of Heidegger. H e makes man the shepherd
of Being, but remains inconclusive about
whether God can relate to and manifest
himself in our reflections a n d language.
Perhaps Molnar’s most provocative
thesis is that the ultra-supernaturalist
search for God beyond God is a type of
atheism. There has always been a n urge of
mystics to look beyond the creator God
who is the personal revealing God. Deeper
in the abyss of divinity is the primal ground
o r super-essential godhead. Berdyaev
speaks of a theosis, a process whereby the
godhead fulfills itself in the human soul and
the human collectivity. T h e practical outcome is the divinization of m a n , a result
not so distant from radical humanism.

In his concluding chapter Molnar
outlines the sort of dialogue that theists can
have with atheists. H e correctly identifies
the mainspring of atheism as being the
problem of evil. It cannot be “resolved”
i n the sense of dissolving evil in some
dream of robot smoothness. “God’s mystery
is, thus, not that he allows evil but that
h e created the world as it is,” with imperfections and opportunities of freed o m to overreach others o r help their
burdens.
This is a book to ponder, both for its
thoughtful typological analyses of the
varieties of atheism and for its quiet, yet effective, reflections on personal theism in its
reasonable and affective dimensions.

T h e R upt w e Between Jaspers
and Heidegger

volume underreview. T h e original volume
was published in 1957. When Schilpp
originally was shown Jaspers’ Philosophical
Autobiography it contained a large segment
on his personal relationship with Martin
Heidegger; but upon reflection Jaspers
deleted this segment, asking only that it be
published after Heidegger’s death. Jaspers died
in 1969, Heidegger in 1976. T h e way then
was now open to restore this passage of
some sixteen pages, and a most interesting
passage it is.
As it originally occurred in Jaspers’
autobiography, it is highly personal and
personal in a way in which Jaspers excels:
candid, honest, without a trace of selfjustification or recrimination, and it ends
remaining “open” to Heidegger, even
though Jaspers had no reason to believe
Heidegger was open to him.
Jaspers was seven years Heidegger’s
senior, and when they first met had already
come to public notice with his General
Psychopathology and his Psychology of World
Views; Heidegger was known only to a
small group around Edmund Husserl. This
was just after World W a r I. Both men immediately spotted something in the other
which led to lively intellectual interchange;
both wanted a radical alteration in
philosophy and the way it envisaged itself.

T h e Philosophy of Karl Jaspers, edited
by Paul A r t h u r Schilpp, LaSalle,
Illinois: Open Court Publishing Company,
1981. xxvi + 9 5 0 p p .

AGAINTHE

P H I L O S O P H I C A L world is indebted to Professor Paul Arthur Schilpp for
this augmented edition of the original
work. T h e format of the whole excellent
series, The Library of Living Philosophers, has
remained fairly constant and is well known
to professional philosophers as well as the
general reader: the philosopher to whom
the book is dedicated writes a philosophical
autobiography, a n d most a r e more
philosophical then autobiographical, but
even that tells us something. Following is a
series of articles by well-known scholars,
critical, expository, and occasionally even
laudatory. These essays are then replied to
by the philosopher himself; the purpose, as
Schilpp explains it, is to encourage
philosophers and their critics to air their
agreements and differences before the parties are all dead. All this is most admirable
a n d , more often than not, highly successful, none perhaps more so than the
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It is not clear from Jaspers’ account here
that there was much more in common. But
it is clear that each perceived the rank a n d
originality in the other, even if Jaspers
sensed something “petit bourgeois” about
an afternoon with Husserl and Heidegger,
when Heidegger was in an “unpleasant
mood” and Husserl without “vigor a n d
generosity.” Jaspers has frequently been accused of being aristocratic and somewhat
distant; but earlier in his autobiography he
explains that he had been ill his whole life
and, in fact, was expected to die i n his thirties. Heidegger wrote a sharp critique of
Jaspers’ Psychology of World Views that
Jaspers found unjust and without spiritual
profit for him. Again and again he quotes
from Nietzsche: Where thou canst not love,
pass by. And, as Jaspers tells the story, increasingly neither could find nourishment
in the work of the other. When Heidegger
published Being and Time in 1927, i t led to
no deepening of their relation b u t only to
superficiality. Heidegger’s books did not
stimulate Jaspers a s had his conversations.
In 1923 Heidegger, on reading a work of
Jaspers, said: “Jaspers and I can never be
fighters in a common cause.” This became
decisively clear in 1933 when Heidegger
said to Jaspers, a propos the Nazi movement. “One has to join in.” This was the
last lengthy visit he paid to Jaspers.
Heidegger said “there really is a dangerous
international fraternity of Jews.” When
Jaspers at the dinner table was to ask,
“How shall a person as uneducated as
Hitler rule Germany?” Heidegger replied,
“Education does not matter. You should
just see his wonderful hands!” Jaspers concluded, “Heidegger himself seems to have
changed.” A bit later, in Heidegger’s
presence, some words of Jaspers were to
stick in his own throat: “This radical rupture between us gave me extraordinary
concern. I had not experienced its like with
anybody else.” Heidegger never visited
Jaspers again and did not write him when
he was removed from office in 1937.
Jaspers adds, “I doubt whether he grasps
e v e n t o d a y t h a t r u p t u r e in o u r
relationship.” Jaspers had not talked too
much of National Socialism, but Heidegger

“had been seized by an intoxication.” I n
M a y 1933 Heidegger said good-bye for the
last time; they did not see each other again;
“against my expectations he had become
my intellectual enemy through his public
activities as a National Socialist.”
Jaspers had some interesting comments
on a certain “phantom,” existentialism, by
which the public links together their
names, along with that of Jean-Paul Sartre;
Jaspers is thoroughly fed u p with it, as is
Heidegger. “Something alien is forced
upon one’s consciousness” by these uninformed comparisons and linkages. Jaspers
understands their rupture as caused by
Heidegger’s political action, not necessarily
his thought; but then for Jaspers thought
remains ambiguous until one sees it
translated into action. Yet, “convinced of
the permanence of the substance I once
perceived, I can not say no when once I
have said yes to a human being.” N o r is he
about to forget everything; that “would not
d o justice to a person of Heidegger’s rank,
and betray what once existed.”
Will Jaspers ever undertake a critique of
Heidegger’s philosophy? At the moment he
wrote this he did not know, but preferred to
think about what such a critique or any
critique would mean. O n e essential aspect
is that such a critique would make sense
only if the other would respond. H e concludes: “As long as we live there remain
possibilities we can sense. What has happened since 1933 and what is happening today appear to me open as far as Heidegger
a n d I are concerned. I can not lock the
door.”
It would be indiscreet for us to wonder
why this invitation to Heidegger to continue the conversation was to be published
only after HeideggerS death. But then
everyone knows the absolute importance
communication occupies in Jaspers’
thought; in places it is synonymous with
reason. T h e rupture of communication is a
crisis a n d , in some respects, comparable to
death. It is impossible to doubt the
earnestness and nobility of Karl Jaspers,
even though a n invitation to what would be
a dead old friend of one time to restore
communication might seem quixotic at
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best. But who indeed knows the heart of
another let alone oneself?
T h e rest of the book remains unchanged
from its first edition. It is impossible to consider it in detail in the space of this o r any
other review, but it should be said that at
least for once a most serious philosopher
had taken his critics seriously, trying as
always not so much to defend his formulations as to get to the heart of the matter and
learn something himself. Wit was always
absent from Jaspers’ earnestness, but then
the times hardly invited much hilarity. In
any event, the entire work is an extraordinary accomplishment and an excellent
introduction to Jaspers in action. W e must
be grateful to him for this work, as well as
to Professor Schilpp.
Reviewed by WILLIAM
EARLE

Expressions and R ecep t ions
The Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein,
Skepticism, Morality, and Tragedy, by
Stanley Cavell, Oxford: T h e Clarendon Press; a n d N e w York: Oxford
University Press, 1979. xxii
511 p p .
$19.95.

+

THEGREEKS
UNDERSTOOD as well as anyone
has, certainly as well as we understand, that reason is ,manifested through
the word, through speech. ,So we find that
in Greek, logos may be taken to mean
“speech or statement”; o r it may refer to the
giving of an account, argument, o r explanation; or it may be used to locate that
human faculty for the comprehension and
formulation of principles that we call
reason. This multiplicity of meaning does
not reveal some flaw of ambiguity in
Greek (or Western) thought, but rather
recognizes the extent to which our claim to
possess reason depends upon the way in
which we express and receive words.
This recognition permeates the effort of
Stanley Cavell in this book to trace some of

the ways in which philosophers have
managed to enhance, and to diminish, our
way with words. Specifically, Professor
Cavell wants “to put the human animal
back into language and therewith back into
philosophy.” T h a t such an effort needs to
be made will be surprising only to those unfamiliar with the perversity and fascination
philosophical writing can have, or to those
unconscious to the peculiar sound their
own philosophical theorizing and remarks
have. Cavell’s concern for the exact ways in
which our expressions are received or b a e d ,
accepted or mistaken, is a manifestation, then, of his concern for the mastery of
language by humans, and not the subordination of humans by philosophical
language (as the expression of philosophical theory). His cue here comes from Wittgenstein:
Wittgenstein is partly motivated to
philosophy by a perception of the attunement of one human being’s words
with those of others. Another part of his
motivation is a perception that they
sometimes are out of tune, that they do
not agree. This is, in the Investigations,
hauntingly the case in philosophizing,
and the disagreements in question are
typically not those of philosophers with
one another but of philosophers with the
words of ordinary human beings.
This may sound like something out of
the ordinary language “movement” of the
1950’s and 1960’s, now considered defunct,
but on Cavell’s reading and practice of it
there follow some surprising results. For
example, as Cavell says of Wittgenstein, “It
is not Wittgenstein’s purpose in this to
show that philosophers are ‘wrong.’ What
would they be wrong about?” Indeed, it is
the central fact of Cavell’s philosophical
practice that “the dictates of ordinary
language. . . are as supportive as they are
destructive of the enterprise of traditional
epistemology.” Because Cavell believes that
we need what ordinary language
philosophy and the later Wittgenstein make
available to us (if only we can say what that
is), this book aims at “keeping lines open to
the events within American academic
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