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MORE THAN ANY other historical period the 
eighteenth-century Enlightenment 
tempts one to generalizations. A close 
reading of the historical record gives 
most of these generalizations the lie; for 
anyone thinker of this period who strikes 
us as “typical” there are others who 
oppose him. “Ambiguity” does prevail, 
indeed. What tempts us to generaliza- 
tions, however, is the flow of ideas and 
emotions from this century to the next, 
experienced as a unified legacy. I do not 
conceive it my task to enter, once again, 
into the fray about the “character” of 
this century. For what I should like to  
say, the Enlightenment is a terminus Q 

9uo. I do need a point d’appui for a 
characterization of that terminus, and I 
have chosen Ernst Cassirer’s The Phi- 
losophy of the Enlightenment, fully aware 
that thus I must stand or fall with what 
this mentor has to say to me.’ Since 
Cassirer has asked the kind of questions 
that I would ask, and dealt with them in 
the manner I prefer, that situation suits 
me well. 

I 
Cassirer regards the eighteenth-century 

concept of reason as the key factor in the 
picture. If it was radically “new,” so was 
that of the preceding century, with Des- 
cartes’ “bifurcation” of reality into a res 
extensa and a res cogitans. But to some 
extent Descartes still had one foot in 
scholasticism, and, anyhow, the eigh- 
teenth century depended on Newton and 
Locke rather than on Descartes, reject- 
ing the “esprit de systeme” for an “esprit 
syst6matique.” If the great seventeenth- 
century philosophical systems gave an 
impression of stability, sameness, en- 
durance, quite the opposite mood pre- 
vailed in the eighteenth. Said D’Alembert, 
in his Elements de Philosophie (1759): “It 
is difficult not to  see . . . a very remark- 
able change in our ideas . .  . a change 
whose rapidity seems to promise an even 
greater transformation to  come,” and 
called this “a revolution.” This change 
centered in the eighteenth century’s radi- 
cally different conception of reason and 
what effects this had on the strivings and 
beliefs of the entire civilization. “Reason” 
is seen as “an original spontaneity of 
thought,” an agency, a force, an “immi- 
nent activity”not so much engaged in an 
imitative function but in “the power and 
task of shaping life itself” (vii, viii). 

Descartes had emphasized mathemat- 
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ics and had discovered analytical geom- 
etry. From then on, analysis was the only 
conceivable method to  arrive at knowl- 
edge consisting of “clear and distinct 
ideas,” ideas focused on the composing 
parts of any whole. But mathematics 
applied to a system derived from a few 
dogmatic axioms was one thing; Newton 
and Locke were empiricists, and that 
was quite another thing. Newton “does 
not begin by setting up certain prin- 
ciples, certain general concepts and axi- 
oms, when he is investigating ‘the fac- 
tual.’” Rather, “his phenomena are the 
data of experience, his principles are the 
goal of investigation. If the latter are first 
according to nature, then the former 
must always be first to us” (7). Hence the 
true method of physics can never con- 
sist in proceeding 

. . . from a hypothesis.  . . for such hy- 
potheses can be invented and modified 
as desired; logically any one of them is 
valid as  any other. . . . A scientific ab- 
straction or ‘definition’ cannot serve a s  a 
really unambiguous starting-point, for 
such a starting point can only be ob- 
tained by experience and observation. 
[This] means that facts as such are not 
mere matter, facts exhibit an all-perva- 
sive form. This form appears in math- 
ematical determinations and in arrange- 
ments according to measure and num- 
ber. But such arrangements cannot be 
foreseen in the mere concept; they must 
rather be shown to exist in the facts them- 
selves. The procedure is thus not from 
concepts and axioms to phenomena, but 
vice versa (8). 

The Enlightenment, then, models phi- 
losophy on the pattern of contemporary 
natural science, particularly physics. It 
demands that the mind “abandon itself 
to  the abundance of phenomena and 
gauge itself constantly by them. For it 
may be sure that it will not get lost, but 
that instead it will find here its own real 
truth and standard.”This is howcassirer 
describes the fides on which the Enlight- 

en m en t trave 1 s t o  “ u n d erst  and in g . ” 
Cassirer perceives in this spirit two prin- 
ciples: the first is the identity of “the 
positive” with the “rational,” not a mere 
postulate but a “goal attainable and an 
ideal fully realizable” (9). In this perspec- 
tive reason appears as a dynamic force 
that, beginning with disciplined and sys- 
tematicobservation, will from there move 
on and on, expanding the horizon of 
knowledge wider and wider, from the 
finite to the infinite, from the concrete to  
the universal. The other principle holds 
reason to have become the lever of a new 
age, characterized by the combination 
of the “positive” and the “rational,” in 
which combination “reason” becomes 
“the unifying and central point of this 
century, expressing all that it longs and 
strives for, and all that it achieves” (5). 

D’Alembert greeted this philosophi- 
cal method as a “revolution” because it 
replaced faith with certainty, dogma with 
process; and Lessing proclaimed that 
the real power of reason is found not in 
the possession but in the acquisitive 
pursuit of truth. The eighteenth century 
itself provides an illustration of this spirit, 
as it frees itself from the authority of 
mathematics at the very moment of rely- 
ing on it, by extending the analytical 
process beyond quantity and number. 
Thus the “positive” which combines with 
the “rational” is no longer confined to a 
particular field of knowledge; it applies 
also to the psychological and sociologi- 
cal fields. 

It was Condillac, in his Treatise on 
Sensation (1754) and The Language of 
Calculus (1798), who showed the way to 
this further expansiveness of “reason.” 
This is remarkable in that Condillac 
agreed with Descartes on the immateri- 
ality and spirituality of the soul, and on 
the obvious conclusion that what is im- 
material and spiritual does not consist of 
parts in the way “extended things” do. 
All the same, he found a way to subject 
psychological phenomena to mathemati- 
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cal analysis, relying on Locke’s sense 
perceptions. Particular psychological 
phenomena, he argued, are continuous 
developments from a common source of 
all psychological phenomena. A continu- 
ous series of “impressions” and the tem- 
poral order in which they are produced 
“are sufficient to build up the totality of 
psychological experience and to  pro- 
duce it in all its wealth and subtle shad- 
ings. If we succeed in producing psycho- 
logical experience in this manner, we 
have at the same time reduced it to the 
quantitative concepts” (25). The “higher 
powers of the mind,” Condillac con- 
cluded, are “in reality only a transforma- 
tion of the basic element of sense per- 
ception.. . . The mind neither creates 
nor invents; it repeats and constructs. 
But in this repetition it can exhibit al- 
most inexhaustible powers. It extends 
the visible universe beyond all bounds; 
it traverses the infinity of time and space; 
and yet it is unceasingly engaged in the 
production of ever new shapes within 
itself.” This passage from Condillac can 
well serve as an explanation of the cen- 
tral orientation that united thinking 
people in the eighteenth century. It is 
attention to  “the mind. . . concerned 
only with itself.” The immensely popular 
Helvetius was the chief herald (On the 
Mind) of this good news. One step fur- 
ther, and the same conception will be 
applied to theoretical distinctions. 

Judgment is said to consist only in 
“grasping similarities and differences 
between individual ideas.” But at the 
beginning of this process the Enlighten- 
ment thinkers presuppose “an original 
act of awareness which is analogous to, 
and indeed identical with, the percep- 
tion of asensequality” (27). HereCassirer 
adds, “both the edifice of ethical values 
and the logically graded structure of 
knowledge are  demolished.” The  
analogia sensationis has replaced the 
analogia entis, but while the latter ap- 
plies to the desire to  know higher reality, 

the former is the mind’s desire to know 
itself and the newly discovered uses of 
this instrument. 

If the revolutionaryconcept of reason 
may serve to represent the character of 
the Enlightenment, a brief look at the 
concepts of natureand history will round 
out the impression. Cassirer points out 
that the patterning of all reason on natu- 
ral science must not be mistaken for just 
an addition of some different features to 
the scope of knowledge: “The knowledge 
of nature does not simply lead us into the 
world of objects; it serves rather as a 
medium in which the mind develops its 
own self-knowledge” (37). The new dis- 
coveries point toward the illimitable, 
“one world and one Being are replaced 
by an infinity of worlds.. . . But the 
important aspect of this transformation 
does not lie in the boundless expansion, 
but that the mind now becomes aware of 
a new force within itself . . . proving its 
unity equal to the infinity of being. . . . 
The power of reason is o u r  only access to 
the infinite. . .” (38). The autonomy of 
intellect “corresponds to the autonomy 
of nature.. . . The philosophy of the 
Enlightenment attempts to showtheself- 
sufficiency of both nature and intellect” 
(45). In the centuryof Newton, the idea of 
natural science 

. . . is no longer shaped after the pattern 
of geometry, but rather after that of arith- 
metic.. . . On the question of the cer- 
tainty or uncertainty of knowledge the 
roles have been switched about strangely 
as a result of this transition from the 
constructive to the analytical ideal of 
natural science.. . . W e  can escape de- 
ception only by penetrating beyond mere 
appearance, by relating the empirically 
given to concepts and expressing it in 
concepts which carry their proof in them- 
selves.  . . truth and certainty must be 
found in the body of knowledge which the 
principle validates (54). 

Thus, with regard to the important 
assumption that past experience points 
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the way to future ones, a Dutch philoso- 
pherargued that thevalidityof this axiom 
stemmed not from necessity of the ob- 
ject of thought but from the necessity of 
action. Cassirer comments: “Mathemati- 
cal empiricism here stands on the thresh- 
old of skeptical empiricism” (62). Hume, 
of course, takes the further step when he 
divests belief of all its transcendental 
elements and reduces it to  purely psy- 
chological grounds, to an immanent ne- 
cessity of human nature. In a similar way 
the Enlightenment eliminates the notion 
of substance by insistingthat “the idea of 
a thing is simply the idea of a mere sum 
or aggregate of qualities.” Says Cassirer: 
“The attempt to eliminate all metaphysi- 
cal elements from empirical philosophy 
finally gains so much ground that it casts 
doubt upon the logical foundations of 
this philosophy as well” (64). 

Nature, then, no longer justifying an 
inference from deduction, now justifies 
inference from the part to the whole. 

But if the experimental method is to be 
completely effective, we must grant it full 
autonomy and free it from all tutelage. It is 
therefore necessary in the field of natural 
science to combat the systematizing spirit 
in mathematics as well as in metaphysics. 
As soon as the mathematician develops 
not merely his own conceptual world, but 
is convinced that he can catch reality in 
the meshes of his concepts, he has himself 
become a metaphysician. . . . [This 
amounts to] a demand for a purely de- 
scriptive science of nature (740. 

In this sense, materialism-which did 
form only a small part of the Enlighten- 
ment-presents itself not so much as a 
dogma but as an imperative (69). And 
Buffon, himself not a materialist, insists 
that in nature “there are only individuals, 
there are no species and genera” (79). 
Cassirer asserts: 

But as the center of gravity of thought 
shifts from definition to  description, from 
the species to  the individual, mechanism 

can no longer be considered as the sole 
and sufficient basis of explanation; there 
is in the making a transition to a concep- 
tion of nature which no longer seeks to  
derive and explain becoming from being, 
but being from becoming (80). 

II 
This may be the right point at which to 
turn from an historical account of the 
Enlightenment to the problem of the links 
between this century and the ideologies of 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

1 shall approach this problem not with 
the rationalist methods of the past but 
rather with the greatly enriched politi- 
cal science of our time, which has room 
for the awareness that reason is born 
from experiences of the soul, the open 
soul participating in transcendent real- 
ity.2 The characteristic trait of the En- 
lightenment is its universal cult of 
“reason,” a cult quite evident even before 
November 10, 1793, the  day when 
Robespierre turned Notre Dame into the 
Temple of Reason. 

The entire century, particularly in 
France, seems bent not so much on know- 
ing reality but on knowing and admiring 
the human mind. It was Locke who put 
the Enlightenment on this track, with his 
analysis of knowledge composed of sense 
perception and reflection. Beginning with 
Condillac, French thinkers rang the 
changes on this simple sequence, all the 
while obeying a canon of certain exclu- 
sions. “System,” in the sense of seven- 
teenth-century philosophy, was declared 
taboo, as was metaphysics, and as  was 
any reference to transcendence. There 
may have been no unified concept of 
reason in the Enlightenment, but there 
emerged a unified attitude toward rea- 
son, the attitude of regarding it as an 
instrument, an agency, a force. Of what 
was it to be an agency, toward what 
force? The answer is, “power,” even 
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though this end had already been put on 
its pedestal by Francis Bacon and Des- 
cartes. “For this age, knowledge of its 
own activity, intellectual self-examina- 
tion, and foresight are the proper func- 
tion and essential task of thought” (4). 

Reason is no longer experienced as a 
partnership between the human soul and 
the divine inspiration, it is man’s exclu- 
sive possession and favorite and power- 
ful tool. “The lust for knowledge, the 
libido sciendi, which theological dogma- 
tism had outlawed and branded as intel- 
lectual pride, is now called a necessary 
quality of the soul” (14). The Enlighten- 
ment does not ignore that man is born 
into this world, but it rejects any obliga- 
tion to deference as flowing from this 
fact. “As soon as the power of thought 
awakens in man, it advances irresistibly 
against this form of reality, summoning 
it before the tribunal of thought and 
challenging its legal titles to truth and 
validity” (18). Not even facts are allowed 
to form a kind of metaphysical upper 
story: “The mere togetherness of the 
facts must be transformed into a con- 
juncture; the mere coexistence of the 
data must upon closer inspection reveal 
an interdependence” (21). Thus rational 
order demands “strict unification,” which 
means that “the manifold of experience 
[must be] placed into such a relation- 
ship [of its part] that, starting from any 
given point, we can run through them 
according to aconstant and general rule” 
(23). “Reason,” hence, means ultimate 
control not only of nature but also of 
what philosophers used to call the mys- 
terious soul, as well as power over the 
equally mysterious reality of social or- 
der. The Enlightenment, throughout its 
course, was celebrating the final attain- 
ment of reason’s “almost limitless power,” 
before which every reality had to pros- 
trate itself in abject servitude. 

At this point I must argue with Cassirer, 
my mentor, and with his statement that 
“the autonomy of intellect corresponds 

to the autonomy of nature.” It was not the 
autonomy of nature that the Enlighten- 
ment had discovered; that discovery had 
already been made by Aristotle and his 
Milesian antecedents. The Enlightenment 
forced its concept of nature into obedi- 
ence to  its newly acquired power tool of 
reason. Only that was nature which could 
be fully possessed and dominated by 
that power tool. Thus the Enlightenment 
eliminated, from the autonomous nature 
that Aristotle knew, the ends and pur- 
poses, the final causality, which went 
perfectly well with an autonomous nature 
but not with the demand of an all-powerful 
empirical reason. 

The new attitude toward reason, and 
nature, carried with it a new moral atti- 
tude which may well not have been part 
of the design. Just as the actual adora- 
tion of Reason in its own Temple came 
late in the century, so the moral attitude 
of the Enlightenment did not become 
fully articulate until the next century, 
when its postulate, the superman, was 
openly and formally proclaimed. The 
idea that life is, above all, man’s power 
began to stir in the last two decades of 
the eighteenth century as Europe’s young 
poets revived the ancient myth of 
Prometheus, turning it upside down, so 
that now Prometheus is no longer the 
victim of divine punishment for his meta- 
physical rebellion, but the heroic leader 
of mankind against that “pack of gods.” 
Man, in pursuit of “Promethean” power, 
needed to “transvaluate all values,” which 
was initiated at that time by the Marquis 
de Sade and Lord Byron. 

As a general principle of life, however, 
this vision of power was enthroned only 
by Romanticism. Thus Ralph Waldo 
Emerson spurred on “the American 
Scholar”: 

It is a mischievous notion that we are 
come late into nature; that the world was 
finished a long time ago. As the world was 
plastic and fluid in the hands of God, so it 
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is to so much of his attributes as we bring 
to  i t . .  . in proportion as  a man has  
anything in him divine, the firmament 
flows before him, and takes his signet and 
form. They are the kings of the world who 
give the color of their present thought to 
all nature and all art, and persuade men 
by the cheerful serenity of their carrying 
the matter, that this thing which they do, 
is the apple which the ages have desired 
to pluck, now at  last ripe, and inviting 
nations to  the harvest. The great man 
makes the great thing.3 

In Germany, the young Marx saw himself 
asamodern Prometheus and ~ u p e r m a n . ~  

The postulate of reason’s limitless 
power entailed certain manipulations of 
reality. Two types of manipulation are  
widespread: the reduction of non-corpo- 
real reality to assumed artificial parts 
into which it appeared divisible; and the 
reduction of one kind of reality to an- 
other kind that appeared quantifiable. 
The latter appeared first: “[The Enlight- 
enment] seeks another concept of truth 
and philosophy whose function it is to 
extend the boundaries and make them 
more elastic, concrete, and vital. The 
Enlightenment does not take the ideal of 
this model of thinking from the philo- 
sophical doctrines of the past; on the 
contrary, it constructs its ideal accord- 
ing to the model and pattern of contem- 
porary natural science” (7). Mathemat- 
ics, particularly after the discovery of 
calculus by Leibniz, became the domi- 
nant technical discipline. Where analyti- 
cal division seemed impossible, as in the  
science of man’s soul, of the social whole, 
of the moral order, a reduction to com- 
posing parts is achieved artificially, as 
previously noted. Reducing human soci- 
ety to  its economic component made it 
suitable for both analysis and quantifica- 
tion. Thus any thought of mystery was 
disallowed; there were only things al- 
ready known and things that eventually 
would be known. 

Even more did an impression of enor- 

mous power flow from the postulate of 
unity, a postulate that grew more urgent 
as more emphasis was placed on the 
particularity of facts as the sole reality 
given. “Knowledge” could not stop at 
particularities, it had to pull them to- 
gether into a unified whole. The postu- 
late soon came to play a very practical 
role, as Robespierre and St. Just sought 
by all means of power to achieve, out of 
the multiplicity of citizens, the seamless 
unity of The People. The new concept of 
reason also gave eighteenth-century man 
an utter confidence in his ability to shape 
human life according to whatever design 
he had in mind. In the past, as long as 
thinking men reflected not on the power 
of their mind but on the cosmos, the 
order of things which they knew not to 
have brought about, ignorance was the 
essential starting point of all philoso- 
phy. “All men by nature desire to know” is 
the opening line of Aristotle’s Metaphys- 
ics, attributing the urge to move from 
ignorance to knowledge to “all men,” as a 
“natural” velleity. 

The Enlightenment, by contrast, fo- 
cused on the mind’s power as  its chief 
object. It identified that power with a 
particular method of inquiry and, if the 
reality was unsuited for this method, so 
much the worse for the reality. Reason 
appeared no longer as a process of part- 
nership between the human and the di- 
vine, but as a self-sufficient faculty pos- 
sessed by man, a force that could be 
turned even against nature, tradition, 
God, so that the kingdom of God could be 
replaced by the kingdom of human rea- 
son. The business of this kingdom was 
rebellion, for from rebellion against au- 
thority, superior norms-and the divine 
being-that reason’s new self-sufficiency 
had originated. As Albert Camus states: 
“From this moment, every question, ev- 
ery word, is an act of rebellion. The rebel 
is a man who is on the point of accepting 
or rejecting the sacred and determined 
on laying claim to a human situation in 
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which all answers are human-in other 
words, formulated in reasonable  term^."^ 
Camus continues: “It would be possible 

two possible worlds can exist for the 
human mind: the sacred (or, to speak in 
Christian terms, the world of grace), and 
the world of rebellion.” 

Before exploring the link between 
Enlightenment and the nineteenthcen- 
tury ideologies, we should recall that the 
eighteenth century was not unique. En- 
lightenment is a type of human form; 
other civilizations have known periods 
of enlightenment, too. In Athens theSoph- 
ists’ dominance continued for about a 
century. Of their books, however, only 
one is still known, and that only through 
asummary. Corgias of Leontini wrote On 
Being, where he said, among other things: 
nothing exists; if anything exists, it is 
incomprehensible; if it is comprehen- 
sible, it is incommunicable. Regarding 
being he argued thus: “It cannot be ever- 
lasting; if it were, it would have no begin- 
ning and therefore it would be bound- 
less; if it is boundless, then it has no 
position, for if it had position, it would be 
contained in something, and so it would 
no longer be boundless.. . . Hence, if 
Being is everlasting, it is boundless; if 
boundless, it has no position; if without 
position, it does not exist.”6 

Similarly there was a period of en- 
lightenment in China, a reaction to the 
rise of philosophy from Confucius and 
Mencius. Its protagonist was Han Fei 
Tzu, in the early third century B.C. As 
Confucius aimed chiefly at the restora- 
tion of public order in China, so Han Fei 
Tzu wrote about the same subject. 
Confucius’ way was that of moral regen- 
eration, beginning with each person and 
each family. Here, by contrast, are 
samples of Han Fei Tzu’s advice: 

In the state of an enlightened ruler there 
are no books written on bamboo slips; 
law supplies the only instruction. There 

1 to demonstrate in this manner that only 

are no sermons of the former kings; the 
officials serve as the only teachers.. . . 
Therefore, the way of the enlightened 
ruler is t o  unify the laws instead of long- 
ing for men of good faith. . . . Benevo- 
lence may make one shed tears and be 
reluctant to apply penalties; but law makes 
it clear that such penalties must be a p  
p l i ed . .  . Men of antiquity strove for 
moral virtue; men of middle times sought 
out wise schemes; men of today vie to be 
known for strength and spirit.’ 

In China, the period of Enlightenment 
culminated in the Ch’in Dynasty, which 
to this day is proverbial for harsh rule 
and the burnings of philosophers’ books. 
But the Ch’in Dynasty lasted barely two 
decades and was followed by the Han 
Dynasty, which elevated Confucius’ 
thought to the rankof public philosophy. 
The Sophists in Athens had their way for 
not quite one hundred years. Then 
Socrates and, after him, Plato, rose to  
philosophical prominence, with the re- 
sult that their insights are still taught to 
this day. 

Now to return to  “our” Enlightenment. 
The concentration of the mind on itself 
involved a new concept of history, that 
of necessary progress. About that some- 
thing will be said later. Here we should 
remember the ancient distinction be- 
tween intellectus and ratio, the latter 
connoting discursive thinking that pro- 
duced concepts of perception; the 
former, the higher understanding of con- 
templation. The Enlightenment recog- 
nized onlyratio, and when Kant, on top of 
this, reversed the meaning of the two 
terms, there resulted an entire civiliza- 
tion that oriented itself exclusively by 
ratio, the power of concapere, percep- 
tion as grasping. In Milton’s words: “The 
mind is its own place, and in it self can 
make a Heav’n of Hell, a Hell of Heaven.”s 

At this point achild of our age who has 
been listeningwith mounting impatience 
might burst in with: “What is wrong with 
that? Is thinking not power, and nothing 
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but power? Look at the results: Haven’t 
we freed agriculture from weeds and 
pests? Haven’t we put a man on the 
moon? Aren’t we on the point of generat- 
ing life itself?” This is, indeed, a “power- 
ful” argument. The phenomenon of mod- 
ern science, and the resulting technol- 
ogy, is and remains utterly astounding. 
And as for Enlightenment’s concept of 
reason, has it not created human liberty 
and prosperity? It was indeed a great and 
significant movement that began early in 
the seventeenth century and culminated 
in the nineteenth. But an even greater 
and more profound movement began a 
little more than two thousand years be- 
fore that time. Bruno Snell has aptly 
called it “The Discovery of the Mind.”g 
The small people populating Attica’s city- 
states brought it forth, and men of great 
authority in human history were its stars. 
And if we are ready to  praise the Enlight- 
enment for the prodigious achievement 
of natural science, should not the Greek 
discovery of the mind be justified for 
focusing on the human soul and its pub- 
lic order? It was the combination of Greek 
philosophy and Christian faith that ac- 
counts for the opening moves of West- 
ern science. Neither Copernicus, nor 
Kepler, nor Leibniz, nor Newton had felt 
a need to forget the knowledge of things 
human embodied in the earlier tradition. 
The Enlightenment’s “prohibition of re- 
membrance” cannot be explained as an 
intellectual necessity. 

Plato was no follower of Parmenides, 
but he has Socrates speakof Parmenides 
as “a revered and awful figure. There was 
asort of depth in him that was altogether 
noble.”lo Parmenides was the one from 
whom came the concept of Being, in 
close connection with the ROUS (reason). 
Parmenides reports a vision of a deity 
and her words to him: “One should both 
say and think what Being Is; for to  Be is 
noble, and Nothingness is not possible. 
This I command you to consider; for 
from the latter way of search first of all 1 

I 

debar you. But next I debar you from that 
w a y . .  . of blind, uncritical hordes, by 
whom To Be and Not To Be are regarded 
as the same and not the same. .  . .“I1 
And Socrates says of himself: “I have 
gained [my] kind of reputation, gentle- 
men, from nothing more or less than a 
kind of wisdom. What kind of wisdom do 
I mean? Human wisdom, I suppose. It 
seems that I really am wise in this limited 
sense. Presumably the geniuses whom I 
mentioned are wise in a wisdom that is 
more than human. . . . But the truth of 
the matter is pretty certainly this, that 
real wisdom is the property of God.”I2 

The astonishing Greek achievement 
of originating philosophy came both from 
the consciousness of ignorance and the 
realization that true wisdom is divine 
and that men, as men, are wise when 
they love divine wisdom; hence the word 
philosophia, love of wisdom. Plato es- 
tablishes that “soul is prior to body, body 
secondary and derivative, soul govern- 
ing in the real order of things, and body 
being subject to go~ernance.’”~ Of the 
ROUS he spoke of not only as an aspect of 
the human soul but also as a divinity. 
Similarly Aristotle, Plato’s student, said 
of the ROUS: “Whether it be reason or  
something else that is this element in us 
which is thought to be our natural ruler 
and guide and to take thought of things 
noble and divine, whether it be itself also 
divine or only the most divine element in 
us, the activity of this in accordance with 
proper virtue will be perfect happiness.”’“ 

Thus the human creators of philoso- 
phy never spoke of reason in the way the 
Enlightenment did. Parmenides experi- 
enced the Is in a vision; Socrates, Plato, 
and others experienced being “drawn,” 
“pulled,” even “dragged” to the true real- 
ity beyond the cosmos. They respond to 
these experiences with something they 
call “the quest,” “the arduous way,” “the 
search,” clearly conveying that the au- 
thority of truth is not found in them- 
selves, nor in their method, but in their 

i 
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participation in a higher reality. Their 
attitude was one of love of the cosmos 
and of divine wisdom. Where in the En- 
lightenment do we find mention of “love” 
to characterize the attitude towards the 
cosmos or divinity? Enlightenment fo- 
cuses on the objects of knowledge which 
mind can convert from multiplicity to 
unity, or from unity to composing parts, 
all for the sake of human control and 
mastery over nature. 

Enlightenment’s “reason” is a myth of 
human power, a myth eventually gener- 
ating another myth, that of human “self- 
salvation.” It was not until a century later 
that Nietzsche gave a name to this atti- 
tude: the will to power. How much this 
had become a feature of culture in gen- 
eral is made clear by a letter from 
Beethoven to  Nikolaus Zmeskall von 
Domanovecz: “I refuse to hear anything 
about your whole moral outlook. Power 
is the moral principle of those who excel 
others, and it is also mine.”15 A few pages 
later we read what Beethoven wrote 
about the addressee, his friend: “I regard 
him [von Domanovecz] and S. merely as 
instruments on which to play when 1 feel 
inclined.”“j 

A few words may be said about the 
Enlightenment’s idea of nature. Classi- 
cal Greek philosophy experienced na- 
tureas anautonomous orderwhose struc- 
ture and laws could be independently 
explored. Even Descartes, insisting that 
the human mind had “innate ideas,” em- 
braced a conviction that there was some- 
thing as knowledge “by nature.” Locke 
banned this concept. He, along with 
Voltaire and D’Alembert, agreed that 
knowledge of essences was impossible. 
Still, a tiny remnant of metaphysics was 
left in the Enlightenment, the “uniformity 
of nature,” by virtue of which they trusted 
in conclusions drawn from today’s ex- 
periment to future experiments. But the 
idea of substance was discarded in favor 
of that of a mere sum or aggregate of 
qualities. Cassirer declares: “The attempt 

to eliminate all metaphysical elements 
from empirical philosophy finally gained 
so much ground that it cast doubt upon 
the logical foundations of this philoso- 
phy as well” (64). 

On the other hand, the concept of 
nature serves the Enlightenment as a 
barrier against theology, and also against 
a rational order of ends. The exploration 
of nature was restricted to causes and 
effects. It was not supposed to include 
any teleology of nature, because it might 
become a science of ends in human life. 
A contemporary philosopher, Hans 
Jonas, has recently begun to argue that 
there was no need for this exclusion. “For 
natural science,” he says, “it is enough 
that in the measurable regions the quan- 
titative-mechanistic accounting always 
tallies; that is, that its equations each 
time stand the test of event and its 
method is rebuffed by none. And that is 
quite compatible with an underlying te- 
leology.”I7 If no logical necessity com- 
pelled eighteenthcentury empiricism to 
forget what earlier great minds had taught 
mankind about the causality of ends, one 
must attribute the oblivion to the animus 
of rebellion pulsating in that age. 

(To BE CONCLUDED) 
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