as being one of feeling. 
Feelings accompany the metaphysical and metapsychical 
fact of love, but they do not constitute it. The accom
panying feelings can be of greatly difering kinds. The 
feeling of Jesus for the demoniac differs from hhi feeling 
for the beloved disciple; but the love is the one love. 
Feelings are "entertained” : love comes to ^pas. 
F^^ga dwell in ^man; ' but dwellS in his love. 

. That is no metaphor, but the actual truth. Love d ^  
. not ĉ ling to the I  in such a way as to have the Thou 
only .for its “ content,” ite object; but love is

14



i  and T^m . The man who does not know this, with 
his very being know t̂his, does not know love; even 
though he ascribes to it the feelings he lives through, 
experiences, enjoys, and expre^es. Love ranges in its 
effect, through the whole world. In the eyes of him 
who takes his stand in love, and gazes out of it, men are 
cut free from their entanglement in bustling activity. 
Good people and evil, wise and foolish, beautiful and 
ugly, become successively r̂eal to him; that is, set free 
they step forth in their singleness, and confront him as 
Tim,. In a wond̂ erful way, from time to time, ex
clusiveness arises—and so he can be effective, helping, 
healing, educating, raising up, saving. Love is responsi
bility of an I for a Thou. In this lies the likeness— 
impossible in any feeling whatsoever—of all who love, 
from the smallest to the greatest and from the blessedly 
protected m̂an, whose life is rounded in that of a loved 
being, to him - who is all his life nailed to the cross of 
the world, and who ventures to bring himself to the 
dreadful point—to love all m̂en.

Let the significance of the effect in the third example, 
that of the creature and our contemplation of it, remain 
sunk in mystery. Believe in the simple magic of life, 
in service in the universe, and the meaning of that 
waî ting, that alertness, that “ craning of the n e ^ ” in 
creatures dawn upon you. Every word would 
fa l̂sify; but look! round about you beings live their life, 
and to whatever point you turn you com",.1 pon bein g.

*
Relation is mutual. My T ^m ^  altecta me, as I 

affect it. We are moulded by our pupils and built
15



up by our works. The "bad” man, lightly 
touched by the holy p^^^ry word, becomes one 
who reveals. How we are educated by children 
and by animals ! We live our lives inscrutably 
included within the streaming mutual life of the 
universe.

*
—You speak of love as though it were the only re

lation between men. But properly speaking, can you 
take it even only as an example, since there is such a 
thing as hate ?

—So long as love is “ blind,” that is, so long as it does 
not see a whole being, it is not truly under the sway 
of the primary word of relation. Hate is by nature 
blind. Only a part of a being can be hated. He who 
sees a whole being and is compelled to reject it is no 
longer in the kingdom of hate, but is in that of human 
restriction of the power to say Thou. He finds bimself 
unable to say the primary word to the other human 
being confronting him. This word consistently in
volves an affirmation' of the being addressed. He is 
therefore compelled to reject either the other or himself. 
At this barrier the entering on a relation recognises its 
relativity, and only simultaneously with this the 
barrier be raised.

Yet the man who straightforwardly hates is nearer 
to relation than the man without hate and love.

★
But this is the exalted melancholy of our fate, that 

every T^rn in our world must become an It. It does
16



not matter how exclusively present the Th()U was in 
the direct relation. As soon as the relation has been 
worked out or has been permeated with a means, the 
T'^m becomes an object among objects—perhaps the 
chief, but stiU one of them, fixed in its size and its 
limits. In the work of art realiaation in one sense 
means loss of reality in another. Genuine contempla
tion is over in a short time; now the life in nature, 
that first unlocked itself to me in the mystery of mutual 
action, can again be described, taken to pieces, and 
classified—the meeting-point of manifold systems of 
laws. And love itself cannot persist in direct relation. 
It endures, but in interchange of actual and potential 
being. The human being who was even now single and 
unconditioned, not something lying to hand, only 
present, not able to be experienced, only a“ble to be 
^^^ed, has now become again a He or a She, a sum of 
qualities, a given quantity with a certain shape. Now 
I ^ y  take out from him again the colour of his hair 
or of his speech or of his goodness. But so long as I can 
do this he is no more my Thou and cannot yet be my 
T^wagain.

Every Th()U in the world is by its nature fated to 
become a thing, or continually to re-enter into the 
condition of things. In objective speech it would be 
said that every thing in the world, either before or after 
becoming a thing, is able to appear to an I as its Thou. 
But objective speech snatches only at a fringe of real 
life. ■

The It is the eternal chrysalis, the Thou the 
eternal butterfly—except that situations do not always 
foUow one another in clear succession, but often 
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there is a happening profoundly twofold, confusedly 
entangled.

★
In the b e^ ^ ^ g  is relation.
Consider the speech o f“ primitive” peoples, that is, 

of those that have a meagre stock of objects, and whose 
life is built up within a narrow circle of acta highly 
charged with presentness. The nuclei of this speech, 
words in the form of sentences and original pre-gram- 
matical structures (which later, splitting asunder, give 
rise to the many various kinds of words), mostly indicate 
the wholeness of a relation. We say “ far away” ; the 
Zulu has for that a word which means, in our sentence 
form, “ There where someone cries out: ‘ 0  mother, 
I am lost.'’’ The Fuegian soars above our analytic 
wisdom with a seven - syllabled word whose precise 
meaning is, “ They stare at one another, each waiting 
for the other to volunteer to do what both wish, but 
are not able to do." In this total situation the persons, 
as expressed both in nouns and pronouns, are embedded, 
still only in relief and without finished independence. 
The chief concern is not with these products of analysis 
and reflection but with the true original unity, the lived 
relation.

We greet the' man . we . meet, wishing him well or 
assuring him of our devotion or commending him to God. 
But how indirect these worn-ont formulas are ! What 
do we discern- even dimly in “ H ail!” of the original 
conferring of power 1 Compare these with the ever 
fresh Kaffir greeting, with ita direct bodily relation, 
“ I see y o u !” or with its ridiculous and subdue 
American variant, “ Smell me f ”
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It may be supposed that characterisations and ideas, 
but also representations of persons and things, have 
been taken out from representations of incidenta and 
mtuations that are specifically relational. The elementary 
impressions and emotional stirrings that waken the 
spirit of the “ natural man” proceed from incidents—ex
perience of a being confronting him—and from situations 
—life with a being confronting him—that are relational 
in character. He is not disquieted by the moon that 
he sees every night, t i l  it comes bodily .to him, sleeping 
or walking, draws near and charms him with silent 
movenients, or fascinates with the evil or sweetness 
of its touch. He does not retain from this the visual 
representation, say, of the wandering orb of light, or 
of a demonic being that somehow belongs to it, but 
at first he has in him only- the dynamic, stiring 
image of the moon’s efiect, streaming through his body. 
Out of this the image of the moon personally achieving 
the efiect only gradually emerges. Only now, that is 
to say, does the memory of the ûnknown that is nightly 
taken into his being begin to kindle and take shape as 
the doer and bringer of the efleet. Thus it makes 
pos,rlble the transformation of the ûnknown into an 
object, a He or a She out of a that could not
ori^^^y be experienced, but simply suffered.

This initial and long-continuing relational character 
of every essential phenomenon makes it also easier to 
understand a certain. spiritual element of primitive life 
that is much discussed and observed, but not yet 
properly grasped, in present-day study. I mean that 
mysterious power the idea of which has been traced, 
through variations, in the form of the beliefs or
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in the knowledge (both being stiQ one) of many nature 
peoples. Known as Mana or Orenda, it opens a way 
to the Braĥ .man in its primal meaning, and further to 
the Dynamis and Charis of the Magical Papyri and of 
the Apostolic Epistles. It has been characterised as 
a supersensuous or supernatural power—descriptions 
which depend on our categories and do not correspond 
to those of the primitive man. The limits of his world 
are set by his bodily experience, to which visits from 
the dead, say, quite “ naturally” belong. To accept 
what has no sensuous qualities at all as actually existing 
must strike him as absurd. The appearances to which 
he ascribes the “ mystical power” are all elementary 
incidents that are relational in character, that is, all 
incidents that disturb him by stirring his body and 
leaving behind in him a ^^m g image. The moon 
and the ■ dead, visiting him by night with pain 
or pleasure, have that power. But so, too, have 
the b̂ urning sun and the howling beast and the chief 
whose glance constrains him and the sorcerer whose 
s ^ ^ ^  loads him with power for the hunt. Mana is 
simply the ef/ectiveforce, that which has made the person 
of the moon, up there in the heavens, into a blood- 
s'^tirg Tkou. The memory of it left its track when 
the image of the object was separated out from the 
total st^^^ image; although it itself, indeed, 
never appears other than in the doer and bringer 
of an ef/ect. It is that with which man himself, if 
he possesses it—perhaps in a wonderful stone—e-can 
be effective in this way. The “ world-image” of 
primitive man is magical not because human magical 
power is set in the midst of it but because this human
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power is only a particular variety of the general 
magic power frém which all effective action is 
derived. Causality in his world-image is no unbroken 
sequence but an ever new flashing forth of power and 
moving out towards its production; it is a volcanic 
movement without continuity. Mana is a primitive 
abstraction, probably more primitive than, say, number, 
but not any more supe^rnaural than it. The memory 
as it is being trained ranges the grand relational 

_ events, the elemental emotional shocks. The most 
important for the instinct of preservation and the 
most noteworthy for the instinct to understand—that 
is, “ that which effects" stands out most forcibly of 
all, and becomes independent. The less important, 
the non-communal, the changing Thou of experi
ences, retires and remains isolated in the memory, and 
is gradually transformed into an object. and very 
slowly drawn into groups and classes. As third in the 
arrangement, terrible when thus separated, at times 
more ghostly than the dead and the moon, but always 
more and more irrefutably clear, there arises up the 
other, “ unchanging ” partner, “ I”.

Consciousness of the “ I ” is not connected with the 
primitive sway of the instinct for self-preservation any 
more than with that of the other instincts. It is not 
the “ I ” that wishes to propagate itself, but the body, 
that knows as yet of no “ I ”. It is not the “ I ” but 
the body that wishes to make things, a tool or a toy, that 
wishes to be a “ creator”. Further, a cognosCQ ergo sum, 
in however naïve a form and however childlike a con
ception of an experiencing subject, cannot be found in 
the primitive function of knowledge. The “ I ” emerges
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but not any more sup êrnatural than it. The memory 
as it is being trained ranges the grand relational 

. events, the elemental emotional shocks. The moat 
important for the instinct of preservation and the 
most noteworthy for the instinct to understand—that 
is, "that which efects,” stands out most forcibly of 
all, and becomes independent. The leæ important, 
the non-comm^unal, the changing Thou of experi
ences, retires and remains isolated in the memory, and 
is gradually transformed into an object and very 
slowly drawn into groups and clo.sses. As third in the 
arrangement, terrible when thus separated, at times 
more ghostly than the dead and the moon, but always 
more and more irrefutably clear, there arises up the 
other, “ unchanging" partner, “ I”.

Consciousness of the “ I ” is not connectsd with the 
primitive sway of the instinct for self-preservation any 
more than with that of the other iIlstincts. It is not 
the " I ” that wishes to propagate itself, but the body, 
that knows as yet of no “ I ”. It is not the “ I"  but 
the body that wishes to make things, a tool or a toy, that 
wishes to be a “ creator”. Further, a ccgnoaco ergo BUm, 
in however naive a form and however childlike a con
ception of an experiencing subject, cannot be found in 
the primitive function of knowledge. The"I  ” ouierg08

21



round about it. The body comes to know and to 
diferentiate itself in its peculiarities ; the diferentia- 
tion, however, remains one of pure juxtaposition, and 
hence cannot have the character of the state in which 
I  is implied.

But when the I  of the relation has stepped forth 
and taken on separate existence, it moves, strangely 
tenuous and reduced to merely functional activity, into 
the natural, actual event of the separation of the body 
from the world round about it, and awakens there the 
state in which I  is properly active. Only now can the 
conscious act of the I  take place. This act is the first 
form of the primary word I-It, of the experience in its 
relation to I. The I  which stepped forth declares itself 
to be the bearer, and the world round about to be the 
object, of the perceptions. Of course, this happens in 
a “ primitive ” form and not in the form of a “ theory 
of knowledge ”. But whenever the sentence “ I see the 
tree ” is so uttered that it no longer tells of a relation 
between the man—I—and the tree—Thou-—, but estab
lishes the perception of the tree as object by the human 
consciousness, the barrier between subject and object 
has been set up. The primary word I-It, the word of 
separation, has been spoken.

—That melancholy of our fate, then, arose in earliest 
history 1

—Indeed, yes—in so far as the conscious life of man 
arose in earliest history. But conscious life means the 
ret^^ of cosmic being as human becoming. Spirit 
appears in time as a product—even as a by-product
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of nature, yet it is in spirit that nature is timelessly 
enveloped.

The opposition of the two primary words has 
many names at Afferent times and in Afferent 
worlds ; but in its nameless truth it is inherent in 
creation.

*
—But you believe then in the existence of a paradise 

in the earliest days of mankind 1 
—Even if it was a hell—and certainly that time to 

which I can go back in historical thought was fuU of 
fury and anguish and torment and cruelty—at any rate 
it was not unreal.

The relational experiences of man in earliest days 
were certainly not tame and pleasant. But rather 
force exercised on being that is really lived than shadowy 
solicitude for faceless numbers ! From the former a 
way leads to God, from the latter only one to nothing
ness. *

Only brief glimpses into the context in time of the 
two primary words are given us by primitive man, 
whose life, even if it could be made fully accessible, 
can represent only as it were allegorically that of the 
real early man. We receive fuller knowledge from the 
child.

Here it becomes crystal clear to us that the spiritual 
reality of the primary words arises out of a natural 
reality, that of the primary word I-Thou out of natural 
combination, and that of the primary word I-It out of 
natural separation.
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The ante-natal life of the child is one of purely 
natural combination, bodily interaction and flowinig 
from the one to the other. Its life’s horizon, as it 
comes into being, seems in a unique way to be, and yet 
again not to be, traced in that of the life that bears it. 
For it does not rest only in the womb of the human 
mother. Yet this connexion has such a cosmic 
quality that the mythical saying of the Jews, “ in the 
mother’s body man knows the universe, in birth he 
forgets it,” reads like the imperfect decipherment of 
an inscription from earliest times. And it remains 
indeed in man as a secret image of desire. Not as 
though his ye^^ing meant a lounging to ret̂ urn as those 
suppose who see in the spirit---co^^^^ it with their 
intellect—a parasite of nature, when it is rather (though 
exposed to diverse illnesses) nature’s best flower. But 
the yea^^^ is for the cosmic connexion, with its true 
Thou, of this life that burst forth into spirit.

Every child that is coming into being rests, like aJl 
life that is coming into being, in the womb of the great 
mother, the undivided priroal world that precedes form. 
From her, too, we are separated, and enter into personal 
life, slipping free only in the dark hours to be close to 
her again ; night by night this happens to the healthy 
man. But this separation does not occur suddenly 
and catastrophically like the separation from the 
bodily mother ; time is granted to the child to exchange 
a spiritual connexion, that is, re^^m , for the natural 
connexion with the world that he gradually loses. He 
has stepped out of the glowing darkness of chaos into 
the cool light of raeation. But he does not poeses 
it yet ; he must first draw it truly out, he must make
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it into a reality for himself, he must find for hhimself 
his own world by and h^^ng and touching and
shaping it. Creation reveals, in meeting, its essential 
nature as form. It does not spill itself into expectant 
senses, but rises up to meet the grasping senses. That 
which eventually play as an accustomed object 
around the man who is fully developed, must be wooed 
and won by the developing man in strenuous action. 
For no thing is a ready-made part of an experience ; 
only in the strength, acting and being acted upon, 
of what is over against men, is anything made access
ible. TLike primitive man the child lives between sleep 
ând sleep (a great part of his waking hours is also sleep) 

in the flash and counter- f̂lash of meeting.
The primal nature of the effort to establish relation 

is already to be seen in the earliest and most confined 
stage. Before an^^ing isolated can be perceived, timid 
glances move out into indistinct space, towards some- 
tthing indeefinite ; and "in times when there seems to be 
no desire for no^'fthrnent, hands sketch delicately and 
dimly in the empty air, apparently aimlessly seeking and 
reaching out to meet something indefinite. You may, 
if you wish, call this an animal action, but it is not 
thereby comprehended. For these very glances 
after protracted a tt^ p ts settle on the red carpet- 
pattern not be moved t i l  the soul of the red has 
opened itself to them ; and this very movement of the 
hands ^in from a woolly Teddy-bear its precise 
form, apparent to the senses, and become lovingly 
and unforgettably aware of a complete body. Neither 
of these acts is experience of an object, but is the 
correspondence of the child—to be sure only “ fanciful “
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—with what is alive and effective over against him. 
(This “ fancy ” does not in the least involve, however, a 
“ giving of life to the universe ” : it is- the instinct to 
make everything into Thou, to give relation to? the 
universe, the instinct which completes out of its own 
richness the living effective action when a mere copy 
or symbol of it is given in what is. over against him.) 
Little, disjointed, meaningless sounds still go out per
sistently into the void. But one day, unforeseen, they 

have become conversation—does it matter that it is 
perhaps with the simmering kettle ? It is conversation. 
Many a movement termed reflex is a firm trowel in 
the building up of the person in the world. It is simply 
not the case that the child first perceives an object, 
then, as it were, puts himself in relation with it. But 
the efort to establish relation comes first-the hand of 
the child arched out so that what is over against him 
may nestle under it; second is the actual relation, a 
saying of Thou without words, in the state pr^^^^  
the word-form ; the thing, like the I, is produced late, 
arising after the orî ginil. experiences have been split 

,.under and the connected partners separated. In the 
be^^^ng is relation—as category of being, readiness, 
grasping form, mould for the soul ; it is the a priori. 
of relation, the T^m . .

The inborn Thou is realised in the lived relations 
with that which meets it. The fact that this T ^m  

. be known as what is over against the child, can be 
'taken up in exclusiveness, and finaJIy can be addressed 
with the primary word, is based on the a priori of 
relation.

In the instinct to make contact (first by touch and



then by visual “ touch ” of another being) the inborn 
Tlwu is very soon brought to its full powers, so that the 
instinct ever more clearly t̂ urns out to mean mutual 
relation, “ ten d ^ ess”. But the instinct to “ creation”, 
which is established later (that is, the instinct to set 
up things in a synthetic, or, if that is impossible, in an 
analytic way—through p ^ ^ ^  to pieces or tearing up), 
is also dete^ in ed by this inborn Tlwu, so that a “ per
sonification ” of what is made, and a “ conversation ”, 
take place. The development of the soul in the child is 
inextricably bound up with that of the longing for the 
Tlwu with the satisfaction and the disappointment of 
this longing, with the game of his experiments and the 
tragic seriousness of his perplexity. Genuine under
standing of this phenomenon, which is injured by every 
attempt to lead it back into more confined spheres, can 
only be promoted if, during its observation and dis- 
cusmon, its cosmic and metacosmic origin is kept in 

For it reaches out from the undivided primal 
world which precedes form, out of which the bodily 
individual who is born into the world, but not yet the 
personal, actualised being, has fully emerged. For only 
gradually, by entering into relations, is the latter to 
develop out of this primal world. *

*
Through the Tlwu a man becomes 1. That which 

confronts him comes and disappears, relational events 
condense, then are scattered, and in the change con
sciousness of the unchanging partner, of the I, grows 
clear, and each time stronger. To be sure, it is still 
seen caught in the web of the relation with the
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T^m , as the increasingly dis^^^ishable feature of that 
which reaches out to and yet is not the T ^m . But it 
continually breaks through with more power, till a time 
comes when it bursts its bonds, and the I confronts 
itself for a moment, separated as though it were a ; 
as quickly to take possession of itself and from then on 
to enter into relations in consciousness of itself.

Only now the other primary word be assembled. 
Hitherto the Thou, of relation was continually feeding 
away, but it did not thereby become an It for some I, 
an object of perception and experience without r̂eal 
connexion—as it henceforth become. It became 
rather an It, so to speak, for itself, an It  disregarded at 
first, yet waiting-to rise up in a new relational event. 
Further, the body maturinginto a person was hitherto 
distinguished, as bearer of its perceptions and executor 
of its impulses, from the world round about. But this 
distinction was simply a juxtaposition brought about by 
its seeing its way in the situation, and not an absolute 
severance of I  and its object. But now the separated I  
emerges, transformed. Shrnunk from substance and 
fulness to a functional point, to a subject which 
experiences and uses, I  approaches and takes pos
session of all It  e^^ing “ in and for itself”, and 
forms in conjunction with it the other primary word. 
The man who has become conscious of I, that is, the 
man who says 7-7t, stands before things, but not over 
against them in the flow of mutual action. Now with 
the magnifying glass of peering observation he bends 
over particulars and objectifies them, or with the field- 
glass of remote inspection he objectifies them and 
arranges them as scenery, he isolates them in observa-
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tion without any feeling of their exclusiveness, or he 
knits them into a, ̂ heme of observation without any 
feeling of' universality. The feeling of exclusiveness 
he would be able to find only in relation, the feeling of 
universality only through it. Now for the first time he 
experiences things as sums of qualities. From rela
tional experience qualities belonging to the remembered 
Tlhou, had certainly remained sunk in his memory ; but 
now for the first time things are for him actually com
posed of their qualities. From the simple memory of the 
relation the man, dreaming or fashioning or thinking, 
according to his nature, enlarges the nucleus, the 
substance that showed itself in the Thou with power 
and gathered up in itself all qualities. But now also 
for the first time he sets things in space and time, 
in connexion, each with its own place and
appointed course, its measurability and conditioned 
nature.

The Thoui appears, to be sure, in space, but in the 
exolusive situation of what is over against it; wher, 
ev̂ eryt̂ hing else can be only the background out of which 
it emerges, not its boundary and measured limit. It 
appears, .too, in time, but in that of the event which is 
^^^ed in itself :' it is not lived as part of a continuous 
and organised sequence, but is lived in a “ duration ” 
whose purely intensive dimension is definable only , 
in of itself. It appears, lastly, simultaneously
as and as being acted upon—not, however, linked
to a chain of causes, but, in its relation of ^ tu a l  
action with the 7, as the be^^fing and the end of the ' 
event. This is part of the basic truth of the human 
world, that only It can be arranged in order. Only
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when from being our Thoui, become our It, can
they be co-or^mted. The T m  knows no system of 
co-ordination.

But now that we have come BO fur, it is neceœary 
to set down the other part of tile basic truth, without 
which this would be a useless fragment-namely, a 
world that is ordered is not the world-order. There 
are moments of silent depth in which you look on the 
world -order fuly present. Then in its very flight the 
note be heard ; but the ordered world is its indis- 
^^^^able score. These moments are immortal, and 
most ^̂ transiory of a l ; no content may be secured from 
them, but their power invades creation and the know
ledge of man, beams of their power stream into the 
ordered world and dissolve it again and again. TThis 
happens in the history both of the individual and of the 
race. *

To man the world is twofold, in accordance with his 
twofold attitude.

He perceives what' exists round about him—amply 
things, and beings as things ; and what happens round 
about him—simply events, and actions as events ; things 
consisting of qualities, events of moments ; t^ ^ s  
entered in the graph of place, events in that of time ; 
things and events bounded by other things and events, 
measured by them, comparable with them : he perceives 
an ordered and detached world. It is to BOme extent 
a reliable world, having density and duration. Its 
organisation be surveyed and brought out again 
and again ; gone over with closed eyes, and verified 
with open eyes. It is always there, next to your ŝkin,
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if you look on it that way, cowering in your soul, 
if you prefer it so. It is your object, remains it as long 
as you ŵish, and remains a total stranger, within you 
and without. You perceive it, take it to yourself as 
the “ truth ’Y and it lets itself be taken ; but it does not 
give itself to you. Only conc^^^  it may you make 
yourself “ understood ” with others ; it is ready, though 
attached to everyone in a ^fierent way, to be an object 
common to you all. But you cannot meet others in it. 
You cannot hold on to life without it, its reliability 
su s^ ^  you ; but should you die in it, your grave ' 
would be in noth îngness.

Or on the other hand, man meets what exists and 
becomes as what is over against him, always eimply a 

being and each thing simply as being. What 
exists is opened to him in happenings, and what happens 
affecte him as what is. Nothing is present for him except 
this one being, but it implicates the whole world. 
Measure and comparison have disappeared ; it lies with 
yourself how much of the immeasurable becomes reality 
for you. These meetings are not organised to make the 
world, but each is a sign of the world-order. They are 
not licked up with one another, but each assures you 
of your solidarity with the world. The world which 
appears to you in this way is unreliable, for it takes 
on a continually new appearance; you cannot hold 
it to its word. It has no density, for everything in it 
penetrstes everything else ; no duration, for it comes 
even when it is not summoned, and vanishes even when 
it is tightly held. It cannot be surveyed, and if you wish 
to make it capable of survey you lose it. It comes, and 
comes to bring you out ; if it does not reach you,
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meet you, then it varnishes ; but it comes back in another 
form. It is not outside you, it stixs in the depth of you ; 
if you say ” Soul of my soul ” you have not said 
much. But guard against wishing to remove it into 
your soul—for then you annMate it. It is youx present ; 
only while you have it do you have the present. You 
make it into an object for yourself, to experience and 
to use ; you must continually do ^ ———d as you do it 
you have no more present. Between you ând it there is 
mutual gî ving : you say Thou to itandgiveyo^^^ to it, 
it says T ^m  to you and gives itself to you. You oannot 
make yourself understood with others conc^^^  it, 
you are alone with it. But it teaches you to meet others, 
and to hold your ground when you meet them. Through ' 
the graciousness of its comings and the solemn sadnera 
of its goings it leads you away to the T ^m  in which 
the paraUel lines of relations meet. It does not help 
to sustain you in life, it only helps you to glimpse 
e^^ûty.

*
The world of Zt is set in the context of space and time.
The world of T ^m  is not set m: the context of either 

of these.
The p^ticular T^m , rafter the relational event has 

its course, is to become an Zt.
The particular Zt, by entering the relational event, 

may become a T^m . '
These' are the two basic privileges of the world of 

It. They move man to look on the world of It as the 
world in which he has to live, and in which it is comfort
able to live, as the world, indeed, which offers him 
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all manner of incitements and excitements, activity 

and knowledge. In this chronicle of solid benefits the 

moments of the Thou appear as strange lyric and 

dramatic episodes, seductive and magical, but tearing 

us away to dangerous extremes, loosening the well̂  

tried context, leaving more questions than satisfaction 

behind them, shattering security—in short, uncanny 

moments we can well dispense with. For since we are

■ bound to leave them and go back into the “ world ”, 

why not remain in it ? Why not call to order what 

is over against us, and send it packing into the realm 

of objects I ^^y , if we find ourselves on' occasion 

with no choice but to say Thou to father, wife, or 

comrade, not say Thou and mean It ? To utter the 

sound Thou with the vocal organs is by. no means the 

same as saying the uncanny primary word ; more, 

it is harmless to whisper with the soul an amorous. 

so long as nothing else in a serious way is meant but 

and make use o/.

It  is not possible to live in the bare present. Life 

would be quite consumed if precautions were not 

taken to subdue the present speedily and thoroughly. 

But it is possible to live in the bare past, indeed only in 

it may a life be organised. We only need to each 

moment with experiencing and using, and it ceases 

to burn.

And in aU the seriousness of truth, hear this : without 

It man cannot live. But he who lives with It alone 

is not a man.
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THE history of the individual and that of the human 

race, in whatever they may continually part company, 

at least in t̂his one respect, that they indicate a 

progressive augmentation of the world of Zt.

In  respect of the ^^>ry  of the race that is called in 

question ; it is pointed out that the successive rea1ms 

of culture have their b^^^ing  in a primitive state, 

whose colour may differ, but whose structure is constant. 

In  conformity with t̂his primitiveness these cultural 

realms begin with a small world of objects. The life 

not of the race but of the particular culture would thus 

correspond to the individual life. But, apart from the 

apparently isolated realms, through the historical in

fluence of other pre-existing cultures they take over, 

at a certain stage, the world of It  belonging to these 

cultures. This stage is not reached early, but neverthe

less precedes the generation of the heyday. It  may take 

the form of direct acceptance of what is contemporary, 

as Greece accepted the Egyptian world ; or it may take 

the form of indirect acceptance of what is past, as western 

Christianity accepted the Greek world. These cult̂ ures, 

then, enlarge their world of It not merely through their 

own experience, but also through the absorption of 

foreign experience. Only then does a culture, thus 

grown, fifulfil itself in decisive, discovering expansion. 

(For the present let the paramount contribution made 

by the perception and acts of the world of Tlwui be left 

out of account.) Hence, in general, the world of objects 

in every culture is more extensive than that of its 

predecessor. Despite sundry stoppages and apparent

37



retrogressions the progressive augmentation of the world 

of Zt is to be clearly discerned in history. It is beside 

the point of this conclusion whether the character of 

finitude or that of so-called infinity, more precisely non- 

finitude, belongs to the “ world-view ” of a culture ; 

though certainly a “ ̂ ûte " world can well contain 

more parts, things, and processes than an “ infinite”. 

It  is also to be observed that it is important to compare 

not merely the extent of natural knowledge, but also 

that of social differentiation and that of technical 

achievement. For through both of these the world of 

objects is enlarged.

The primary relation of man to the world of Zt is 

comprised in wperiencirlfl, which continually reconstitutes 

the world, and usirlfl, which leads the world to its mani

fold ^m , the su s t^^^ , relieving, and equipping of 

h>OTan life. In proportion to the growing extent of 

the world of It, ability to experience and use it must also 

grow. The individual can, to be sure, more and more 

replace direct with indirect experience, he can “ acquire 

items of knowledge ”, and he can more and more reduce 

hisusing of the world to specialised “ utilisation ” ; 

neverthele^, a continual development of this ability, 

from generation to generation, cannot be avoided. 

This is the usual meaning of the talk about a progressive 

development of the spiritual life. By this talk, guilt 

of the real sin of speech against the spirit is undoubtedly 

incurred ; for that " spiritual life ” is for the most 

part the obstacle to a life lived in the spirit, and at best 

the material which, after being mastered and fashioned, 

is to go to make that life.

It is the obstacle ; for the development of the ability
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to experience and comes about mostly through the 

decrease of man’s power to enter into relation—the 

power in virtue of which alone man can live the life of 

the spirit. -

*

Spirit in its h^& n . manifestation is a response of man 

to his Tlwu. Man speaks with many tongues, tongues 

of language, of art, of action ; but the spirit is one, the 

response to the Tlwu which appears and addresses him 

out of the mystery. Spirit is the word. And just as 

talk in a language may well first take the form of words 

in the brain of the man, and then sound in his throat, 

and yet both are merely refractions of the true event, for 

in actuality speech' does not abide in man, but man 

takes his stand in speech and talks from there ; so with 

every word and every spirit. Spirit is not in the 7, but 

between 7 and Tlwu. It  is not like the blood that 

circulates in you, but like the air in which you breathe. 

Man lives in the spirit, if he is able to respond to his 

Tlwu. He is able to, if he enters into relation with his 

whole being. Only in virtue of his power to enter into 

relation is he able to live in the spirit.

But the destiny of the relational event is here set 

forth in the most powerful way. The stronger the 

response the more strongly does it bind up the 

and banish it to be an object. Only silence before the 

Thou—silence of aU tongues, silent patience in the 

undivided word that precedes the formed and vocal 

response—leaves the Thou free, and p^mits man to 

take his stand with it in the reserve where the spirit 

is not manifest, but is. Every response binds up the
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Thhou in the world of It. That is the melancholy of 

man, and his greatness. For that is how knowledge 

comes about, a work is achieved, and image and symbol 

made, in the midst of living beings.

But, that which has been so changed into It, hardened 

into a thing among things, has had the nature and 

disposition put into it to change back again and again. 

This was the m̂ êaning in that hour of the spirit when 

spirit was joined to man and bred the response in him— 

again and again that which has the status of object 

must blaze up into presentness and enter the elemental 

state from which it came, to be looked on and lived in 

the present by men.

The folfilrnent of this nature and disposition is 

thwarted by the man who has come to terms with 

the world of Zt that it is to be experienced and 

used. For now instead of freeing that which is bound 

up in that world he suppresses it, instead of looking 

at it he observes it, instead of accepting it as it is, he 

t̂ urns it to his own account.

Take knowledge : being is disclosed to the man 

who is engaged in knowing, as he looks at what is over 

against him. He ̂ wil, indeed, have to grasp as an object 

that which he has seen with the force of presence, 

he ^wil have to compare it with objects, establish it in 

its order among classes of objects, describe and analyse 

it objectively. Only as It can it enter the structure of 

knowledge. But when he saw it, it was no thing among 

things, no event among events, but exclusively present. 

Being did not share itself with him in terms of the law 

that was afterwards elicited from the appearance, but 

in terms of its very self. When a man thinks a general
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thought in connexion he is merely unrav^^^ the 

tangled incident ; for it was seen in particular form, in 
what was over against hhim. Now the incident is in

cluded in the If of knowledge which is composed of 

ideas. He who frees it from that, and looks on it again 

in the present moment, ftilfulfila the nature of the act of 

knowledge to be real and effective bet^we men. But 

knowledge can also be managed in such a way that it is 

affixed that “ this, then, is how the matter stands, the 

thing is caUed this, made in way, its place is over 

there ” ; that which has become If is left as Z(, experi

enced and used as If, appropriated for the underta^mg 

to “ find one’s bearings ” in the world, and then to 
“ conquer ” it.

So too in art : form is disclosed to the artist as he 

looks at what is over against himhim. He banishes it to 

be a “ structure ”. This “ structure ” is not in a 
world of gods, but in this great world of men. It  is 
certainly “ there ", even if no human eye Beeks it out ; 
but it is asleep. The Chinese poet tells how men did 

not wish to hear the tune he played on his jade flute ; 

then he played it to the gods, and they inclined their 

ears ; since then men also listened to the tune : thus 

he went from the gods to those whom the “ structure ” 

cannot dispense with. It longs as in a dreamm for the 
meeting with _ n ,  that for a timeless moment 

he may lift the ban and clasp the form. Then he 

comes on his way, and experiences what there is 

to be experienced : it is made in this way, or this 

is expreraed in it, or its qualities are such and such, 

and further, it takes this place in the scheme of
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It is not as though scientific and æsthetic understand

ing were not necessary ; but they are necessary to man 

that he may do his work with precision and plunge it 

in the truth of relation, which is above the under

standing and gathers it up in itself.

And, thirdly, there is pure effective action \!ithout 

arbitrary self-will. This is higher than the spirit of 

knowledge and the spirit of art, for here the mortal 

^ ^ ^ y  man does not need to mmir himself with the more 

lasting stufi, but himself outlasts it as struct^ ; en

circled by the sounding music of his living speech he 

reaches the starry heaven of the spirit. Here the Tkow 

appeared to the out of deeper myrtery, addreraed 

him even out of the darkness, and he responded with 

his life. Here the word has from timn to time become 

life, and this life is This life may have ful

filled the law or broken it ; both are continually 

n ^ ^ ^ ^ ,  that spirit may not die on earth. This life 

is presented, then, to those who come later, to teacjl. 

them not what is and must be, but how life is lived in the 

spirit, face to face with the T^w. That is, it is itself ready 

on every occasion to become Thout for them, and open up 

the world of TAow—no ; it is not ready : it continually 

approaches and touches them. But they, having 

become disinclined and ^unfitted for the living d̂ êaling 

that would open the world to them, are fully equipped 

with information. They have pinned the person down 

in history, and secured his words in the library. They 

have codified, in exactly the same way, the fulfilment or 

the br^^ing of the law. Nor are they niggards with 

admiration and even idolatry, amply ^mired with 

psychology, as befits modem man. 0 lonely Face like 
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a star in the night, o livingg Finger laid on an 

brow, o fainter echoing footstep !

' *  .

The development of the function of experiencing 

and using comes about mostly through decrease of 

man’s power to enter into relation.

How does this same ^man, who made spirit into a 

means of enjoyment for himself, behave towards the 

beings that live round about him !

Taking his stand in the shelter of the primary word of 

separation, which holds off the I  and the It from one 

another, he has divided his life with' his fellow-men 

into two tidily circled-off provinces, one of institutions 

and the other of feelings—the province of It and the 

province of I.

Institutions are “ outside ”, where a l sorts of aims 

are pursued, where a man works, negotiates, in

fluence, undertakes, concurs, organises, conducts business, 

officiates, preaches. They are the tolerably well-ordered 

and to BOme extent harmonious structure, in which, 

with the manifold help of men’s brains and hands, 
the process of affairs is foifilled.

Feelings are “ within ”, where life is lived and man 

recovers from institutions. Here the spectrum of the 

emotions dances before the interested glance. Here 

a man’s liking and hate and pleasure are indulged, 

and his pain if it is not too severe. Here he is at home, 

and stretehes ̂ himself out in his rocking-chair.

Institutions are a complicated market-place, feelings 

a boudoir rich in ever-changing interests.

The boundary line, to be sure, is constantly in danger
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since the wanton feelings break in at tUnes on the most 

objective institutions ; but with united goodwill it may 

be restored.

Most difficult of all is the reliable drawing of the 

boundary line in the realms of so-called personal life. 

In  marriage, for instance, the line is occasionaUy not to 

be fuly drawn in any simple way ; but in the end it is 

possible. In the realms of so-called public life it can 

be perfectly drawn. Let it be considered, for instance, 

how faultlessly, in the year of the parties and the 
groups with their “ movements ” which aimed at being 

above pa^es, the heaven-storming sessions on the 

one hand, and on the other hand business, creeping 
along the ground (smoothly like a machine or slovenly 

and organically), are separated from one another.

But the separated It of institutions is an animated 

clod without soul, and' the separated I  of feelings 

an uneasily fluttering soul-bird. Neither of them 

knows man : institutions know only the specimen, 

f^^ngs only the “ object ” ; neither knows the person, 
or mutua.! life. Neither of them knows the present : 

even the most up-to-date institutions know only 
the lifeless past that is over and done with, and even 

the most lasting fe ^ ^ ^  know'only the flitting moment 

that has not yet come properly into being. Neither of 
them access to real life. Institutions yield no 

public life, and feelings no personal life.

ThQ.t institutions yield no public life is realised by 

increasing numbers, realised with increasing distress : 

this is the starting-point of the seeking need of the age. 

That feelings yield no personal life is understood only' 
by a few. For the most personal life of all seems to
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reside in feelings, and if, like the mod^a man, you 

have l̂ earned to oo^^ra. yourself wholly with your own 

f ^ ^ ^ ,  despair at their ^^eality not easily in

struct you in a better way—for despair is an 

in te r^^^  feeling.

The men who su:fl'er distress in the realisation that 

institutions yield no public life have hit upon an 

expedient : institutions must be loosened, or ^œolved, 

or burst asunder, by the feelings themselves ; they 

must be given new life from the feelings, by the intro

duction into them of the “ freedom of feeling ”. If  the 

mechanical State, say, links together citizens aüeu to 

one another in their very being, without establishing, 

or promoting, a being together, let the State, these 

men say, be replaced hy the community of love ; and 

tthis community arise when people, out of free, 

abundant feeling, approach and wish to live with one 

another. But it is not so. The true community does 

not arise through peoples having feelings for one 

another (though indeed not without it), but through, 

first, their taking their stand in living mutual relation 

with a living Centre, and, second, their being in living 

mutual relation with one another. The second has its 

source in the fir^, but is not given when the first alone 

is given. Living mutual relation includes feelings, but 

does not originate with them. The community is 

built up out of living mutual relation, but the builder is 

the living effective-Centre.

Further, institutions of the so-called personal life 

cannot be given new life by free feeling (though indeed 

not without it). Marriage, for instance, never be 

given new life except by that out of which true marriage
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always arises, the revealing by two people of the Thou 

to one another. Out of this a marriage is built up by 

the Thou that is neither of the I ’s. This is the meta

physical and metapsychical factor of love to which 

feelings of love are mere accompaniments. He who 

wishes ¥> give new life to marriage from another source 

is not essentially diferent from him who wishes to aboliah 

it. Both clearly show that they no longer know the 

vital factor. And indeed, if in all the much discussed 

erotic philosophy of the age we were to leave out of 

account everything that involves experience in relation 

to the I, that is, every situation in'which the one iB not 

present to the other, given present statusbyit, but merely 

enjoys itself in the other—what then would be left 1

True public and true personal life are two forms of ' 
connexion. In that they come into being and end^, 1 

feelings (the changing content) and iJ:),stitutions. (the. 
constant form) are necessary ; but put together they 

do not create human life : this- is done by the third, the- 

oentral presence of the Thou. or rather, more truly stated, 

by the central Thou that has been received in the present.

*

The primary word I-It iB not of evil—as matter 

iB not of evil. It is of evil—as matter is, which presumes 

to have the quality • of present being. If a man lets 
it have the mastery, the continually growing world 

of It overruns him and robs him of the reality of 

his own I, til the incubus over him and the ghost 

within him whisper .to one another the ' confession of 

their non-salvation.

*
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—But is the communal life of modern ^ n  not then 

of necessity sunk in the world of It ? Can the two com

partments of this life, economics and State, with their 

present extent' and completeness of structure, be con

ceived to rest on any other basis but that of a deliber

ate renunciation of all “ directness ”, and a resolute 
rejection of every court of appeal which is “ alien ”, that 

is, which does not ariae from this sphere itself 1 And 

if it is the experiencing and using I  that rules here, the 

I  that makes use of assets and work done in economics, and 

strivings and opinions in politics, must we not thank this 

unlimited mastery for the extensive and solid structure 

of the great “ objective” products in these two circles 1 

Is not, indeed, the productive greatness of the l^ ^ ^ ^  
statesman and the leading economist bound up with the 

fact that he looks on the men with whom he has to deal 
not as bearers of the Thou that cannot be experienced 

but as centres of work and efiort, whose particular 

capabilities it is his concern to estimate and utilise 1 

Would his world not fall in on him if, instead of adding 

up He and He and He to make an It, he tried to calculate 

the sum of. and Thou and Thow—which never

yields anything but Thout, again ? Would that not be 
to exchange formative mastery for fastidious dilettan

tism, and illuminating reason for cloudy fanaticism? 

And if we look from the leaders to the led, has not the 
very development in the nature of mod^n work and 

possession destroyed almost every trace of. living with 
what is over against them—of significant relation ? 

I t  would be absurd to wish to return on this develop

ment—and if the absurd did come about, the enormous 

imd nicely balanced apparatus of this cr^^ation, which
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alone makes life possible for the enormous n^nbers of 

men that have grown with it, would simultaneously be

—Speec^hmaker, you speak too late. Just a little time 

ago you would have been able to believe in your speech, 

now you no longer can. For, a moment ago, you saw as

I did, that the State is no longer led ; the stokers still 

pile in the coal, but the leaders have now only the 

semblance of control over the madly racing machines. 

And in this moment, as you speak, you can hear as I 

do that the levers of economics are b^^^ ing  to sound 

in an unusual way ; the masters smile at you with 

superior assurance, but death is in their hearts. They 

tell you they suited the apparatus to the circumstances, 

but you notice that from now on they can only suit 

themselves to the apparatus—so long, that is to say, 

as it permits them. Their speakers teach you that 

economics is entering on the State’s inheritance, but you 

know that there is nothing to inherit except the tyranny 

of the exuberantly growing It, under which the I, less 

and les able to master, on that it is the ruler.

The comm^unal life of man can no more than man 

himself dispense with the world of It, over which the 

presence of the Thou moves like the spirit upon the face 

of the waters. Man’s to profit and to be powerful 

have their na t̂ural and proper effect so long as they are 

-linked with, and upheld by, his to enter into relation. 

There is no evil impulse till the impulse has beenseparated. 

from the being ; the impulse which is bound up with, 

and defined by, the being is the living stuff of oommunal 

life, that which is detached is its disintegration. 

Economics, the abode of the to profit, and State,
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the abode of the to be powerful, ehare in life as long 

as they share in the spirit. If  they abjure spirit they 

abjure life. Life, to be sure, gives itself time to bring 

its afairsrs to a real conclUBion, and for a good while men 

imagine they see a structure moving where for a long 

time a machine has been whirling. The matter is 

indeed not to be helped by the introduction of a little 

directness. The loosening of the structure of economics or 

of the State cannot compensate for their being no longer 

under the dominance of the spirit that says Thou : no 

disturbance on the periphery can serve as substitute for 

the living relation with the Centre. Structures of man's 

communal life draw their living quality from the riches 

of the power to enter into relation, which penetrates 

their various parts, and obtain their bodily form from 

the binding up of this power in the spirit. The statesman 

or the economist who obeys the spirit is no dilettante ; 

he knows well that he cannot, without undoing his work, 

simply confront, as bearers of the Thou, the men with 

'whom he has to deal. Yet he brisks doing it, not plainly 

and simply but as far as the boundary set for him by the 

spirit. The spirit sets this for him, and the risk that 

would have shattered a separated structure succeeds in 

the structure over which the presence of the Thou broods. 

He is no fanatic ; he serves the truth which, though 

higher than reason, yet does not repudiate it, but holds it 

initslap. He does in communal life precisely what is done 

in personal life by the man who knows himself incapable 

of r ^ ^ ^ ^  the Tfat in its parity, yet daily confirms 

its truth in the It, in accordance with what is right and 

fitting for the day, drawing—d^dosing—the boundary 

line anew each day. So, ^ « , only with spirit, not them
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selves, 88 starting-point, are work and posseœion to be 

released ; only from the presence of spirit can meaning 

and joy stream into all work, awe and sâ crifî cial power 

into all po^ession—filing them not to the brim but 

sufficiently ; only from its presence can everything 

that is worked and posseted, while remaining in 

adherence to the world of Ie, yet be tra ^ ^ ^e d  into 

what is over against man—into the representation of 

the TIwu. There is no going backwards, but in the very 

moment of deepest need a hitherto undreamt-of move

ment forwards and outwards.

It  does not matter if the State rules economics or is 

given its authority by it, so long as both are unchanged. 

It  does matter if the organisation of the State becomes 

freer and that of economics more equitable—but not 

for the question asked here about the real life ; they 

ce^^niy cannot become free and equitable with them-- 

selves as s^^ing-point. It  matters most of all if the 

spirit which saye T Îwu which responds, remains by life 

and reality, if that which is still interleaved by spirit 

in man’s communal life is subjected to the State and to 

economics or is independently effective, and if that of 

spirit which still persists in man’s personal life is re

assimilated into the communal life. If  communal 

life were parcelled out into independent realms, one of 

which is “ the spiritual life ”, this would certainly not be 

done ; that would only mean to give up once and for all 

to tyranny the provinces that are sunk in the world 

of It, and to rob the spirit completely of reality. For 

the spirit is never independently effective in life in 

itself alone, but in relation to the world : possessing 

power that permeates the world of It, transforming it.
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The spirit is truly “ in its o ^  realm ” if it can confront 

the world that is unlocked to it, give itself to this worid, 

and in its relation with it save both itself and.the world. 

The weakened, degenerated, contradictory

spirituality which to-day represents spirit would be able 

to do this only if it were to reach again the life of 

spirit which can utter the T^m.

*

Causality has an unlimited reign in the world of Zt. 

Every " phyrâcal ” event that be perceived by the 

senses, but also every “ psychical ” event • existing 

or discovered in self-experience is n ^ ^ ^ ^ y  valid as 

being caused and as causing. Further, events to which a 

teleologicalcharacter maybe attributed are as parts of the 

unbroken world of It not excepted from causality ; 

the continuum to which they belong ce^^^y  tolerates a 

teleology, but only as the reverse mde worked into a 

ppart of causality, and not im p ^ ^ ^  its continuity and 

completene88.

The nnlimited reign of causality in the world of If, 

of fundamental importance for the scientific ord^^& 

of nature, does not weigh heavily on man, who is not 

limited to the world of Zt, but can continually leave it 

for the world of relation. Here I  and T^m freelyconfront 

one another in mutual effeCt that is neither connected 

with nor coloured by any causality. Here man is aroured 

of the freedom both of his being and of Being. Only he 

who knows relation and knows about the presence of the 

is capable of decision. :JIe who decides is ^æ , 

for he has approached the Face.

The fiery ctstuf of a l my ability to seethes
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tremendously, a l that I  might do circles around me, still 

without actuality in the world, flung together and se^- 

ingly inseparable, alluring glimpses of powers flicker from 

all the uttermost bounds : the inverse is my temptation. 

and I  achieve being in an instant, with both hands 

plunged deep in 1 the fire, where the single deed is 

hidden, the deed which aims at me—now is the 

moment I Already the menace of the abyss is removed, 

the centreless Many no longer plays in the iridescent 

sameness of its pretensions ; but only two alternatives 

are set side by side—the other, the vain idea, and the 

one, the charge laid on me. But now realisation begins 

in me. For it is not decision to do the one and leave 

the other a lifeless ^mas, deposited layer upon layer as 

droæ in my soul. But he alone who directs the whole 

strength of the alte^^tive into the doing of the charge, 

who lets the abundant passion of what is rejected invade 

the growth to reality of what is chosen—he alone who 

“ serves God with the evil impulse ” makes decision, 

decides the event. If  this is understood, it is also known 

that this which been set up, towards which direction 

is set and decision made, is to be given the name of 

upright ; and if there were a devil it would not be one 

who decided against God, but one who, in eternity, 

came to no decision.

Causality does not weigh on themanto whom freedom 

is ^ured . He knows that his mortal life swings by 

nature between T'hou, and Zt, and he is aware of the 

^^tâcance of this. It  sufces hhim to be able to cross 

again and again the threshold of the holy place wherein 

he was not able to remain ; the very fact that he must 

leave it again and again is inwardly bound up for him
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with the meaning and c ^ ^ ^ ^  of this» life. There, 

on the threshold, the response, the spirit, is kindled ever 

new within him ; here, in an unholy and needy country, 

spark is to be proved. What is called nec^esty here 

cannot frighten him, for he has recognised there true 

necessity, namely, destiny.

Destiny and freedom are solemnly promised to one 

another. Only the man who makes freedom real to 

^himself meets destiny. In  my discovery of the deed 

that &iaims at. me—in this movement of my freedom the 

mystery is revealed to me ; but also in failure to fulfil 

the deed a8 I  intended it to be—in this resistance, too, 

the mystery is revealed to me. He who forgets all that 

is caused and makes decision out of the depths, who 

r̂ids himself of prop^ty and raiment and naked ap

proaches the Face, is a free man, and destiny confronts 

him as the counterpart of his freedom. It  is not his 

boundary, but his fulfilment ; freedom ând destiny are 

linked together in meaning. And in this meaning 

destiny, with eyes a moment ago so severe now filed with 

flight, looks out like grace itself.

No ; causal n^^m ty does not weigh heavily on the 

' man who returns to the world of It bê earing this spark. 

AAnd in times of healthy life trust str̂ eams from men of 

the spirit to a l people. To all men indeed, even to the 

dullest, meeting—the present-has come somehow, 

naturally, impnlsively, dimly : all men have somewhere 

been aware of the T^m ; now the spirit gives them 

assurance.

But in times of sicknes it comes about that the 

world of It, no longer penetrated and fructified by the 

infIowing world of Thou as by living str̂ eams, but
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separated and stagnant, a gigantic ghost of the fens, 

overpowers ^ n .  In coming to terms with a world of 
objects that no longer asume present being for l;Wnm he 

succumbs to this world. Then smooth câ usality rises 

up t il it is an oppressive, ŝ i ^  fate. ■

Every great culture that comprehends nations r̂ ests 
on an ^^^m l relational incident, on a response to the 

T̂ hou made at its source, on an act of the being made 
by the spirit. This act, strengthened by the ŝ imilarly 
directed power of succeeding generations, creates in 

the spirit a special conception of the cosmos ; only 
through this act is cosmos, an apprehended world, a 

world that is homely and houselike, man’s dw ^^^ 
in the world, made poesible again and again. Only now 
can man, confident in his soul, build again and again, 
in a special conception of space, dw^^^s for God and 
dwe^^^ for men, and f il swaying time with new 

hymis and songs, and shape the very community of men. 

But he is free and consequently creative only so long as 
he possesses, in action and suffering in his own life, that 
act of the being—so long as he himself enters into 
relation. If  a culture ceases to be centred in the 

Having and continually renewed relational event, then 
it hardens into the world of It, which the glowing deeds 
of solitary spirits only spasmodically break through. 
Thenceforth smooth causality, which before had no 
power to disturb the spiritual conception of the cosmos, 
rises up t il it is an oppressive, s ^ ^ ^  fate. Wise and 
m ^^^M  destiny, that reigned, in harmony with the 
wealth of meaning in the cosmos, over a l causality, has 

been changed into a demonic spirit adverse to m ^^^g , 
and has fallen into the power of- causality. The very
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kâ rma that appeared to the forefathers as a charitable 

dispensation—for what we do in this life us

up for a future life in higher spheres—is now reco^^^ 

as tyranny : for the kâ rma of an earlier life of which we 

are unconscious has shut us in a prison we cannot break 

in this life. Where hitherto a heaven was established 

in a law, manifest to the senses, raising its light ârch 

from which the spindle of necessity hangs, the wander

ing stars now rule in senseless and oppressive might. It  

was necessary ouly to give oneseli to Dike, the heavenly 

“ way ”, which means also our way, in order to dwell 

with free heart in the universal bounds of fate. But 

. now, whatever we do, we are laden with the whole 

burden of the dead weight of the world, with fate that 

does not know spirit. The storming desire for salvation 

is ^unsatisfied rafter manifold attempts, t i l  it is stilled 

by one who l^^M  to escape the cycle of births, or by 

one who saves the souls, that have fallen to alien powers, 

into the freedom of the children of ^ed. Such an 

achievement arises out of a new event of meeting, which 

is in the course of assuring substantial being—out of a 

new response, determining destiny, of a man to his T^m. 

In  the working out of this central act of the being, one 

culture can be relieved by another that is given up to 

the influence of this act, put it can also be given new life 

in itself alone.
The sickness of our age is like that of no other age, 

and it belonge together with them all. The history 

of cultures is not a course of aeons in which one rnun:ner 

rafter another has to traverse gaily and unsuspectingly 

the same death-traok. A nameless way runs t ^ ^ ^ ^  

their rise and fall : not a way of progress and develop-
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ment, but a spiral descent through the spiritual under

world, which can also be called an ascent to the inner

most, finest, most complicated whirlpool, where there 

is no advance and no retreat, but only utterly new 

reversal—the break through. Shall we have to go this 

way to the end, to trial of the foal darkness 1 Where 

there is dang<!r, the rescuing force grows too.

The quarn-biological and quasi-historical thought of 

to-day, however different the aims of each, have worked 

together to establish a more tenaciom and oppressive 

belief in fate than ever before existed. The might 

of or of the stars no longer controls inevitably the

lot of man ; many powers claim the mastery, but rightly 

considered most of our contemporaries believe in a 

mixture of them, jm t as the late Ro^ ^ m  believed in a 

mixture of gods. This is made easier by the nature 

of the claim. Whether it is the “ law of life " of a 

universal struggle in which all mmt take part or re

nounce life, or the “ law of the soul ” which completely 

builds up the psychical person from innate habitual 

instincts, or the “ social law” of an irresistible social 

process to which and consciomness may only be 

accompaniments, or the “ cultural law ” of an un

changeably uniform coming and going of historical 

structures—whatever form it takes, it always means 

that man is set in the frame of an inescapable happening 

that he cannot, or can only in his frenzy, resist. Con

secration in the mysteries brought freedom from the 

compulsion of the stars, and brahman-sacrifice with 

its accompanying knowledge brought freedom from 

the compulsion of karma : in both salvation was repre

sented. But the composite god tolerates no belief in
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release. It  is considered foliy to imagine any freedom ; 

there is only a choice, between resolute, and hopeleæ 

rebeUious, slavery. And no matter how much is said, 

in all these laws, of teleological development and 

organic growth, at the basis of them all lies po^^mon 

by process, that is by raunlimiited causality. The dogma 

of gradual proceæ is the abdication of before 

the exuberant world of It. He misuses the name 

of destiny : destiny is not a dome pressed tightly down 

on the world of men ; no one meets it but he who went 

out from freedom. But the dogma of proces leaves 

no room for freedom, none for its most real revelation 

of all, whose calm strength changes the face of the 

earth—reversal. This dogma does not know the man 

who through reversal surmounts the universal struggle, 

tears to pieces the web of habitual raises the

class ban, and etirs, rejuvenates, and transforms the 

stable structures of history. This dogma allows you 

in its game only the choice to observe the mIes or to 

retire : but the man who is realising reversal over

throws the pieces. The dogma is always to 

allow you to fifulJil) its limitation with your life and “ to 

remain free ” in your soul ; but the man who is realising 

reversal looks on freedom as the most ignominious

The only thing that can become fete for- a man is 

belief in fate ; for this suppresses the movement of 

reversal.

Belief in fate is mistaken from the bp̂ nning. 

A l consideration in terms of process is merely an 

ordering of pure “ having become ”, of the separated 

world-event, of objectivity as though it were history ;
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the presence of the Thou, the becoming out of solid 

connexion, is inaccessible to it. It does not know 

the reality of spirit ; its scheme is not valid for 

spirit. Prediction from objectivity is valid only for the 

who does not know presentness. He who is over

come by the world of It is bound to see, in the dogma 

of immutable process, a truth that clears a way through 

the exuberant growth ; in very truth this dogma en- 

daves him only the more deeply- to the world of It. 

But the world of T'hou, is not closed. He who goes out 

to it with concentrated being and risen power to enter 

into relation becomes aware of freedom. And to be 

freed from belief that there is no freedom is indeed to 

be free.

*  '

As power over the incubus is obtained by addressing 

it with its real name, so the world of It, which a moment 

ago was stretched in its uncanniness before the puny 

strength of men, is bound to yield to the man who 

knows it for what it really is—severance and alienation 

of that out of whose abundance, when it streams close 

at hand, every earthly Thoui is met, and of that which, 

though seeming at times great and fearful like the 

mother-god, yet always had a motherly air.

—But how can the man in whose being lurks a ghost, 

the I  emptied of reality, muster the.strength to address 

the incubus by name ? How can the ruined power- in a 

being to enter into relation be raised again, when an 

active ghost tramples continually on the ruins 1 How 

does a being gather itself together, that is madly and 

unceasingly hunted in an empty circle by the separated
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11 How may a man who lives in. arbitrary self-will 

become aware of freedom ?'

—As freedom and des^y, so arbitrary self-will and 

fate belong together. But freedom and d^^my are 

solemnly promised to one another aM  1in.ked together 

in. m ^^eal; while arbitrary self-̂ wil and fate, soul’s 

spectre and world’s l̂lightmare, endure one another, 

side by side aM  avoiding om  another, without 

common or collfiict, in. m^^inglessn— —till in. all. 

în.stant there is cô llfused shock of glance on glance, 

ald comesdon of their non-salvation breaks from 

them. How much eloquent and ingenious spirituality is 

expended to-day in. the effort to avert, or at l̂ east to veil, 

tthis event t

The free is he who without arbitrary ŝelf- 

will. He believes in. reality, that is, he believes in. the 

real solidarity of the real twofold entity 1 and T^m . 

He believes in. destiny, and believes that it stands in. 

need of him. It  does not keep in. l^ ^ ^ ^- s ^ ^ ^ , 

it awaits him, he must go to it, yet does not krtow where 

it is to be foUld. But he bows that he must go out 

with his whole bein.g. The matter will not t^um out 
accordin..g to his decision ; but what is to come 

come only when he decides on what he is able to will. 

He must sacrifice his pUly, nnftee w il, that is con

trolled by t ^ ^ ^  ald in.stilcts, to his graM ^wil, which 

quitf\ d^ined for destined being. Then he intervenes 
no more, but at the same time he does not let 

merely happen. He listens to what is emergin.g from 
frimftplf, to the co r̂ee of being in. the world ; not 

in. order to be supported by it, but in. order to b̂ rin.g 

it to reality as it desires, in. its need of him, to be
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brought—with human spirit and deed, human life and 

death. I  said he believes, but that really means he

The self-willed man does not believe and does not 

meet. He does not know solidarity of connexion, but 

only the fev̂ eriSh world outside and his fev̂ eriSh demre 

to use it. Use needs only to be given an ancient name, 

and it companies with the gods. When this man says 

T^m  he means “ 0 my ability to ” , and what 

he terms his destiny is only the equipping and 

sanctioning of his ability to ^ .  He has in truth no 

destiny, but only a being that is defined by things and 

instincts, which he fiilfila with the feeling of sovereignty 

—that is, in the arbitrariness of self-will. He has no 

grand will, only self-will, which he passes off as real will. 

He is wholly incapable of sacrifice, even though he may 

have the word on his lips ; you know him by the fact 

that the word never becomes concrete. He intervenes 

continually, and that for the purpose of " letting things 

happen ”. Why should destiny, he says to you, not be 

given a helping hand1 Why should the attainable 

means required by such a purpose not be utilised ! He 

sees the free man, too, in this way ; he can see him in 

no other. But the free man has no purpose here and 

means there, which he fetches for his purpose : he has 

only the one thing, his repeated decision to approach 

his destiny. He has made this decision, and from time to 

time, at every parting of ways, he will renew it. But 

he could sooner believe he was not alive than that the 

decision of his grand will was inadequate and needed to 

be supported by a means. He believes ; he meets. 

But the unbelieving core in the self-willed man can
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nothing but unbelief and estab ^^^

of a purpose and de^^ng of a m̂ eans. Without 

and without without meeting and without present

ness, he has as his world a mediated world cluttered with 

purposes. His world ^ ^ o t  be anything else, and its 

name is fate. Thus with a l his sovereignty he is wholly 

and inextricably entangled in the unreal. He knows 

this whenever he t̂ urns his thoughts to himself; that 

is why he directs the best part of his spirituality to 

averting or at least to veiling his thoughts.

But these thoughts about apostacy, about the I  

emptied of reality and the real I, thoughts of letting 

himself ŝink and take root in the soil called despair by 

men, soil out of which arise self-destruction and rebirth, 

would be the b^^^ing  of reversal.

*

Once upon a time, tells the Brahmana of the hundred 

paths, gods and demons were at strife. The demons 

^ d  : “ To whom can we bring our offerings ! ” They 

set them all in their own mouths. But the gods set the 

gifts in one another’s mouths. Then Prajapati, the 

p ^ ^ ^  spirit, gave himself to the gods.

*

—It  is understandable that the world of It, given 

over to itself, that is, not brought into contact with and 

melted down by the Thcru as it comes into being, takes 

on the alien form of an incubus. But how is it that (as 

you say) the I  of is emptied of reality ! Surely, 

whether living in or out of relation, the I  is assured of 

iteelf through its self-consciousness, that strong golden
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thread on which the many-coloured circumstances are 

H  now I say, “ I  see you ”, or, “ I  Bee the tree” , 

perhaps the seeing is not real in the same way in both, 

but the I  in both is real in the same way.

—Let us make trial if this is so. The form of the 

words proves nothing. If  many a spoken Tlwu indicates 

fundamentally an It, addressed as Tlwu only from habit 

and obtuseness, and many a spoken It fundamentally a 

Tlwu, its presentness remembered as it were remotely

■ with the whole being, so are countless / ’« only indispens

able pronouns, abbreviations for “ This ^ n  

here who is speaking You speak of self-consciousness ? 

If  in the one sentence the Tlwu of relation is trnly meant 

and in the other the It of an ̂ experience, that is, if the I  

in both is truly meant, is it the same l  out of whose 

self-consciousness both are spoken ?

The I  of the primary word I-Thou is a different I  

from that of the p ^ ^ ^ y  word I-It.

The I  of the p ^ ^ ^ y  word I-It makes its appearance 

as individuality and becomes conscious of itself as subject 

(of experiencing and using).

The I  of the primary word I-Tlwu makes its appear

ance as person and becomes consciou of itself as 

subjectivity (without a dependent genitive).

Individuality makes its appearance by being differen

tiated from other individualities. .

A person makes his appearance by entering into relation 

with other persons.

The one is the spiritual form of natufal detachment, 

the other the spiritual form of natural solidarity of 

connmon.

The ^m  of self-differentiation is to experience and to
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lSe, and the aim of these is “ life ”, that is, d̂ yi,ng that 

asts the span of a man’s life.

The aim of relation is relation’s own being, that is, 

sontact with the Tlhou.. For through contact with every 

r^m  we are stirred with a breath of the T'hou,, that is, 

)f e ^ ^ ^  life.

He who takes his stand in relation shares in a reality, 

that is, in a being that neither merely belongs to hhim 

nor merely lies outside him. A l reality is an activity in 

which I  share without being able to appropriate for 

myself. Where there is no sh^^^ there is no reality. 

Where there is self-appropriation there is no reality. 

The more direct the eontact with the T^m, the fuller is 
the s ^ ^ ^ .

The I  is real in virtue of its sharing in reality. The 

fuller its s ^ ^ ^  the more real it becomes.

But the I  that steps out of the relational event into 

separation and consciousness of separation, does not 

lose its reality. Its sharing is preserved in it in a living 

way. In other words, as is said of the supreme relation 

and may be used of all, “ the seed remains in it ”. This 

is the province of subjectivity in which the I  is aware 

with a single awareness of its solidarity of connexion 

and of its separation. Genuine subjectivity can only 

be dynamicaUy understood, as the s ^ ^ ^ g  of the I  in

■ its lonely troth. Here, too, is the place where the desire 

is formed and heightened for ever higher, more un

conditioned relation, for the full sharing in being. 

In  subjectivity the spiritual substance of the person 

matures.

The person becomes conscious of himself as sharing 

in being, as co-existing, and thus as being. Individuality
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becomes conscious of itself as being such-and-stLOh and 

nothing ̂ else.' The person says, “ I  am ” , the individual 

says, “ I  ^  Buch-and-such”. “ Know thyself” , means 

for the person “ know thyself to have being ”, for the 

individual it “ know thy particular kind of being ".

Individuality in  differentiating itself from others is 

rendered remote from true being.

We do not mean by this that the person in any way 

“ gives up ” his special being, his being Afferent— 

only that this being is not his observation-point, but 

simply there, the necessary and ^^rôcant conception 

of b^ng. Individuality, on the other hand, revels in 

its special being or, rather, mostly in the fiction of its 

special being which it has made up for itself. For to 

know itself means basically for it (for the most part) 

to establish an authoritative apparent self, capable of 

deceiving it ever more and more fundamentaUy, and 

to procure for itself, in looking to and hono^uring this 

apparent the semblance of knowledge of its own 

b̂ eing as it really is. Real knowledge of its being would 

lead it to self-destruction—or to rebirth.

The person looks on his Self, individuality is concerned 

with its My—my kind, my race, my creation, my genius.

I^ndividuality neither shares in nor obtains any reality. 

It  ̂ fferentiates itself from the other, and seeks through 

experiencing and fusing to appropriate as much of it as 

it can. This is its dynamic, self-diferentiation and 

appropriation, each exercised on the It within the 

ûnreal. The subject, as it t̂ hinks itself to be, may make 

as much as it likes into its own ; in virtue of ̂ thisitacquires 

no substance, but remains a functional point, experienc

ing and ueing, no more. None of its extensive and
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manifold d^ined being and none ofits zealous “ individu

ality “ help it to ^in  subs^ace.

There ^  not two of ^ n ,  but two poles of
humanity.

No man is pure person and no man pure individuality. 

None is wholly real, and none wholly ̂ ueal. Every ̂ n  

lives in the twofold I. But there are men 80 defined 

by person that they ^ y  be 9Blled persons, and men 

so defined by individuality that they ^wy be called 

individuals. True history is decided in the field 

between these two poles.

The more a man, h^Ulnity, is ^ ^ ^ e d  by individu

ality, the deeper does the I  «sink into unreality. In  

such times the person in man and in h^^rn ty  le^is a 

hidden subterranean and as it were cancelled existence— 
t i l  it is recalled.

*

The stronger the I  of the p ^ ^ ^ y  word I-T^m is 

in the twofold I , the more personal is the man.

Acco^ing  to his saŷ ing of I —according to what he 

means, when he says I —it be decided where a man 

belongs and where his way leads. The word I  is the 

true shibboleth of mankind.

So listen to this word !

How discordant the I  of the individual ! I t  may 

great- compassion if it comes from lips compressed in 

the tragedy of concealed self-contradiction. It  ̂ y  ro^e 

horror if it comes chaotically from lips that wildly, 

heedlessly, unsuspectingly, show forth the con^tradiction. 

If it comes idly and glibly it is paî nfuJ or d^^^eeable.

He who speaks the separated I, with emphasis on the 
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capital, lays bare the shame of the world-spirit which 

has been degraded to spirituality.

But how lovely and how fitting the sound of the 

lively and impressive I  of Socrates ! It  is the I  of endless 

dialogue, and the air of dialogue is wafted around it in 

all its journeys, before the judges and in the last hour 

in prison. This I  lived continually in the relation with 

man which is bodied forth in dialogue. It  never ceased 

to believe in the reality of men, and went Qut to meet 

them. So it took its stand with them in reality, and 

reality forsakes it no more. Its very loneliness can 

never be forsakenness, and if the world of man is silent 

it hears the voice of the daimonion say Thou.

How lovely and how legitimate the sound of the fu l 

I  of Goethe ! It  is the I  of pure intercourse with nature ; 

nature gives herself to it and speaks unceasingly with it, 

revealing her mysteries to it but not betraying her 

mystery. It  believes in her, and says to the rose, 

“ Then thou art it ”—then it takes its stand with it in a 

single reality. So the spirit of the real remains with 

it when it t̂ urns back to itself, the gaze of. the sun 

abides with the blessed eye that considers its own 

radiance, and the friendship of the elements accompanies 

the man into the stillness of dying and becoming.

This is the sound through the ages of the “ sufficient, 

true, and pure ” saying of the I  by those persons who, 

like Socrates and Goethe, are bound up in relation.

And to anticipate by taking an illustration from the 

realm of unconditional relation : how powerful, even to 

being overpowering, and how legitimate, even to being 

self-evident, is the saying of I  by Jesus ! For it is the 1 

of unconditional relation in which the man calls his Thou
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Father in' such Ii. way that he himself is ^mply Son, 

and nothing else but Son. Whenever he says I  he can 

only mean the I  of the holy primary word that has been 

raised for him into unconditional being. If separation 

ever touches him, his solidarity of relation is the greater ; 

he speaks to others only out of this solidarity. It is 

useless to ^se to limit this I  to a power in itself or this 

Thou to something dwelling in ourselves, and once again 

to empty the real, the present relation, of reality. I  and 

Thou abide ; every man can say Thou and is then I, 

every man can say Father and is then Son : reality 

abides. '
*

—But how if a man's mission reqrure him to know 

nothing but connexion with his p^ticular Cause, 

that is, no longer to know any real relation with or 

present realisation of a Thou—to have everything 

about him become an It, serving his particular Cause 1 

What of Napoleon’s saying of the I  ? Is it not 

legitimate ? Is this phenomenon of experiencing and 

using not a person 1

—Indeed the lord of the age manifestly did not know 

the dimension of the Thou. It has been justly ex

pressed in the words that a l being was for him v̂alore. 

He who indulgently compared with Peter the followers 

who denied him rafter his fall had no one whom he 

himself could have denied ; for he had no one whom 

he recognised as a being. He was for millions the 

demonic Thou, the Thou that does not respond, that 

responds to Thou with It, that does not respond 

genuinely in the personal sphere but responds only in 

his own sphere, his particular Cause, with his own
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deeds. This demonic Tlhou., to which no one can 

become Tkou, is the elementary barrier of ^^ory, 

where the basic word of connexion loses its reality, its 

character of mutual action. In addition to (not 

between) person and free and self-willed

man, there is this third, towering in times of destiny, 

fraught with destiny. Towards him everything flames, 

but his fire is cold. To him a thousand several 

relations but from him none. He shares in no

reality, but in him immeasurable share is taken as 

though in a reality.

He sees the beings around him, indeed, as machines, 

capable of various achievements, which must be taken 

into account and utilised for the Cause. In this 

way, too, he sees himself—except that he must continu

ally asc^^in anew by experiment his power of achieve

ment (whose limits he does not experience) : he treate 

himself, too, as an It.

Thus, then, his saying of I  is not a lively impressive, 

not a fu l one ; but it is all the less a saying (like that of 

the modern indivi^dua) that deceives about these things. 

He does not speak of but only “ with himself

as ŝ t̂arting-point”. The I  that he utters and writes 

is the n e c ^^^  subject for the sentences of his deter

minations and arrangement—no more and no less. It 

no subjectivity, but it has also no self-consciousness 

con̂ cerned with its d^taed being, and thus all the more 

no illusion of the apparent self. “ I  ^  the clock, which 

existe, and does not know itself”—so he himself ex

pressed his destined being, the reality of this phenomenon 

and the unreality of this I, at the time when he was 

hurled from his Cause, and for the first time had,
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and dared, to speak and tthinkk of himself, and 

to take thought for his I —which now appeared for the 

firrt time. The I  that appears is not a mere subject, 

but neither does it move towards subjectivity ; freed 

from its enchantment, but not saved, it expre^es itself 

in the f ^ ^ ^  word that is as legitimate as it is 

illegitimate : “ The universe beholds us I ” In  the end 
it back in mystery.

Who would dare to aæert, rafter such a course and 

such a fall, that man understood his tremendous, 

prodigious miraion—or that he misunderstood it? !t  

is certain that the age, for which the demoniacal, with

out present, has become master and model, misunder

stands him. It does not know that what rule here are 

not lust for power and enjoyment of power, but destiny 

and consummation. It  grows enth^usiastic over this 

despotic brow, and has no suspicion of what signs are 

written across it, like the figures on the face of the 

clock. It industriously imitates this way of looking 

on living beings, without understanding its need and 

its necessity, and exchanges the rigorous attention 

of this I  to the particular business for excited self

consciousness. The word “ I ” remains the shibboleth 

of Napoleon spoke it without power to enter

into relation, but he spoke it as the I  of a consummation. 

He who strives to say it as he said it only betrays the 

desperateness of his own self-contradiction.

*

—What is self-contradiction ?

—If a man does not represent the a prW—i of 

relation in his living with the world, if he does not
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work out and realise the inborn T^m  on what meets it, 

then it strikes inwards. It  develops on the ^^^tural, 

impossible object of the I, that is, it develops where 

there is no place at all for it to develop. Thus con

frontation of what is over against him takes place within 

himself, and this cannot be relation, or presence, or 

streaming interaction, but only self-contradiction. The 

man may seek to explain it as a relation, perhaps 

as a religious relation, in order to wrench himself from 

the horror of the inner double-ganger ; but he is bound to 

discover again and again the deception in the êxplana

tion. Here is the verge of life, flight of an ̂ ^^M ed  life 

to the senseless semblance of foffilment, and its groping 

in a maze and losing itself ever more profoundly.

*

A t times the man. shuddering at the alienation 

between the I  and the world, comes to reflect that some

thing is to be done. As when in the grave night-hour 

you lie, racked by waking dream—bulwarks have fallen 

' away and the abyss is screaming—and note amid your 

torment : there is still life, if ol)ly I got through to it— 

but how, how? ; so is this man in the hours of 

reflection, shuddering, and aimlessly considering this 

and that. And perhaps, away in the unloved know

ledge of the depths within him, he really knows the 

direction of reversal, leading through sacrifice. But he 

spurns knowledge ; “ mysticism ” cannot resist the 

sun of electric light. He calls thought, in which he rightly 

has great confidence, to his aid ; it shall make good 

eve^^^g  for again. It  is, in truth, the high art 

of thought to paint a reliable picture of the world
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that is even worthy of belief. So man
says to his thought, “ You see this thing stretched out 

here with the cruel eyes—was it not my playfellow once ? 

You know how it laughed at me then with these very 
eyes, and they had good in them then ? And you see 

my wretched I —I confess to you, it is empty, and 
whatever I do in myself, as a result. of experiencing 

and using, does not fathom its emptiness. W il you 
make it up between me and it, 80 that it leaves off and I 
recover ? ” And thought, ready with its service and ita 

paints with its well-known speed one—no, two 

rows of pictures, on the right wall and on the left. On 
the one there is (or rather, there takes place, for the 

world-pictures of thought are reliable cinematography) 

the universe. The tiny earth plunges from the whirling 

stars, tiny man from the teeming earth, and now history 

bears himhim f̂ urther through the ages, to rebuild per
sistently the ant-hill of the' cultures which history 

crushes underfoot. Beneath the row of pictures is 

written : “ One and all.” On the other wall there 
takes place the soul. A spinner is spinning the orbits 

of all stars and the life of all creation and the history 

of the universe ; everything is woven on one thread, 

and is no longer called stars and creation and ûniverse, 
but sensations and imaginings, or even experiences, and 

conditions of the soul. And beneath the row of pictures 

is written : “ One and all.’’
Thenceforth, if ever the man shudders at the aliena

tion, and the world strikes terror in his heart, he looks 
up (to right or left, just as it may chance) and sees a 

picture. There he sees that the I  is embedded in the 

world and ^is.t there is really no I  at all—6o the world
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can do nothing to the I , and he is put at ease ; or he 

that the world is embedded in the I, and that there 

is reaUy no world at aU—so the world can do nothing to 

the I, and he is put at ease. Another time, if the man 

shudders at the alienation, and the I  strikes terror in 

his heart, he looks up and sees a picture ; which picture 

he sees does not matter, the empty I  is stuffed with 

the world or the stream of the world flows over it, and 

he is put at ease.

But a moment comes, and it is near, when the 

shUddering man looks up and sees both pictures in a 

flash together. And a deeper shudder seizes ĥim.
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P A R T  T H R E E



T o  extended lines of^^tions m ee^tpye 

T^w. •

Every particular Thou is a glimpse th îB üB IflK iiQ

■ ^ ^ M l Thou ; by means of every particular 2 o tW H ^ 

p ^ ^ ^  word eddr^es the e^^^ l Thou. Through 

this mediation of the Thou of a l beings f^^ment, and 

non-^^Ment, of relations comes to them : thé inborn 

Thou is realised in each relation and consnmumted in 

none. It is consnmumted only in the direct relation 

with the Thoui that by its nature cannot become It.

■ski

Men have addressed their eternal Thou with many 

names. In of Hinrw who was thus named they

always had the Thou in mind : the first myths were 

hymns of praise. Then the names took refuge in the 

language of It ; men were more and more strongly 

moved to think of and to address their eternal Thou 

as an It. But all God’s names are hallowed, for in them 

He is not merely spoken about, but also spoken to.

Many men wish to rej ect the word God as a legitimate 

usage, because it is so misused. It is indeed the most 

heavily laden of all the words used by men. For that 

very reason it is the most imperishable and most indis

pensable. What does all mistaken talk about God’s 

being and works (though there has been, and can be, no 

other talk about these) matter in comparison with the one 

truth that all men who have ad&essed God had God 

Himself in mind ! For he who speaks the word God 

and really has Tlww in mind (whatever the illusion by
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which he is held), addresses the true Tlwu of his life, 

which cannot be limited by another T^m, and to which 

he stands in a relation that gathers up and includes all 

others.

But when he, too, who abhors the name, and believes 

himself to be godless, gives his whole being to addressing 

the T^m of his life, as a Tlwu that cannot be limited by 

another, he addresses God.

*

If  we go on our way and meet a mma.n who has 

advanced towards us and aalso gone on hil way, we 

know only our part of the way, not his—his we experi

ence only in the meeting.

Of the complete relational event we know, with the 

knowledge of life lived, our going out to the relation, 

our part of the way. The other part only comes upon 

us, we do not know it ; it eomes upon us in the meeting. 

But we strain ourselves on it if we speak of it as though 

it were some thing beyond the meeting.

We have to be conc^ed, to be troubled, not about 

the other side but about our own side, not about grace 

but about ^wil. Grace concerns us in so far as we go 

out to it and persist in its presence ; but it is not our 

object.

What we know of the way from the life that we 

have lived, from our life, is not a waiting or a being 

open. ,

The Tlwu confronts me. But I step into direct relation 

with it. Hence the relation means being chosen and 

choosing, suffering and action in one ; just as any action 

of the whole being which means the suspenaon of all
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partial actions, and consequently of a l -ensations of 

actions grounded only in their particular limitation, is 

bound to resemble suffering.

This is the activity of the man who become a 

whole being, an activity that has been termed doing 

nothing : nothing separate or partial stirss in the man 

any more, thus he makes no intervention in the world ; 

it is the whole man, enclosed and at rest in his wholeness, 

that is efective—he has become an effective whole. 

To have won stability in this state is to be able to go out 

to the supreme meeting.

To this end the world of sense does not need to be 

. laid aside as though it were ilusoory. There is no ilusoory 

world, there is only the world—which appears to us as 

twofold in accordance with our twofold attitude. Only ' 

the barrier of separation has to be destroyed. Further, 

no “ going beyond sense-experience ” is necessary ; 

for every experience, even the most spiritual, could yield 

ue only an It. Nor is any reco^ure n ^ ^ ^ ^  to a world 

of ideas and values ; for they cannot become presentness 

for us. None of these things is necessary. Can it be 

what really is necessary ! —Not in the sense of a 

precept. For everything that has ever been devised and 

contrived in the time of the human spirit as precept, 

alleged preparation, practice, or meditation, nothing 

to - do with the primal, simple fact of the meeting. 

Whatever the advantages in knowledge or. the wielding 

of power for which we have to thank this or that practice, 

none of this affects the meeting of which we are speaking ; 

it a l has its place in the world of It  and does not lead 

one step, does not take the step, out of it. Going out 

to the relation cannot be taught in the sense of precepts
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being given. I t  can only be indicated by the drawing 

of a circle which excludes everything that is not 

going out. Then the one thing that matters is visible, 

acceptance of the present.

To be sure, this acceptance presupposes that the 

farther a man wandered in separated being the more 

^difcult is the ventnre and the more elemental the 

reversal. This does not mean a giving up of, ""y, the 

I , as mystical writings usually suppose : the I  is as 

indispensable to this, the supreme, as to every relation, 

since relation is only posrible between I  and Thou. 

I t  is not the I, then, that is given up, but that false 

self-averting instincct that makes a flee to the 

pos^ang of things before the ^unr^mble, perilous world 

of relation which neither denrâo/ nor duration and 

^canot be surveyed.

*

Every real relation with a being or life in the world is 

exclusive. Its Thou is freed, steps forth, is single, and 

coofronts you. It  the heavens. T̂his does not mean 

that nothing else exists ; but all else lives in its light. 

As long as the presence of the relation continues, 

its cosmic range is inviolable. But as soon as a Thou 

becomes It, the cosmic range of the relation appears as 

an ofience to the world, its exclusivenes cas an exclusion 

of the universe.

In  the relation' with God unconditional exclusivenes 

and unconditional inclusivenev are one. He who 

enters on the absolute relation is con̂ cerned 'with n o ^^^  

isolated any more, neither nor beings,' neither

nor heaven ; but everyt^mg is gathered up in the
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relation. For to step into pure relation is notto disregard 

everything but to see everything in the Tlwu, not to 

renounce the world but to establish it on ita true basis. 

To look away from the world, or to stare at it, does 

not help a man to reach God ; but he who the world 

in Him stands in His presence. “ Here world, there 

God ” is the language of It ; “ in the world ” is 

another langusge of It ; but to eliminate or leave behind 

nothing at a l, to include the whole world in the Tlwu, 

to give the world ite due and ite truth, to include nothing 

beside God but everything in Him—this is and 

complete relation.

Men do not find God if they stay in the world. They 

do not find Him if they leave the world. He who goes 

out with his whole being to meet his Tlwu and carries to 

it all being that is ib. the world, finds Him who cannot 

be sought.

Of course God is the “ wholly Other ” ; but He is also 

the wholly Same, the wholly Present. Of course He is 

the Mysteriwmi Tremendum that appears and overthrows ; 

but He is also the mystery of the self-evident, nearer to 

me than my I.

Ifyou explore the life of things.andof conditioned being 

you come to the unfathomable, if you deny the life of 

things and of conditioned being you stand before nothing

ness, if you hallow this life you meet the living God.

*

Man’s sense of Thou, which experiences in the re

lations with every particular Tlwu the disappointment 

of the change to It, strives out but not away from 

them all to its e t^^ü  ; but not as some-
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thing .is sought : actually there is no such thing as 

seeking God, for there is nothing in which He could not 

be found. How foolish and hopeless would be the 

man who t^ned aside from the course of his life in 

order to seek God ; even though he won all the wisdom 

of solitude and all the power of concentrated being he 

would God. Rather is it as when a man goes 

his way and simply wishes that it might be the way : 

in the strength of his wish his striving is expressed. 

Every relational event is a stage that affords hhim a 

glimpse the consummating event. So in each 

event he does not partake, but also (for he is waiting) 

does partake, of the one event. Waiting, not 

seeking, he goes his way ; hence he is composed 

. before all things, and makes contact with them which 

helps them. But when he has found, his heart is not 

totted from them, though everything now meets hhim 

in the one event. He blesses every cell that sheltered 

him™, and every cell into which he yet t^tt. For 

this finding is not the end, but only the eternal middle, 

of the way.

It is a finding without seeking, a discovering of the 

primal, of origin. His sense of whioh cannot be 

satiated t il he finds the endless T̂hou, had the Thou 

present to it from the beginning ; the presence had only 

to become wholly to hhim in the reality of the 

hallowed life of the world.

God cannot be inferred in anything—in natllIe, say, 

as its author, or in history as its master, or in the 

subject as the self that is thought in it. Something else 

is not “ given ” and God then elicited from it ; .but God 

is the Being that is directly, most nearly, and lastingly,
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over against us, that may properly only be addresed, 

not exp^^^.

*

Men wish to r^^rà a feeling (called feeling of de

pendence, and recently, more • precisely, creatnrely 

feeling) aa the real element in the relation with God. In 

proportion aa the isolation and definition of this element 

is accurate, its unbalanced emphasis only makes the 

character of complete relation the more misunderstood.

What has already been said of love is even more 

l̂lushakably valid here. Feelings are a mere accom

paniment to the metaphysical and metapsychical ffact 

of the relation, which is ^^^ed  not in the soul but 

between I  and Tlwu.. A feeling may be considered 

ever so essential, it remains nevertheless subject to the 

dynamic of the soul, where one feeling is outstripped, 

outdone, and abo^&ed by another. In  distinction 

from relation a feeling hhas its place in a scale. But 

above aU, every feeling its place within a polar 

tension, obtaining its colour and râgnificance not from 

itself alone, but also from the opposite pole : every- 

feeling is conditioned by its opposite. Thus the 

absolute relation (which gathers up into reality aU those 

that are relative, and is no more a part, as these ^ ,  

but is the whole that completes and unifies them all), 

in b̂ eing reduced to the status of ad. isolated and 

limited feeling, is made into a relative psychological 

matter.

If  the soul is the s^^rng-point of our consideration, 

complete relation can be understood only in a bipolar 

way, only as the oppo^^mm,, as the
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coincidence of oppositions of feeling. Of course, the 

one pole—suppressed by the person’s basic religious 

attitude—often disappears from the reflective conscious

ness, and can only be recalled in the purest and most 

ingenuous consideration of the depths of the being.

Yes ; in pure relation you have felt yourself to be 

simply dependent, as you are able to feel in no other 

relation—and simply free, too, as in no other time or 

place : you have felt yourself to be both creaturely and 

creative. You had the one feeling then no longer 

limited by the other, but you had both of them limit

lessly and together.

You know always in your heart that you need God 

more than ever^^ing ; but do you not know too that 

needs you—in the fnlness of His eternity needs 

you ? How would man be, how would you be, if God 

did not need him, did not need you 1. You need God, 

in order to be—and God needs you, for the very' mean

ing of your life. In instruction and in poems men 

are at pains to say moJ;:e, and they say too much— 

what turgid and presumptuous talk that is about the 

“ God who becomes ” ; but we know unshakably in 

our hearts that there is a becoming of the God that is. 

The world is not divine sport, it is divine destiny. 

There is divine meaning in the life of the world, of man, 

of human persons, of you and of me.

Creation happens to us, bourns itself into us, recasts 

us in bur̂ ning—we tremble and are faint, we submit. 

We take part in creation, meet the Creator, reach 

out to Him, helpers and companions.

Two great servants pace through the ages, prayer and 

sacrifice. The man who prays pours himself out in
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unrestrained dependence, and knows that he — —in an 

incomprehensible way—an effect upon God, even though 
he obtains nothing from God ; for when he no longer 

desires anything for himself he sees the flame of his 

effect burning at its highest. —And the man who makes 

sacrtâce ? I Cannot despise him, this upright servant of 

former times, who believed that God yearned for the 

scent of his burnt-offering. In a foolish but powerful 

way he knew that we can and ought to give to God. 

This is known by hhim, too, who offers up his little 

to God and meets in the grand ^wil. “ Thyo be 

done,” he says, and says no more ; but truth adds for 

hhim “ through me whom Thou needest ”.

What distinguishes sacrifice and prayer from all 

magic ? —Magic desires to obtain its effects without 

entering into relation, and practises its tricks in the 

void. But sacrifice and prayer are set “ before the Face”, 

in the cons^^ation of the holy primary word that 

means mutual action : they speak the Thou, and 

then they hear.

To wish to understand pure relation as dependence 

is to to empty one of the bearers of the relation, 

and hence the relation itself, of reality.

, *

The same thing happens if we begin from the oppoate 

side and look on absorption, or entering, into the Self 

(whether by means ofthe Self’s deliverance from a l being 

that is conditioned by I, or by its being understood 88 

the One fo ^ ^ g  Essence) as the essential .element in 

the religious act. By the first way of looking on the 

act it is imagined that God enters the being that is
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from I, or that this being is merged in God ; by the 

second,' that the being takes its stand WectIy in itself 

as though it were in the divine One. That is, by the 

first way, in a supreme moment the saying of the Thou 

ceases, for there is no more twofold being, and by the 

second the saying of the-T^m does not in truth exist at 

all, for there is in truth no twofold being : the first way 

believes in the u^fication, the second in the identification 

of the human with the divine. Both ^ e r t  a state that 

is beyond I  and Thou, the first—as in ecstasy—one that 

becomes, the second—as in the self-observation of the 

tkintoftg subject—one that is and that reveals itself. 

Both abolish relation, the first as it were dynamically, 

through the swallowing up of the I  by the T^rn— 

which is, however, no longer ^^w , but that which alone 

is—and the second as it were statically through the self

recognition of the I, which has been freed andhas become 

the Self, as that which alone is. If  the doctrine of depend

ence considers the I  that bears the span of pure relation 

. in the world to be 80 weak and empty that its ability 

to bear it is no longer credible, the one doctrine of 

absorption causes the span of relation to disappear at 

its consommât ion, the other treats it as a delusion to be 

overcome.

The doctrines of absorption appeal to the great 

sayings of identification, the one above all to the Johan- 

nine " I  and the Father are one ”, the other to the teaching 

of Sandilya : “ The aU-^bracing, this is my Self in 

my very heart” . '

The ways these sayings lead are opposedtooneanother. 

The arises (a^er a subterranean course) in the life 

of a person of mythical proportions and advances to
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a doctrine, the second emerges in a doctrine and 

only then leads to the mythical life of a person. 

The character of the saying is transformed along these 

lines. The ^Christ of the Johannine tradition, the Word 

that once became flesh, leads to the of Eckehardt,

perpetually begotten by God in the human soul. The 

coronation formula for the Self in the Upanishad, 

“ This is the real, the Self, and Thou art the Self ”, 

leads in  a much sho^« space to the Buddhistic formula 

of dethronement, “ It is not possible to lay hold of a 

Self and a Self-app^^^^g in truth and in reality ”.

The be^nning and end of each way demand separate 

consideration.

That the appeal to the ^ ^ o t  be substan

tiated becomes c l^  to all who read impartially, section 

by section, the Gospel according to John. It is really 

the Gospel of pure relation. Here is a truer verse than 

the familiar mystical verse : “ I  am Thou and Thou art 

I ”. The Father and the Son, like in being—we may even 

say God and Man, like in being—are the indissolubly 

real pair, the two bearers of the primal relation, which 

from God to man is termed mission and command, 

from man to God looking and hearing, and between 

both is turned knowledge and love. In  this relation 

the Son, though the Father dwells and works in him, 

bows down before the “ greater ” and prays to him. 

A l modem attempts to interpret this primal reality of 

dialogue as a relation of the I  to the Self, or the like— 

as an event that is contained within the self-sufficient 

interior life of man—are futile : they take their place in 

the abysmal history of destruction of reality.

—But what of mysticism 1 Does it not inform us
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how unity without duality is experienced ? May we 

dispute the truth of its account ?

—I  know not of a single but of two kinds of happening 

in which duality is no longer experienced. These are 

at ^mes c o ^ ^ ^ . in mystical utterances—I  too once 

confused them.

The one is the soul’s beco^^£ a ^ûty. That is some

thing that takes place not between man and God, but 

in mman- Power is concentrated, everything that tries 

to divert it is drawn into the orbit of its mastery, the 

being is alone in itself and rejoices, as Paracelaus says, 

in its exaltation. This is the decisive moment for a man. 

Without it he is unfit for the work of the spirit ; with 

it, he decides, in his innermost being, if this means 

a breathing-space, or the sufcient end of his way. 

Concentrated in unity, he can go out to the meeting, 

to which he has only now drawn quite close, with the 

mystery, with salvation. But he can also enjoy to the 

tthis blessed concentration of his being, and without 

entering on the supreme duty faU back into dissipation 

of being. —Everything on our way involves decision, 

purposive, dimly seen, wholly mysterious : in tlie 

innermost being is the primal mysterious decision, 

carrying the mightiest consequences for our destiny.

The other happening-lies in the unfathomable nature 

of the relational act itself, in which two, it is imagined, 

become one : “ one and one united, bareness shines there 

into bareness ” . I  and Thou are absorbed, humanity, 

which just before confronted the godhead, is merged 

in it—glorification, deification, and singleness 6f being 

have appeared. But when the man, iUuminated and 

exhausted, falls back into the cares of earthly affairs,
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and with knowledge in his heart thinks of the two 

situations, is he not bound to find that his being is 

split asunder and one part given to p^erdition ! What 

does it help my soul that it can be withdrawn anew from 

this world here into unity, when world itself of 

necessity no part in the unity—what does a l ” enjoy

ment of God " profit a life that is rent in two ! If that 

abundantly rich heavenly moment has nothing to do 

with my poor earthly moment—what it then to 

do with me, who have still to live, in all seriousness still 

to live, on earth ! Thus are the masters to be under

stood who have renounced the raptures of ecstatic 
‘ ‘ union ”.

Union that was no union : as illustration I  take the 

men who in the passion of the engrossing Eros are so 

enraptured by the miracle of the embrace that their 

knowledge of I  and Tlwu perishes in the feeling of a 

unity that does not and cannot exist. What the 

ecstatic man calls union is the enrapturing dynamic of 

relation, not a unity arisen in this moment of the 

world’s time that dissolves the I  and the Tlwu, but the 

dynamic of relation itself, which can put itself before 

its bearers as they steadily confront one another, and 

cover each from the feeling of the other enraptured one. 

Here, then, on the brink, the relational act goes beyond 

itself ; the relation itself in its vital unity is felt so 

forcibly that its parts seem to fade before it, and in the 

force of its life, the I  and the Thou, between which it is 

established, are forgotten. Here is one of the phenomena 

of the, brink to which reality extends and at which it 

grows dim. But the central reality ofthe everyday hour 

on earth, with a streak of sun on a maple twig and the
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glimpse of the T^m, is greater for us than a l

enigmatic webs on the brink ofbeing.

This ^wil, however, be opposed by the claim of the 

other doctrine of absorption that universal being and 

self-being are the same and that therefore no saying 

of the Tlwut, is able yield final reality.

This claim is answered by the doctrine i^d f. One 

of the Upanishads tells how Indra, the prince of the 

gods, comes to Prajapati, the creative spirit, in order 

to l̂ earn how the Self is found and recognised. For a 

hundred years he is a pupil, is twice dismissed with in- 

sufcient information, till ^finaly the right information 

is given him : “ If  a man, snunk in deep sleep, rests 

dreamlessly, this is the Self, the Immortal, the ̂ Asured, 

the Universal Being.” Indra departs, but soon a 

thought surprises him He turns back and asks : “ In 

such a condition, 0 Exalted One, a man does not know 

of his Self that ‘ ̂ This is I  ’, and that ‘ these are 

beings’. He is gone to annihilation. I  see nothing 

propitious here ” . -:-“ That ”, replies Prajapati, “ is 

indeed so ”.

In  so far as the doctrine contains an ^^^m tion 

about true being—however the matter stands with 

its content of truth, which cannot be ascertained in this 

life—it has nothing in common with one thing, with 

lived reality ; for it is bound to reduce this too to the 

world of appearances. In so far, too, as the doctrine 

contains guidance for absorption in true being, it leads 

not to lived reality but to “ annihilation”, where no 

consciousness reigns and whence no memory leads ; the 

who has emerged from this annihilation may 

still propose, as representing his experience, the
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words “ absence of duality ” ; he does not dare 
to it ̂ unity.

But we with holy care wish to foster the holy good 

of our reality, that is ^^ed to us for this and perhaps 

for no other life that is nearer truth.

In lived reality there is no unity of b̂ eing.

only in effective action, its power and' depth 

in power and depth of effective action. “ Inner " 

reality, too, erists only if there is mutual action. The 

most powerful and the deepest reality erists where 

everything enters into the effective action, without 

reserve the whole man and ̂ God the all-embracing—the 

I  and the boundless T'̂ m.

The united I  : for in lived reality there is (as I have 

already said) the becoming one of the soul, the con

centration of power, the decisive moment for a man. 

But this does not involve, like that absorption, dis

regard of the real person. Absorption wishes to pre

serve only the “ pure ”, the real, the and to oast 

away everything else ; but in concentration the 

instinctive is not thought too impure, the sensuous is 

not thought too remote from its course, what is COn

cerned with emotion is not thought too. fleeting : every

thing must be gathered into the orbit of its mastery. 

This concentration does not desire the self that is set 

apart, but the whole, unimpaired man. It aims at, 

and is, reality.

The doctrine of absorption demands, and promises, 

refuge in the One thinking Essence (“ that by which this 

world is thought ”), refuge in p ^  Subject. But in lived 

reality there is not somê thing thinfo'ng without some

thing thought, rather is the tbintong no less dependent
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on the thing thought than the latter on the former. A 

subject deprived of its object is deprived of its reality. 

Something thinking in itself alone existe—in thought : 

fest, as itsproduct and object, as a limiting idea without 

an imaginable subject ; secondly, by anticipation, in the 

definition of death, which can be replaced by its likeness 

of the deep sleep, which is just as impenetrable ; and 

lastly, in the affirmation of the doctrine concerning a 

condition of absorption, resembling deep sleep, which 

is by nature without consciousness and memory. 

These are the loftiest peaks of the language of !<. The 

sublime strength of their disregard must be respected, 

and in the very glance of respect recognised as what is, 

at most, to be experienced, but not to be lived.

The Buddha, the “ fulfilled ” and the fulfiller, makes 

no affirmation on this point. He refuses to assert that 

unity exists or that it does not exist, that he who has 

passed a l the tests of absorption exists after death in 

unity or that he does not exist in unity. This refusal, ' 

this “ noble silence ”, is explained in two ways: 

theoretical, because ^ ^ ^ e n t  is beyond the categories 

of thought and expression ; and two, practical, because 

disclosure of the existence of fiiKlment does not estab

lish a true life of salvation. Combination of the two 

explanations indicates the truth that he who treats 

what is as an object of assertion pulls it into division, 

into the antithetics of the world of It, where there is no 

life of salvation. “ If, 0 monk, the opinion dominates 

that soul and body are one in being, there is no life of 

salvation ; if, 0 monk, the opinion dominates that the 

soul is one and the body another, then too there is no 

life of salvation ”. In the mystery that is observed as
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in the reality that is lived, “ It is thus ” and “ It is not 

thus ”, being a.nd non-being, do not rl3ign ; but “ thus 

and otherwise” , being and non-being at once, the un

fathomable—this reigns. The primal condition of 

salvation is undivided confrontation of the undivided 

mystery. It  is certain that the Buddha is of those who 

have known this, Like a l true teachers he does not 

.̂ wish to impart an opinion, but to teach the way. He 

denies only one assertion, that ofthe “ fools” , who say 

there is no action, no deed, no power, and says “ Men 

can walk in the way ”. He ventures only one assertion, 

which is decisive : “ There is, 0 Monks, an Un

born, neither become nor created nor formed ” . If there 

were not this, there would be no goal.; there is this, the 

way has a goal.

Loyal to the truth of our meeting, we can follow the 

Buddha as far as this, but a step further would be 

disloyalty to the reality of our life.

For we know, from the truth and reality that we do not 

extract from ourselves but which is given for US to share 

in, that if the goal described by the Buddha is only one 

of the goals, then it cannot ha ours, and if it is the goal, 

then it is falsely described ; and also, if it is one of the 

goals, the way may lead as far as it, and if it is the goal, 

the way leads, at most, nearer to it.
The Buddha describes as the goal the “ cessation of 

pain”, that is of becoming and passing away—release 

from the cycle of births. “ Henceforth there is no ret^^ ” 

is the formula of the man who has freed himself from the 

appetite for living and thus from the necessity to become 

ever anew. We do not know if there is So return ; we 

do not extend beyond this life the lines of this time
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dimension in which we live, ând do not seek to expose 

what will be disclosed to us in its own time and disposition. 

But if we did know that there- is a rê turn we would not 

seek to escape it, and we would long not indeed for 

being but for the power to speak, in each existence 

in its own way and language, the e ^^u l I  that passes 

away, and the eternal that does not p ^  away.

We do not know if the Buddha actually leads to the 

goal of release from the neceseity of re^^ûng. He 
c ^ ^ ^ y  leads to a preliminary goal that concerns —— 

to the beco^^£ one of the soul. But he leads thither 

not merely (as is necessary) apart from the “ thicket of 

opinions” , but also apart from the “ illusion of forms ”— 

which for us is no illusion but rather the reliable world 

(and this in spite of a l subjective paradoxes in observa

tion with it/or us). Hia way, too, then, involves 

disregard ; thus when h", speaks of our becoming aware 

of the events in our body he means abnost the opposite 

of our physical ̂ âghtw ith its c^^unty about the senses. 

Nor does he lead the united being to that supreme 

saying of the T'̂ m that is made possible for it. His 

innermost decision seems to rest on the extinction of 

the ability to say T'̂ m.

The Buddha knows the saying of the T'̂ m to men— 

witness his intercourse with his pupils, in which, though 

high above them, he speaks very directly—but he does 

not teach it ; for simple confrontation of being with 

being is alien to this love where “ a l that become 

is ^^nitably comprised in the breast” . He certainly 

knows too, in the silent depths of his being, the saying 

of the Thou to the primal c a ^ —away beyond all those 
K gods ” that are treated by him like pupils. This act
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of I I  springs from a relational event that has taken on 

substance ; ttil act, too, is a response to the Thou : but 

about response he preserves silence.

succession among the peoples, however, that 

“ great vehicle ”, has contradicted hhim mâ gnificently. 

It has addressed the e ^^^ l human Thou under the 

of Buddha him^& And it awaits, as the 

Buddah that is to come, the last of the age, hhim by 

whom love is to be ^^^ed.

.Al doctrine of absorption is based on the colossal 

illusion of the h ^ a n  spirit that is bent back on itself, 

that spirit exists in man. Actually spirit exists with 

man as starting-point—between man and that which is 

not man. In  renouncing tils its meaning, its meaning 

aa relation, the spirit that is bent back on itself is 

compelled to drag into mman that wbich is not man, it 

is compelled to make the world and God into functions of 

the soul. Tils is the spirit’s illusion about the soul.

“ Friend ”, says the Buddha, “ I proclaim that in 

my fathom-high ascetic's body, affected with sensations, 

there dwells the world and the bep^ning of the world 

and the extinction of the world and the way that leads 

to the extinction of the world ”.

That is true, but in the last resort it is no longer true.

Certainly the world “ dwels ” in me as an image, 

just aa I  dweU in it as a thing. But it is not for that 

reason in me, just as I ^  not in it. The world and I 

are mutually included, the one in the other. 

contradiction in thought, inherent in the situation of 

Zt, is resolved in the situation of Thou, which sets 

me &ee from the world in order to bind me up in 

solidarity of connexion with it.
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I  bear within me the sense of Self, that cannot 

be included in the world. The world bears within 

itself the sense of being, that cannot be' included 

in the image. This sense of being, however, is 

not a “ " that can be thought, but simply the 

total etatus of the world as world, just as the 

sense of Self is not a “ knowing subject ” but 

simply the total status of the I  as 1. Here no further 

“ reduction ” is poœible ; he who does not honour the 

last unities frustrates their apprehe;";Ole but not 

comprehensible sense.

The bepnning and the extinction of the world are 

not in me ; but they are also not outside me ; they 

cannot be said to be at all, they are a continuous happen

ing, connected with and dependent on me, my life, my 

decision, my work, and my service. But they do depend 

not on whether I  “ affirm ” or “ deny ” the world in 

my soul, but on how I cause my attitude of soul to the 

world to grow to life, to life that acts upon the world, 

to real life—and in real life the ways of very ̂ diferent 

attitudes of soul may intersect. But he who merely 

“ ‘ experiences” his attitude, merely consommât es it 

in the soul, however thoughtfully, is without the world— 

and a l the tricks, .̂ arts, ecstasies, enthusiasms, and 

mysteries that are in him do not even ripple the askin of 

the world. So long as a man is set free only in his Self he 

can do the world neither weal nor woe ; he does not 

conc^ the world. Only he who believes in the world 

is given powerto enter into dealings with it, and if he 

gives himself to this he cannot remain godless. If only 

we love the real world, that not let itself be extin

guished, really in its horror, if only we venture
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to surround it with the arms of our spirit, our hands 

meet hands that grip them.

I  know nothing of a “ world ” and a “ life in the 

world ” that might separate a man from God. What 

is thus described is actually life with an alienated 

world of It; which experiences and uses. He who truly 

goes out to meet the world goes out also to God. Con

centration and outgoing are necessary, both in truth, at 

once the one and the other, which is the One.

God comprises, but is not, the universe. So, too, God 

comprises, but is not, my Self. In  view of the 

inadequacy of any language about this fact, I  can say 

Tlwu in my language as each man can in his, in view 

of this I  and Tlwu live, and dialogue and spirit and 

language (spirit’s primal act), and the Word in eternity. 

.. ★

Man’s religious situation, his being there in the Pres

ence, is characterised by its essential and indiasoluble 

antinomy. The nature of its being determines that 

this antinomy is indissoluble. He who accepts the 

thesis and rejects the antithesis does inj ury to the 

significance of the situation. He who tries to think out a 

synthesis destroys the significance of the situation. He 

who strives to make the antinomy into a relative 

matter abolishes the significance of the situation. He who 

wishes to carry through the conflict ofthe antinomy other 

than with his life transgresses the significance of the 

situation. The significance of the situation is that it is 

lived, and nothing but lived, continually, ever anew, 

without foresight, without forethought, without pre

scription, in the totality of its antinomy.
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Comparison of the religious with the philosophical 

antinomy will make this clear. Kannt may make the 

philosophical confiict between necesrnty and freedom 

into a relative matter by assigning the former to the 

world of appearances and the lattar to the world of 

being, so that in their two settings they are no longer 

reaUy opposed, but rather reconciled—just as the 

worlds for which they are valid are reconciled. But if I  

consider necessity and freedom not in worlds of thought 

but in the reality of my standing before God, if I  know 

that “ I  am given over for disposal ” and know at the 

same time that “ It  depends on myself”, then I  cannot 

try to escape the paradox that has to be lived by 

a^^hing the irreconcilable propositions to two separate 

realms of validity ; nor can I  be helped to an ideal 

reconciliation by any theological device : but I  ^  

compelled to take both to myself, to be lived together, 

and in being lived they are one.

*

An a ^ ^ ^ ’s eyes have the power to speak a great 

language. Independently, without needing co-opera

tion of sounds and gestures, most forcibly when they 

rely wholly on their glance, the eyes express the mystery 

in its natural prison, the a^dety of becoming.

condition of the mystery is known only by the 

, animal, it alone can disclose it to us—and this con

dition only lets itself be disclosed, not revealed. 

The langnsge in which it is uttered is what it says— 

a^dety, the movement of the creature between the 

realms of vegetable security and spiritual venture. 

This language is the stammering of nature at the first
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touch of spirit, before it yields to spirit's cosmic venture 

that we call ^man. But no speech ever repeat what 

that stammering knows and can proĉ la.im.

Sometimes I look into a cat’s eyes. The domesti

cated animal has not as it were received from us (as 

we sometimes imagine) the gift ofthe truly “ speaking ” 

glance, but only—at the price of its primitive disin- 

terestedn——the capacity to t̂urn its glance to us 

prodigious beings. But with this capacity there enters 

the glance, in its dawn and continuing in its ^ ^ ^ , a 
quality of ^^«ement and of inquiry that is wholly 

lacking in the original glance with all its an anxiety. 

The h^nT.ing of this cat’s glance, lighting up under 

the touch of my glance, indisputably questioned me : 

“ Is it possible that you think of me ! Do you reaJly 

not just want me to have fun ! Do I  conc^. you ! 

Do I exist in your sight ! Do I  really exist ! What 

is it that comes from you ! What is it that surrounds 

me ! What is it that comes to me 1 What is it ! ” (“ I  ” 

is here a transcription for a word, that we do not have, 

denoting self without the ego ; and by “ it ” is to be 

imagined the streaming human glance in the total 

reality of its power to enter into relation.) The 

animal’s glance, speech of disquietude, rose in its 

greatness—and set at once. My own glance was 

c ^ ^ ^ y  more lasting; but it was no longer the 

streaming human glance.

The rotation of the world which introduced the 

relational event had been followed almost immediately 

by the other which ended it. The world. of It sur

rounded the animal and myself, for the space of a 

glance the world of Thou had shone out from the 
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depths, to be at once extinguished and put back into 

the world of It.

I  relate this tiny episode, which I have experienced 

several times, for the sake of the speech of this almost 

unnoticeable sunrise and sunset of the spirit. In no 

other speech have I  known so profoundly the fleeting 

nature of actuality in a l its relations with being, the 

exalted melancholy of our fate, the change, heavy with 

destiny, of every isolated Thou into an It. For other 

events possessed between morning and evening their 

day, even though it might be brief ; but here mourning 

and evening flowed pitilessly mingled together, the 

bright Thout appeared and was gone. Had the burden 

of the world of If really been removed for the space of 

a glance from the animal and from myself 1 I  myself 

could continue to think about the matter, but the 

animal had sunk back out of the stammer of its glance 

into the disquietude where there is no speech and almost 

no memory.

How powerful is the unbroken world of It, and how 

delicate are the appearances of the Thout !

So much can never break through the crust of 

the condition of things ! 0 fragment of mica, 

looking on which I  once learned, for the first time, 

that I  is not something “ in me ”—with you I was 

nevertheless only bound up in myself ; at that time 

the event took plaoe only in me, not between me and 

you. But when one that is alive rises out of things, 

and becomes a being in relation to me, joined to me 

by its n̂ earness and its speech, for how inevitably short 

a time is it nothing to me but Thou ! It is not the 

relation that necessarily grows feeble, but the actuality
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of its immediacy. Love itself cannot persist in the 

immediacy of relation ; love endures, but in the inter

change of actual and potential being. Every Thou in 

the world is enjoined by its nature to become a thing 

for us, or at all events to re-enter continually the 

condition of things.

Only in one, all-embracing relation is potsn^tiaI still 

actual being. Only one Thoo never ceases by its nature 

to he Thou for us. He who knows God knows also very' 

well remoten^ from God, and the a ^ ^ ^ . of barrenness 

in the tormented heart ; but he does not know the 

absence of God : it is we only who are not always 
there.

The lover. in the Vita N̂ uova rightly and properly 

says for the most part Eîla and only at times Voi. 

The spectator of the Paradiso, when he says . Colui, 

speaks from poetic necessity, and knows it. I f  God is 

addressed as He or It, it is always allegorically. But 

ifwe say Tlho, to Him, then mortal sense has set the 

unbroken truth of the world into a word.

★

Every real relation in the world is exclusive, the 

Other breaks in on it and avenges its exclusion. Only 

in the relation with God are unconditioned exclusiveness 

and unconditioned inclusivenera one and the same, 

in which the whole universe is implied.

Every real relation in the world rests on individuation, 

this is its joy—for only in this way is mutual knowledge 

of diferent beings won—and its limitation—for in this 

way perfect knowledge and being known are foregone. 

But in the perfect relation my Thou comprehends but is
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not my SSelf, my limited knowledge opens out into a 

state in which I ^  boundlessly known.

Every real relation in the world is consummated in 

the interchange of actual and potential being ; every 

isolated Thou is bound to enter the chrysalis state of 

the Zt in order to take wings anew. But in pure relation 

potential being is simply actual being as it draws breath, 

and in it the Thou remains present. By its nature the 

external Thou is ete^^lly T^m ; only our nature compels 

u.s to draw it into the world and the talk of Zt.

*

The world of Zt is set in the context of space and time.

The world of Thou is not set in the context -of either 

of these.

Its context is in the Centre, where the extended lines 

of relations meet—in the e t^ a l Thou.

In the great privilege of pure relation the privileges 

of the world of Zt are abolished. By virtue of this 

privilege there exists the unbroken world of Thou : 

the isolated moments of relations are bound up in a life 

of world solidarity. By virtue of this privilege formative 

power belongs to the world of Thou : spirit can penetrate 

and transform the world of Zt. By virtue of this privilege 

we are not given up to alienation from the world and the 

loss of reality by the I —to domination by the ghostly. 

Reversal is the recognition of the Centre and the act of 

t^^ing again to it. In  this act of the being the buried 

relational power ■ of man rises again, the wave that 

carries a l the spheres of relation swells in living str^^is 

to give new life to our world.

Perhaps not to our world alon.e. For this double

100



movement, of estrangement from the primal Source, in 

virtue of which the universe is s ^ ^ ^e d  in the procera 

of becoming, and of t^^ing towards the p^^al Source, 

in virtue of which the universe is released in being, may 

be perceived as the metacosmical primal form that 

dwells in the world as a whole in its relation to that 

which is not the world—form whose twofold nature is 

represented among men by the twofold nature of their 

attitudes, their primary words, and their aspects of the 

world. Both parts of this movement develop, fraught 

with destiny, in time, and are comparaed by grace in 

the timeless creation that is, incomprehenmbly, at once 

^^racipation and preservation, release and binding. 

Our knowledge of twofold nature is silent before the 

paradox of the primal mystery.

*

The spheres in which the world of relation is built 

are three.

First, our life with nature, in which the relation 

clings to the threshold of speech.

Second, our life with men, in which the relation ttakes 

on the form of speech.

Third, our life with intelligible forms, where the relation, 

being without speech, yet begets it.

In  every sphere in its own way, through each process 

of becoming that is present to us, we look out toward 

the fringe of the et̂ ernal Thou ; in each we are aware 

of a breath from the eternal Thou ; in each Thou we 

addres the eternal Thou.

Every sphere is compassed in the external Thou, 

but it is not compassed in them.
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Through every sphere shines the one present.

We can, however, remove each sphere from the 

present.

From our life with nature we can lift out the “ physi

cal ” world, the world of consistency, from our life 

with men the “ psychical ” world, the world of sensibility, 

and from our life with spiritual beings the “ noetic ” 

world, the world of validity. But now their transparency, 

and with it their meaning, has been taken from them ; 

each sphere has become du l and capable of being used— 

and remains dull even though we light it up with the 

names of Cosmos and Eros and Logos. For actually 
there is a cosmos for man only when the universe becomes 

his home, with its holy hearth whereon he offers sacrifice ; 

there is Eros for only when beings become for him 

pictures of the eternal, and community is revealed along 

with them ; and there is Logos for man only when he 

addresses the mystery with work and service for the 

spirit.

Form’s eilent asking, man’s loving speech, the mute 

proclamation of the creature; are all gates leading into 

the presence of the Word.

But when the and complete meeting is to take 

place, the gates are united in one gateway of real life, 

and you no longer know through which you have entered.

■ *

Of the three spheres, one, our life with men, is marked 

out. Here language is consummated as a sequence, 

in speech and counter-speech. Here alone does the word 

that is formed in language meet its response. Only 

here does the primary word go backwards and forwards
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in the same form, the word, of address and the word of 

response live in the one language, I  and Thou take their 

stand not merely in relation, but alBo in the solid give- 

and-take of talk. The moments of relation are here, 

and only here, bound together by means of the element 

of the speech in which they are immersed. Here what 

confronts us has blossomed into the full reality of the 

Thou. Here alone, then, as reality that cannot be lost, 

are gazing and being gazed upon, knowing and being 

known, loving and being loved.

This is the main portal, into whose opening the two 

side-gates lead, and in which they are included.

“ When a man is together with his wife the longing of 

the eternal hills blows round about them.”

The relation with man is the real simile of the relation 

with God ; in it true address receives true response ; 

except that in God’s response e v ^ ^ ^ ^ , the universe, 

is made manifest as language.

*

-—But is not solitude, too, a gate ! Is there not at 

times disclosed, in stillest loneliness, an unsuspected 

perception ! Can conc^ with oneself not mysteriously 

be transformed into concern with the mystery ! Indeed, 

is not that man alone who no longer adheres to any 

being worthy to confront the Being 1 “ Come, lonely 

One, to him who is alone ”, cries Simeon, the new theo

logian, to his God.

—There are two kinds of solitude, according to that 

from which they have turned. If  we caU it solitude to 

free oneself from intercourse of experiencing and using 

of. things, then that is always necessary, in order that
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the act of relation, and not that of the supreme relation 

only, may be reached. But if solitude means absence of 

relation, then he who has been forsaken by the beings 

to which he spoke the true Thou be raised up by ̂ God, 

but not he who himself forsook the beings. He alone 

adheres to various ones of these who is greedy to use 

them ; but he who lives in the strength of present realisa

tion only be bound up in relation with them. 

And he alone who is so bound is ready for God. For 

he alone confronts the reality of Goq. with a human 

reality. '

Further, there are two kinds of solitude, according 

to that towards which they have t^^ed. If  solitude 

is the place of purification, necessary even to the man 

who is bound in relation, both before he enters the Holy 

of Holies and in ■ the midst of his ventures between 

unavoidable f ^ ^ ^  and the ascent to proving true 

—to this solitude we are by nature disposed. But if 

solitude is the stronghold of isolation, where a man 

conducts a dialogue with himself—not in order to test 

and himself for that which awaits him but in

the enjoyment of the conformation of his soul—then 

we have the real fall of the spirit into spirituality. 

The man can advance to the last abyss, where in his 

self-delusion he imagines he has ^ed in himself and is 

sp^^ing with Him. But truly though God surrounds 

us and dwells in us, we never have Him in us. And wë 

speak with only when speech dies within us.

*

A. m o d ^  philosopher supposes that every ^ n  

n e i^ ^ ^ y  believes either in ^ed or in “ idol;l ” , that is,
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in some sort of finite good—his nation, his art, power, 

knowledge, the amassing of money, “ the ever new 

subjugation of woman ”—which has become for hhim an 

absolute value and has set itself up between hhim and 

God ; it is only necessary to demonstrate to him the 

conditioned nature of good, in order to “ shatter ” 

the idol, and the diverted religious act automaticaUy 

rê turn to the fitting object.

This conception presupposes that man’s relation to 

the finite goods he has “ idolized " is of the same nature 

as his relation to God, and differs only in its object ; 

for only with presupposition could the mere sub

stitution of the true for the false object save the ^erg 

man. But a man’s relation to the “ special something " 

that usurps the throne of the supreme value of his life, 

and supplants et̂ ernity, rests always on experiencing and 

using an It, a thing, an object of enjoyment. For this 

relation alone is able to obstruct the prospect which 

opens toward God—it is the impenetrable world of It ; 

but the relation which involves the saying of the 

opens up this prospect ever anew. He who is dominated 

by the idol that he wishes to win, to hold, and to keep— 

possessed by a dedre for possession—has no way to God 

but that of reversal, which is a change not only of goal 

but also of the nature of his movement. The man who 

is posseæed is saved by being wakened and educated to 

solidarity of relation, not by being led in his state of 

possession towards God. If  a man remains in this state 

what does it mean when he calls no longer on the name 
of a demon or of a behig demonically distorted for him, 

but on the name of God ? It  means that from now on 

he blasphemes. It is blasphemy when a ^man swishes,

105



rafter the idol has crashed behind the altar, to pile up an 

unholy sacrifice to God on the desecrated place.

He who loves a woman, and brings her life to present 

realisation in his, is able to look in the Thou of her eyes 

into a beam of the eternal Thou. But he who eagerly 

desires “ ever new subjugation ”—do you wish to hold 

out to his desire a phantom of the E t^ a l 1 He who 

serves his people in the boundlessness of destiny, and 

is ^^ing  to give himself to them, is really thinking of 

God. But do you suppose that the man to whom the 

nation is a god, in whose service he would like to enlist 

everything (for in the nation’s he exalts his own image), 

need only be given a feeling of disgust—and he would 

see the truth 1 And what does it mean that a man is 

said to treat money, embodied non-being, “ as if 

it were God ” 1 What has the lust of gxabbing and 

of laying up treasure in c^m on with the joy in the 

presence of the Present One ? Can the servant of 

Mammon say T^m to his money 1 And how is he to 

behave towards when he does not understand how 

to say Thou 1 He cannot serve two masters—not even 

one after the other : he must first l̂ earn to serve in a 

different way.

He who has been converted by this substitution of 

object now “ holds ” a phantom that he calls God. 

But Ĝod, the e t^ a l Presence, does not permit H îmself 

to be held. Woe to the man so possessed that he thinks 

he possesses God !

*

The “ religious ” man is spoken of as one who does 

not need to take his stand in any relation to the world
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and to living beings, since the status of social life, that 

is defined from outside, is in him surpassed by means 

of a strength that works only from within. But in 

this idea of the social life two basicaüy Afferent things 

are combined—first, the community that is built up out 

of relation, and second, the collection of human units 

that do not know relation—modern man’s palpable 

condition of lack of relation. But the bright building 

of community, to which there is an escape even from 

the dungeon of “ social life ”, is the achiev^ent of the 

same power that works in the relation between man and 

God. This does not mean that this one relation is set 

beside the others ; for it is the -universal relation, into 

which aU streams pour, yet without' exhausting their 

waters. Who wishes to make division lind define 

boundaries between sea and streams ? There we find 

only the one flow from I  to T^m, unending, the one 

boundless flow of the real life. Life cannot be divided 

between a real relation with God and an unreal relation 

of I  and It with the world—you cannot both truly pray 

to God and profit by the world. He who knows th« 

world as something by which he is to profit knows God 

also in the same way. His prayer is i a procedure of 

exoneration heard by the ear of the void. He—not the 

“ atheist,” who addresses the Nameless out of the 

night and yeâ rning of his garret-window—is the godless 

man.

It  is further said that the “ religious ” man stands 

as a single, isolated, separated being before God, since 

he has also gone beyond the status of the ” moral ” 

man, who is still involved in duty and obligation 

to the world. The latter, it is said, is still burdened
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with responsibility for the action of those who aot, since 

he is wholly defined by the tension between being and 

“ ought to be ”, and in grotesque and hopeless ^^tâcial 

courage casts his heart piece by piece into the in

satiable gulf that lies between them. The “ religious " 

man, on the other hand, has emerged from that tension 

into the tension between the world and God ; there the 

command reigns that the unrest of responsibility and of 

demands on oneself be removed ; there is no ^^ing  of 
one’s own, but only the being joined into what 

is ordained ; ' every “ ought "  vanishes in uncon

ditioned being, and the world, though still existing, 

no longer counts. For in it the “ religious ” has 

to perfoml his particular duties, but as it were without 

obligation—beneath the aspect of the nothingness of all 

action. But that is to suppose that God has created 

His world as an illusion and man for fr^ ie d  being. He 

who approaches the Face has indeed surpassed duty 
and obligation—but not because he is now remote from 

the world ; rather because he has truly drawn closer 
to it. Duty and obligation are rendered only to the 

stranger ; we are drawn to and full of love for the 

intimate person. The world, lit by eternity, becomes 

fuly present to hhim who approaches the Face, and to 

the Being of beings he can in a single response say 

T^m. Then there is no more tension between the 

world and God, but only the one reality. The man is 

not freed from' responsibility ; he h .. exchanged the 

torment of the finite, pursuit of effects, for the motive 
power of the infinite, he has got the mighty responsi

bility of love for the whole untraceable world-event, for 

the profound belonging to the world before the Face of



Ĝod. He has, to be suxe,. abolished moral judgments 

for ever ; the “ evil ” man is simply one who is com

mended to him for greater responsibility, one more 

needy of love ; but he will have to practise, t i l  death 

itself, decision in the depths of spontaneity, ^̂ unrufIed 

decision, made ever anew, to right action. Then action 

is not empty, but purposive, enjoined, needed, part 

of creation ; but this action is no longer imposed upon 

the world, it grows on it as if it were non-action. .

*

^faat is the external, primal phenomenon, present 

here and now, of that which we revelation ? It 

is the phenomenon that a man does not paes, from the 

moment of the supreme meeting, the same being as he 

entered into it. The moment of meeting is not an 

“ experience ” that stirs in the receptive soul and grows 

to perfect blessedness ; rather, in that moment some

thing happens to the man. At times it is like a light 

breath, at times like a wrestling-bout, but always—it 

happens. The man who emerges from the act of pure 

relation that so involves his being has now in his being 

something more that has grown in him, of which he did 

not know before and whose origin he is not rightly able 

to indicate. However the source of this new thing is 

classified in scientific orientation of the world, with its 
authorised efforts establish an unbroken causality, we, 

whose concern is real consideration of the real, cannot 

have our purpose served with subconsciousness or any 

other apparatus of the soul. The reality is that we 

receive what we did not hitherto have, and receive it in 

such a way that we know it has been given to us. In
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the language of the Bible, " Those who wait upon the 

Lord shall renew their strength ”. In  the l^ ^ ^ ^ e  of 

Nietzsche, who in his account regains loyal to 

reality, “ We take and do not ask who it is there that 

gives ■”.

Man receives, and he receives not a specific “ content ” 

but a Presence, a Presence as power. This Presence 

and tthis power include three things, undivided, yet 

in such a way that we may consider them separately. 

First, there is the whole fulness of rea.! mutual action, of 

the being raised and bound up in relation : the ̂ n  can 

give no account at a l of how the binding in relation 

is brought about, nor does it in any way lighten his life 

—it IIl&kes life heavier, but heavy with m ining. 

Secondly, there is the inexpressible co^^mation of 

meaning. M̂ êaning is assured. Nothing can any 

longer be meaningless. The question about the mean

ing of life is no longer there. But were it there, it would 

not have to be answered. You do not know how to 

exhibit and define the meaning of life, you have no 

formula or picture for it, and yet it has more c^titude 

for you than the perceptions of your senses. What 

does the revealed and concealed' meaning purpose with 

us, desire from us ! It  does not wish to be explained 

(nor are we able to do that) but only to be done by us. 

Thirdly, this meaning is not that of “ another life ”, but 

that of this life of ours, not one of a world “ yonder ” 

but that of this world of ours, and it desires its con

firmation in this life and in relation with world. 

This m ^ ^ ^  can be received, but not experienced ; 

it c;onnot be experienced but it can be done, and this is 

its purpose with us. The assurance I have of it does

110



not wish to be sealed within me, but it wishes to be 

born by me into the world. But just as the meaning 

itself does not permit itself to be transmitted and made' 

into knowledge genera.ly current and admissible, so 

confirmation of it cannot be transmitted as a valid 

Ought ; it is not prescribed, it is not specified on any 

tablet, to be raised above all men’s heads. The 

meaning that has been received can be proved true by 

each man only in the singleness of his being and the 

singleness of his life. As no prescription can lead us 

to the meeting, so none leads from it. As only .accept

ance of the Presence is necessary tor the approach to 

the meeting, so in a new sense is it 80 when we emerge 

from it. As we reach the meeting with the simple 

Thou on our lips, so with the Thou on our lips we leave 

it and return to the world.

That before which, in which, out of which, and into 

which we live, even the mystery, has remained what it 

was. It has become plesent to us and in its present

ness has proclaimed itself to us as salvation ; we have 

“ known ” it, but we acquire no knowledge from it 

which might lessen or moderate its mysteriousne». We 

have come near to God, but not nearer to unveiling being 

or solving its riddle. We have felt release, but not 

discovered a “ solution”. We cannot approach others 

with what we have received, and say “ You murt 

know this, you must do this We can only go, and 

confirm its truth. And this, too, is no “ ought ”, but we 

can, we must.

This is the eternal revelation that is present here and 

now. I know of no revelation and believe in none 

whose primal phenomenon is not precisely this. I  do
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not believe in a self-naming of God, a self-d̂ efinition of God 

before men. The Word of revelation is I  am that I  am. 

That which reveals is that which reveals. That which 

is is, and nothing more. The ete r̂na source of strength 

streams, the eternal contact persists, the eternal voice 

sounds forth, and nothing more.

*

The et̂ ernal Tlwu can by its nature not become It ; 

for by its nature it cannot be established in measure 

and bounds, not even in the measure of the, immeasur

able, or the bounds of boundless being ; for by its nature 

it ^ ^ o t  be understood' as a sum of qualities, not even 

as an sum of qualities raised to a transcendental

level; for it be found neither in nor out of the 

world ; for it cannot be experienced, or thought ; 

for we mis «a Him, Him who is, if we say “ I  believe that 

He is ”—“ He ” is also a metaphor, but “ Thou ” is not.

Andyet in ̂ 1>Crdance with our nature we are continu

ally making the eternal Tlwu into It, into some thing— 

making God into a thing. Not out of arbitrary

self-will ; God’s history as a thing, the passage of God 

as Thing through r̂ eligion and through the products on its 

brink, through. its bright ways and its gloom, its enhance

ment and its destruction of life, the passage away from 

the living Ĝod and back again to Him, the changes 

from the present to establishment of form, of objects, 

and of ideas, dissolution and renewal—all are one way, 

are the way. ^

What is the origin of the expressed knowledge and 

ordered action of the religions 1 How do the Presence 

and the power of the revelation (for all religions neceas-
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arily appeal to some kind of revelation, whether through 

the medium of the spoken word, or of nature, or of 

the soul : there are only religions of revelation)—how 

do the Presence and the power received by men in 

revelation ohange into a “ content ” ?

The explanation has two layers. We understand the 

outer psychical layer when we consider man in himself, 

separated from history, and the inner factual layer, the 

primal phenomenon of religion, when we replace him in 

history. The two layers belong together.

Man desires to possess God ; he desires a continuity 

i i  space and time of possession of God. He is not content 

with the inexpressible confrmation of meaning, but 

wants to see this co^kmation stretched out as some

thing that can be continually taken up and handled, 

a continue l1!lbroken in space, and time that insures 

his life at every point and every moment, ,

Man’s thirst- for continuity is unsatisfied by the life- 

rhythm of pure relation, the interchange ■ of actual 

being and of a potential being in which only our power 

to enter into relation, and hence the presentness (but 

not the primal Presence) decreases. He longs for exten

sion in time, for duration. Thus God becomes an object 

of faith.' At first faith, set in time, completes the acts 

of relation ; but gradually it replaces them. Resting in 

belief in an It takes the place the continually renewed 

movement of the being towards concentration and 

going out to the relation. The “ Nevertheless I  believe ” 

of the fighter who knows remoteness from as well' as 

n̂ earness to God is more I\nd more completely trans

formed into the certainty of him who' enjoys profits, 

that nothing can happen to him, since he believes 
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that there is One who will not let anything happen to 

him.

Fuxther, man’s thirst for continuity is unsatisfied 

by the life-structure of pure relation, the “ solitude ” of 

the I  before the Thou, the law that man, though binding 

up the world in relation in the meeting, can nevertheless 

only as a person approach and meet God. He longs 

for extension in space, for the representation in which 

the community of the fait^hful is united with its God. 

Thus God becomes the object of a cult. The cult, too, 

completes at firrt the acts of relation, in adjusting in 

a spatial context of great formative power the living 

prayer, the immediate sâ ying of the Thou, and in linking 

. it with the life of the senses. It, too, gradually replaces 

the acts of relation, when the personal prayer is no longer 

supposed, but displaced, by the communal prayer, 

and when the act of the being, since it admits no rule, is 

replaced by ordered devotional exercises.

Actually, however, pure relation can only be raised 

to constancy in space and time by being embodied in 

the whole rtuf of life. It cannot be preserved, but only 

proved trae, only done, only done up into life. Man can 

do justice to the relation with God in which he has come to 

share only if he realises God anew in the world according 

to his,- strength and to the measure of each day. In 

lies the only authentic assurance of continuity. 

The authentic assurance of duration consists in the 

fact that pure relation can be ftilfilled in the growth and 

rise of beings into Thou, that the holy p^mary word 

makes itself ĥ eard in them aU. Thus the time of human 

life is shaped into a f̂ulnes of reality, and even though 

human life neither can nor ought to overcome the
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relation of It, it is so penetrated with relation that 

relation wins in it a shining .streaming constancy : 

the moments of supreme meeting are then not flashes 

in darkness but like the rising moon in a clear starlit 

night. Thus, too, the authentic &ssurance of constancy 

in space consists in the fact that men’s relations with 

their true Tlwu, the radial lines that proceed from all 

the points of the I  to the Centre, form a circle. It  is 

not the periphery, the community, that comes first, 

but the radii, the common quality of relation with the 

Centre. This alone guarantees the authentic existence 

of the community.

■ Ol,1 ly when these two w e —the binding up of time in 

a relational life of salvation and the binding up of 

space in the community that is made one by its Centre— 

and only so long &S they exist, does there arise and exist, 

round about the invisible altar, a human cosmos with 

bounds and form, grasped with the spirit out of the 

universal stuff of the æon, a world that is house and home, 

a dwelling for man in the universe.

Meeting with God does not come to man in order that he 

may concern himself with God, but in order that he may 

confirm that there is meaning in the world. AU revelation 

is s^^mons and sending. But again and again man brings 

about, instead of realisation, a reflexion to Him who 

reveals : he wishes to concern himself with God instead 

of with the world. Only, in such a reflexion, he is no 

longer confronted by a Thou, he can do nothing but 

establish an It-God in the realm of things, believe that 

he knows of God as of an It, and so speak about Him. 

Just &S the “ self "-seeking man, instead of directly living 

something or other, a perception or an affection, reflects
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about his perceptive or reflective I, and thereby misses 

the truth of the event, so the man who seeks God 

(though for the rest he gets on very well with the self

seeker in the one soul), instead of allowing the gift 

to work itself out, reflects about the Giver—and misses 

both.

Ĝod remains present to you when you have been sent 

forth ; he who goes on a mission has always God before 

him : the truer the ^ ^ ^ e n t  the stronger and more 

constant His nearness. To be sure, he cannot directly 

concern himself with God, but he can converse with Him. 

Reflexion, on the other hand, makes God into an object. 

Its apparent t^^ing towards the primal source belongs 

in truth to the universal movement away from it ; just 

as the apparent turning away of the man who is f a i l ing 

his mission belongs in truth to the universal movement 

towards the primal source.

For the two primary metacosmical movements of 

the world—expansion into its own being and reversal 

to connexion—find their supreme human form, the 

real spiritual form of their struggle and adjust

ment, their mingling and separation, in the history of 

the human relation to God. In reversal the Word is 

born on earth, in expansion the Word enters the chrysalis 

form of religion, in fresh reversal it is born again with 

new wings.

Arbitrary self-will does not reign here, even though 

the movement towards the It goes at times so far that 

it threatens to suppress and to smother the movement 

out again to the Thou.

' The mighty revelations to which the religions appeal 

are like in being with the quiet revelations that are to
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be found everywhere and at all times. The mighty 

revelations which stand at the b e ^^^^  of great com

munities and at the turning-point of an age are nothing 

but the eternal revelation. But the revelation does not 

pour itaelf into the world through him who receives it 

as through a funnel ; it comes to him and Beizes his 

whole elemental being in a l its particular nature, and 

fuBes with it. The man, too, who is the “ mouth ” of 

the revelation, is indeed this, not a Bpeaking-tube or 

any kind of instrument, but an organ, which sounds 

according to ite own laws ; and to sound means to modify.

The various ages of history, however, show a quali

tative difference. There is a time of maturing, when the 

true element of the human spirit, suppressed and buried, 

comes to hidden readiness so urgent and so tense that 

it awaits only a touch from who touches in order 

to burst forth. The revelation that then makes its 

appearance Beizes in the totality of ita constitution 

the whole elemental stuff that is thus- prepared, melts 

it down, and produces in it a form that is a new form 

of God in the world.

Thus in the course of history, in the transforming of 

elemental human stnf, ever new provinces of the world 

and the spirit are raised to form, sumumned to divine 

form. Ever new spheres become regions of a theophany. 

It is not mail’s own power that works here, nor is it 

God’s pure effective passage, but it is a ^mixture of the 

divine and the human. He who is sent o!It in the 

Btrength of revelation takes with ^m, in his eyes, an 

image of God ; however far this exceeds the senses, yet 

he takes it with him in the eye of the spirit, in that 

viaual power of his spirit which is not metaphorical
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but wholly real. The spirit responds also through a 

look, a look that is f<̂ ormat,ive. Although we earthly 

beings never look at God without the world, but only 

look at the world in God, yet as we look we shape 

the form of God.

Form is also a ranrix:ture of Tlwu and It. In  belief 

and in a cult form can harden into an object ; but, in 

virtue of the essential quality of relation that lives on 

in it, it continually becomes present again. God is near 

His forms so long as man does not remove them from 

Him. In  true prayer belief and cult are united and 

p̂ urified to enter into the living relation. The fact that 

true prayer lives in the religions witnesses to their true 

life": they live so long as it lives in them. Degeneration 

of the religions means degeneration of prayer in them. 

Their power to enter into relation is buried under 

increasing objectification, it becomes incre^asingly 

difficult for them to say Tlwut with the whole undivided 

being, and finally, in order to be able to say it, man 

must come out of the false security into the venture of 

the înfinite—out of the community, that is now over

arched only by the temple dome and not also by the 

firmament, into the final solitude. It is a profound 

misunderstanding of impulse to ascribe it to “ sub

jectivism ” ; life face to face with God is life in the one 

reality, the only true “ objective ”, and the man who 

goes out to life dedres to save himself, in the 

obĵ ective that truly is, from that which is apparent 

and illusory, before it has disturbed the truth of the 

real objeotive for him. Subjectiviam empties God of 

soul, objectivism makes Him into an object—the latter 

is a false fiixing down, the former a false setting free ;
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both are diversions from the way of reality, both are 

attempte to replace reality. c

God is near His forms if does not remove them 

from Him. But when the expanding movement of 

religion suppresses the movement of reversal and 

removes the form from God, the countenance of the 
form obliterated, ite lips are dead, ite hands hang 

down, God knows it no more, and the universal dwelling- 

place that is built about its altar, the spiritually appre

hended cosmos, tumbles in. And the fact that man, 

in the disturbance of his truth, no longer sees what is 

then taking place, is a part of what has then taken 

place.

Disintegration of the Word taken place.

The Word ite essence in revelation, ite effect in 

the life of the form, ite currency during the domination 

of the form that has died.

This is the course and the counter-course of the 

ete r̂na and externally present Word in history.

The times in which the Having Word appears are 

those in which the solidarity of connexion between I  

and the world is renewed ; the times in which the 

effective Word reigns are those in which the agreement 

between I  and the world are maintained ; the times in 

which the Word becomes current are those in which 

alienation between I  and the world, loss of reality, 

growth of fate, is completed—till there comes the great 

shudder, the holding of the breath in the dark, and the 

preparing silence.

But this course is not circular. It  is the way. In 

each new aeon fate becomes more oppressive, reversal 

more shattering. And the theophany becomes ever
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^neaer, increasingly near to the sphere that lies between 

bM'f/{/«, to the Kingdom that is hidden in our midst, 

there between us. History is a mysterious approach. 

Every spiral of its way leads us both into profounder 

perversion and more fundamental reversal. Sut the 

event that from the side of the world is called reversal 

is called from God’s side salvation.
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