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the absolute so as to make it an object for our knowledge, "the absolute subject ... 

announces itself as that which the other [consciousness] cannot know" (Schelling, 1969: 43). 

We can only come to know the absolute when we encounter it as something that is excessive 

to our attempts to make it our own, to appropriate it as if it were a simple object opposed to 

ourselves as subject. When we recognize the limit that conceptual determinations place 

upon our attempts to appropriate the absolute, it regains its status as subject, as what is 

essential, in our relationship of knowing, and thus we become aware of our ignorance. It is 

no longer a not-knowing that exists "externally as in the beginning, but rather internally" 

(Schelling, 1969: 45). However, this internalization of eternal freedom is not a way of 

making what was subject, what was essential, merely into something for us. Rather, in this 

instance, we recognize that we are what we are only insofar as we are excessive to ourselves. 

At this moment we are knowing ourselves as eternal freedom, i.e., we too are movement, we 

are ecstatic into the process of the unfolding of nature. It is for this reason that it is 

appropriate, on Heidegger's terms, to call Schelling's reconfiguration of wonder and ecstasy 

a Grundstimmun~such ecstatic engagement discloses the whole. Thus our self-knowledge is 

only possible as a knowing of the whole, insofar as the whole is ecstatic and reciprocally 

determining, which, as we have seen, is a consequence of both Schelling'S account of the 

decision of the rotary motion of the drives and his thinking of the organic. 

This knowing of the whole that our thinking, insofar as it is based upon a knowing 

not-knowing, actualizes is one reason why Schelling wants to account for the origins of 

things as lying in duplicity, dissonance, and crisis. Our thinking is able to knowingly repeat 

the structure, that is, reconstruct the life of God, insofar as it accords itself to the ways in 

which things unfold. Our process of coming-to-knowledge is a repetition of the very 



196 

unfolding of existence, and is the coming-to-consciousness of this unfolding for the first 

time. This is why we can say that our pursuit of self-knowledge is the whole's pursuit of its 

own self-knowledge, but only insofar as we are willing to debase ourselves as the center. As 

Wirth says, "Human freedom demands that humanity repents its humanity as the very 

condition for the possibility of its humanity" (Wirth, 2004: 6). We, and the happening that is 

being, can only be given back to ourselves as what we are insofar as we attend to this 

whole-and accordingly to ourselves-in a particular manner. 

Schelling describes this manner of attention to the Sache, this kind of knowing, as 

Besinnung, or contemplation. This kind of knowing is a knowing that "changes along with 

movements of the absolute subject" (Schelling, 1969: 47), and it is the knowing that is 

proper to philosophy. Schelling writes, "In philosophy, nothing less than the pure, finished 

principle is sacrificed" (Schelling, 1969: 50). Consonant with his times, Schelling does say 

that "human consciousness is originally the internal, ground providing, support, or subject, 

of eternal freedom coming to itself." Yet, even though this grounding function of human 

consciousness is described as reflection [Reflexion], it is not, strictly speaking, the activity of a 

subject; for human consciousness, as this subject, "is this subject in silence" (Schelling, 1969: 

50). Rather, our very existence is the mirror that reflects the life of the absolute. Ifwe were 

to demand the appearance of the absolute, i.e., if we were to posit it actively as an object 

opposed to ourselves as subject, it would be cancelled by our wanting, our desire to possess 

it. Schelling explains, "insofar as he [any human] wants to attract this pure consciousness, he 

destroys it. Hence the contradiction: whatever humans wants it made to nothing through 

their wanting" (Schelling, 1969: 51), as in our wanting we reduce all things to ourselves, as if 

we actually knew what that self was. In our attempts to reduce the ingraspable character of 
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the overflow of presencing to ourselves, we make an egregious error: we mistake our selves 

as being constant and self-supporting, thereby ignoring duplicity that is what we are at 

bottom, a duplicity famously described in Ages ofthe World as follows: 

This cision, this doubling of ourselves, this secret circulation in which there are two 
beings, a questioning being and an answering being, an unknowing being that seeks 
knowledge and an unknowing being that does not know its knowledge, this silent 
dialogue, this inner art of conversation, is the authentic mystery of the philosopher. 
(Schelling, 2000: xxxvi) 

Yet again, we find an account of the emergence of self in, and as, crisis. This crisis in the 

Ages ofthe World is described as the result of the existence of the expansive and contractive 

principles in humanity, whereas in the Erlanger Lectures it is described as the crisis that 

emerges in the thinker's confrontation with the absolute; and these two crises reflect each 

other. When taken together, what can these two different accounts tell us about how 

Schelling understands the act of philosophizing? And again, what can this split tell us about 

why Schelling chooses to give the account of the decision in God that we see in the Ages of 

the World, particularly in light of the absence of such an account in the Erlanger Lectures? 

To some extent, Schelling begins to answer both of these questions immediately 

after this quote from Ages ofthe World, when he explains how the interplay of the expansive 

and contractive principles in humanity affect his understanding of what it means to know. 

Having famously asserted that the past is narrated in the first line of this (and all other extant 

versions of the Weitalter) text, he explains that, "everything known, in accord with its nature, 

is narrated." Yet again, we get a glimpse of Schelling's transcendental inclinations: only that 

which has already taken place, insofar as it serves as the ground for what we experience 

today, can truly be known. Yet, he offers us a peculiar account of what the "known" is-or 

better would be: "the known is not here something lying about finished and at hand since 
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the beginning. Rather it is that which is always first emerging out of the interior through a 

process entirely specific to itself" (Schelling, 2000: xxxvii). While this quote is certainly 

provocative, it does little to explain what this "known" is. His answer, I believe, is the past 

itself-the past that emerges out of its interiority in the rotary motion of the drives through 

cision, through a crisis that is repeated in the crisis of human knowing as described in the 

Erlanger Lectures. Note that in both instances-in the process of cision and decision in Ages 

0/the World and the process of the crisis of knowing in the Erlanger Lectures-this crisis is 

precisely the conflict between subject and object, i.e., the conflict for what is determinate 

and essential. Schelling's account in the Ages 0/the World of the cision within God leads him 

to assert that, "the light of knowledge must rise through an internal cision and liberation 

before it can illuminate. What we call knowledge is only the striving toward anamnesis 

[Wiederbewufitwerden] and hence more of a striving toward knowledge than knowledge itself" 

(Schelling, 2000: xxxvii). 

This striving towards becoming-conscious-again (for the first time, might I add) of 

the philosopher is only possible insofar as the very character of existence is determined by 

the same character of cision and crisis that defines human knowing-otherwise, Schelling 

would have no reason to describe the philosophical project as such as a project of self­

knowledge; much less a project of self-knowledge that proceeds by way of recollection. He 

describes this same occurrence in the Erlanger Lectures when describing our becoming aware 

of our own ignorance: "it has again recollected [etinneriJ eternal freedom-it now knows this 

eternal freedom, truly knows it immediately, namely as the interior of not-knowing. Thus 

the ancient teaching that all philosophy exists only as recollection" (Schelling, 2000: 45). We 

can then see Schelling's account in these two texts-and every other time he gives such an 
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account of origins that is 'accessible to humanity'-is moving in two directions at once: 

given his constantly re-stated commitment to the principle that like is known by like, he 

simultaneously gives us a transcendental, and thus descriptive, account of what must be 

assumed to have happened for our thinking to be as it is today, while at the same time he 

gives a prescriptive account of how we ought to think, given that our thinking must be in 

accord with what is to be attended to in our thinking. 

His commitment to the principle that like is known by like is most famously asserted 

in the Freedom essay when he writes: 

But whoever takes their departure from the theory of physics and knows, as the 
ancient teaching has it, that like is known by like, will understand that the 
philosopher maintains such (divine) knowledge because he alone, holding the 
intellect pure and unobscured by darkness, grasps the god outside himself with the 
god in himself. (1/7,338) 

As Warnek explains, what this means for Schelling is that "our capacity to know the divine 

system, and thus to be able to bring freedom to word, is already promised in the nature of 

human life as itself divine, as belonging to divine nature" (Warnek, 2005: 180). 'This means, 

that for Schelling, the self-revelation of God through the unfolding of existence-of which 

we are part-ensures our participation in God, and God's participation in us. In the 

language of Schelling's Naturphilosophie: because the human is able to recapitulate the whole 

of nature via its intellectual engagement with it, we may worry that Schelling turns the 

process of God's unfolding into a teleological project terminating in human consciousness, 

wherein the whole of nature is thus turned into consciousness, e.g., human consciousness is 

capable of bringing to light the status of the absolute consciousness which holds sway 

throughout the entirety of nature, but only insofar as it engages in an anthropomorphic 

projection. In lieu of such an assertion-and to reiterate-Merleau-Ponty explains: "Hence 
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the role of the perceived world as milieu of experience, where there is not the projection of 

consciousness on everything, but rather a participation of my own life in everything, and vice 

versa" (Merleau-Ponty, 2003: 40). It is easy to take the first portion of Merleau-Ponty's 

assertion to still fall into an anthropomorphic engagement, wherein we see ourselves in 

everything and can act on everything. Such an interpretation is faulty, insofar as it 

necessitates that one overlooks the all important addendum to this passage, the vice 

versa-the position of the texts recoil onto the place from which the human must speak. 

The human is capable of seeing itself in everything exclusively because everything is 

participating in the life of the human. In other words, the activity of the human is possible 

only because of an equal priority is attributed to the receptivity, or porosity, of the human in 

their relationship to the external world. A much younger Schelling describes this exactly 

when he writes, "of the necessary reciprocity ifreceptivity and activity in everything otganiC" in which 

humans participate (1/3, 6). Thus, it is true, Nietzsche's critique of emergence of the 

dominance of reason as being tied up with privileging a higher world, or a divine life, to 

which we humans once belonged can be applied to Schelling, but only insofar as we 

recognize that the anamnesis that Schelling believes describes the activity of philosophizing, is 

itself the first coming-to-consciousness of this allegedly higher life; and this higher life itself, 

is no living thing, but as Schuback has it, the "life of life," and emergence with no agent. If 

we accept this account of Schelling, he certainly sounds a lot more like Nietzsche then like 

those who Nietzsche critiques. 

The capacity for there to be an engagement between the human and nature insofar as 

there is this shared capacity to act and to be acted upon necessitates that any attempt to 

divide the world up into distinct systems of receptivity and pure activity would ignore the 
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fact that all things which fall under the rubric of the organic share and participate in these 

two powers. Accordingly, we must think of receptivity and activity, i.e., the participation of 

my life in everything and vice versa, as being guaranteed by the fact that there is a 

fundamental, ontological commonality between all things organic. In fact this participation 

is guaranteed to such a degree, that we continue the tension of the principles of contraction 

and expansion within ourselves, just as God did prior to decision. Thus, Schelling's account 

of the unfolding of divinity, and the reciprocity of activity and receptivity between all things 

organic, enables him to account for our ability to think God's decision-or eternal 

freedom-and thereby bring freedom to word, as ourselves-thought ecstatically-in our 

thinking. 

Since Schelling holds that only humans are able to be the reconstructed, coming-to­

consciousness of creation, the way in which we attend to the world must be measured in 

accordance with the manner in which the world presences-and this for Schelling is clearly, 

movement, as he makes clear in the Ages 0/the World: "Movement is what is essential to 

knowledge" (Schelling, 2000: 4).37 The remaining question is thus: how do we think this 

movement? How do we think what Schuback calls the "life of life"-an expression that she 

uses "in order to point out that what Schelling means by absolute is not a concept but an 

experience, the experience (or intellectual intuition) of the true life" (Schuback, 2005: 69)? 

But how are we to understand this experience? I have already given a number of hints as to 

37 This could certainly appear as a vicious circle, wherein Schelling gives an account of how things happened so 
as to vindicate his account ofwhat he thinks philosophy should be, however if one were to indict Schelling of 
this crime, it seems that nearly all other ontological projects could fall prey to the same critique, as any attempt 
to account for what the world is like is going to be influenced either wittingly or unwittingly by how the person 
who attends to the world understands what it means to think. If this were a crime, Schelling's commitment of 
it may only seem more dramatic than others because of his desire to reconcile truth and fable (Schelling, 2000: 
xxxv); because of this desire his account appears strange and foreign and thereby easier to banish from the 
realm of philosophy. 
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how I understand this moment, yet I would like to turn to Schelling's text, in particular to his 

critique of Hegel from his Munich Lectures, so as to get our textual feet under us in our 

analysis. Here, Schelling assaults Hegel for his employment of what Schelling feels are 

empty concepts and an empty concept of philosophy. With regards to Hegel's discussion of 

being, nothingness, and becoming in the Logic, Schelling writes: 

One cannot properly contradict these assertions, or explain them away as something 
false; for they are sayings that say nothing. It is as if one wished to carry water in 
cupped hands, from which again, nothing will come. Here, the mere work of 
holding onto something that does not let itself be held, because it is nothing, takes 
the place of philosophizing. (I/1 0, 135) 

Soon after this assertion, Schelling clarifies his charge against Hegel, presaging the whole 

existential and phenomenological movement, when he writes: 

Concepts as such exist nowhere, in fact, than in consciousness. They are thus 
objectively taken qternature, not bifore it. Hegel took concepts away from their 
natural place in that he posited them at the inception of philosophy. There he then 
places the most abstract concepts before all, becoming, existence, etc.; but 
abstractions can exist in no natural way, nor be held as actualities, without that from 
which they are abstracted: becoming [Werden] cannot be before something becoming 
[ein Werdendes], existence [Dasryn] not prior to something existing [ein Dasryendes]. 
(I/l0, 141) . 

Schelling's indictment of Hegel amounts to critiquing him for, as he says, thinking about 

thinking, rather than thinking about what the basis for thinking is. To do so is to tarry with 

what amounts to a rigidified abstraction of what is real matter of thinking, thus negating this 

matter in attempting to encapsulate it and turning it into nothing.38 Contrary to this, as 

38 I would like to note, even if only in a footnote, that this critique of Hegel is rather flat-footed. As Duque is 
quick to note, regarding Schelling's critique of Hegel, "they [both] acknowledge in nature as well the existence 
of a remainder actually irreducible. Against the vulgar interpretation of Hegel, he explicitly maintains such an 
irreducibility, both in the empirical plane of scientific investigation, as well as in the political plane" (Duque, 
2007: 64). He then goes on to give examples of each, but of particular interest is Hegel's assertion that, "It is 
an aberration of the philosophy of nature that it wishes to make all appearances simple" (Werke 9: 106). 
Nevertheless, Schelling's critique of Hegel is of interest, less for the force of the argument against Hegel, and 
more for what it actually does indict, i.e., philosophy that tarries exclusively with dead concepts-thinking 
about thinking without attending to what enables thinking in the first place. 
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Schuback says, "Schelling insists on a thinking that dares to recognize its nonpriority, that 

dares to return thought to its ground, namely to the life of life, to eternal freedom, a return 

to what Schelling even called the 'unprethinkability of being'" (Schuback, 2005: 69). 

Yet how is this perpetual prior, unprethinkable ground to be thought, how can one 

attend to the condition of "every conceptuality and nonconceptuality"? How is one to 

attempt to think this boundary of conceptuality? As Schuback points out, even a negative 

determination of our approach to this Sache "retains as its starting point the privilege of the 

concept as a means of articulating a concept of nonconceptuality" (Schuback, 2005: 70). Yet 

this fact does not hinder Schelling from moving forward in his account of what our thinking 

in the face of this unprethinkable basis should amount to. Describing our encounter with 

the absolute, insofar as this encounter is aware of its ignorance, he writes that humanity: 

becomes free through the setting-outside-of-itself, it is the first moment of 
contemplation [Jer ersten Augenbiick seiner Besinnungj, and for the first time savors the 
freedom and blessedness of not-knowing. It is now-in order to give a positive 
expression-that which we could call free thinking. To think is to abandon 
knowledge; knowledge is bound, thinking is in complete freedom, and the word 
itself implies that all free thinking is the result of a separation, a conflict, a crisis that 
has been overcome [aukehobenen]. (Schelling, 1969: 52) 

Schelling is here rejecting conceptuality, insofar as the concept is conceived of as an attempt 

to corner and isolate experience, in favor of a stance of thinking that is primarily 

receptive-an active receptivity that thinks along with the unfolding of the primacy of 

existence. We are able to think this primacy only insofar as we are part and parcel of the 

process of the unfolding of existence of nature, and insofar as we are ecstatic in our 

engagement with it. The movement from this thinking to knowledge is for Schelling always 

a process of arresting, immobilizing, and retarding the movement of existence in our 

reflection of it; as he says, "our knowledge is immobile in itself' (Schelling, 1969: 55). As 
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Wirth says, "Any thought, even the thought of the Whole, when left to stand alone, when 

endowed with the status of a completely articulate word, when left to the tyranny of the 

garrulous, clots, and inhibits the very Whole that it would honor and think" (Wirth, 2003: 6). 

Only insofar as we are receptive to the character of the movement of the world around us 

can we actually come to knowledge, but his knowledge must remain immobile if it ceases to 

be in conversation with the movement of the absolute, i.e., presencing. This conversation, 

which Schelling characterizes as the dialogue that is constitutive of philosophy in his famous 

footnote in the Freedom essay, when he writes that, "although it lacks the exterior form of a 

dialogue, all things within it emerged in a dialogical manner" (1/7, 410) must be kept alive, 

which requires our willingness to receive and respond, not merely to fix knowledge for all 

time. We are dependent upon the generosity of being for our ability to think, precisely 

because without this giving, we would have nothing to think-in fact, we would not be at all. 

We are thus able to be reconstructed freedom precisely because we belong to the 

unfolding of being. As Nancy explains, "No one begins to be free, but freedom is the 

beginning and endlessly remains the beginning" (Nancy, 1993: 77). For him, we can only 

speak of human freedom insofar as we can say that humans belong to "being-in-common, 

which is the sharing of being" (Nancy, 1993: 73). It only insofar as humans participate in the 

relations that are open and available to us in light of the free giving of being that they can 

become humans at all. As Nancy says, "In this relation, "human beings" are not given-but 

it is relation alone that can give them "humanity" ... It is then freedom that gives humanity" 

(Nancy, 1993: 73). Our freedom, human freedom, lies in our ability to encounter the 

groundless play of the contractive and expansive forces within ourselves because of our 

belonging to what Schelling calls the organic, or the overflow of the contractive and 
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expansive principles, or what Nancy calls being-in-common. Accordingly, Esposito would 

then have Schelling responding to Kant's table of categories by asserting that community qua 

reciprocal determination must be more originary then either substance or causality, 

otherwise we cannot explain our experience of multiple things at the same time (Esposito, 

1977: 62). From the recognition of the primacy of community, or reciprocal determination, 

the in-common, or the ecstatic character of all individuals, we can recognize that this same 

freedom is at play and plays in the eternal beginning-it plays in us. This, as Schelling made 

clear in his discussion of ecstasy, can inspire wonder. But it is a short step from this wonder 

to terror. As Schelling says-and here he exhibits that wonder as an attunement need not 

lead to principial thinking-, 

Most people are frightened precisely by this abyssal freedom in the same way that 
they are frightened by the necessity to be utterly one thing or another. And where 
they see a flash of freedom, they turn away from it as if from an utterly injurious flash 
of lightning and they feel prostrated by freedom as an appearance that comes from 
the ineffable, from eternal freedom, from where there is no ground whatsoever. 
(Schelling, 2000: 78) 

In this encounter with the unmotivated, unintentional surging forth of existence that we 

encounter at the end of the road for Schelling in the process of transcendental 

philosophy-whether by a turn inward or outward-we cannot help be inspired to either 

terror or wonder. It is clear that both responses are entirely appropriate to the matter of 

thinking for Schelling, but for him this matter of thinking can only be attended to so long as 

one thinks freely; i.e., so long as one is willing to think in accord with the movements of the 

unfolding of existence, and attending to the ingraspable character of the absolute as precisely 

that. Only so long as a thinker is willing to give up on supreme principles and is willing to 

attend with humility and self-denial to the presencing of things around them-a self denial 
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that Schelling characterizes as Gelassenheit (Schelling, 2000: 63), a Gelassenheit that can both 

characterize the matter of thinking, the letting of being that is eternal freedom and the 

manner of thinking-will the pure possibility of being be made available to the human. In 

order for this to take place, we must reorient how we think as such. 

Section V 
The Silence of Science and the Possibility for Evil 

Joseph Lawrence explains that philosophy emerges when it recognizes the Socratic 

insight that "reason completes itself in the knowledge of its own final ignorance" (Lawrence, 

2005: 14).39 In discussing this moment of realization he refers to Schelling's phrase, das 

Verstummen der Wissenschajt, the growing silent of science, which Wirth describes as "the 

collapse of warrant for any articulation of the Whole, any exoteric account of what has 

begun as a whole." For Wirth, this "is the eternal beginning that is an eternal opening, a 

disequilibrium within thinking that does not allow thinking to orient itself to the nature of its 

own activity" (Wirth, 2003: 6). The moment in Schelling where this phrase occurs is in the 

1811 version of his Ages ifthe World. Discussing the obscurity of the ground as the 

"indomitable, appearing nature," Schelling explains that in order to attend to this ground, "I 

enter into this growing silent of science, which must commence insofar as we recognize that 

when everything infinite approaches us personally, that it is impossible to properly know any 

such thing" (WA I, 103). It is only in this growing silent that we can actually attend to the 

"nonconceptual origin of the conceptual" (Wirth, 2003: 123), and I have argued that at this 

39 Lawrence discusses this maiuetic moment as the beginning of a 'philosophical religion,' which for him nalJ1es 
the encounter with openness and possibility that lies in the realization of the underdetermined and contingent 
character of the eternal beginning. While Lawrence's essay is extraordinary, I am uncomfortable with his 
employment of the language of religion, and see no necessity to employ it in describing the human encounter 
with the Sache at issue in both his essay and this dissertation. 
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juncture we fInd and reconstruct eternal freedom by recognizing the unprethinkability of 

being and thereby preserving possibility. At this juncture we experience the freedom of 

possibility, the freedom of transgression: freedom at the limit. 

However, as his been made clear, there is no guarantee that this will happen. Things 

can go awry. When we cease "to lead all discourses beyond their self-contained 

provincialism back into dialogue with their irreducible remainder" (Wirth, 2003: 162), and 

instead, let philosophy collapse back into "the narcissism of the domain of the 

understanding, [in] its abiding monologue with itself' (Wirth, 2003: 123), we return to the 

land of knowledge, concepts, and philosophy-thus leaving behind knowing not-knowing, 

thinking, and philosophizing. 

As Wirth has it, "dialogue is not the study of a philosophy. It is the activity of 

philosophizing" (Wirth, 2004: 14). Schelling explains, "Philosophy does not persist in 

particular propositions which can be taken and communicated. It is not as easy as this. This 

method alone is good for nothing" (Schelling, 1969: 4). Soon after Schelling explains, "the 

distinction between philosophy and philosophizing is like the distinction between having 

gold and making gold. Whoever philosophizes, also has philosophy" (Schelling, 1969: 7). 

We have seen what understanding of the self is required in order for philosophizing to take 

place as the dialogue between human thinking and the unfolding of existence in a manner 

that takes freedom as both its manner and matter of thinking. Yet what happens when this 

dialogue turns into the narcissistic monologue of the understanding? What conception of 

the self is necessitated by this manner of philosophical undertaking? In the next and fInal 

chapter of this project, I would like to turn to the consequences of ignoring the dialogical 

character of our constitution in the face of the unmotivated, surging forth of existence. In 
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other words, what happens when we bring our templates to the world of experience and 

insist that the pure possibility of the unfolding of being accommodates itself to these 

templates? I will argue that both Schelling's discussion of evil in the Freedom essay can offer 

us insight into what happens when we cease attending to the world in a manner that accords 

with the phenomenological ethos that I have been describing for the last five chapters. 
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CHAPTER VI 

FREEDOM AND THE GREAT HEALTH 

In the previous chapter, I presented an articulation of how human thinking that 

attends to the movement of existence, is a reflection-or as it Schelling has it, a 

reconstruction-of the very character of being; we saw that the same movement of 

repetition occurs in Heidegger in Chapter II. For Schelling, we see this coincidence insofar 

as the movement of being requires the perpetual, mutual self-effacement of the potencies, or 

principles, in the face of eternal freedom, without which the organic, unfolding, character of 

existence could not be. Our thinking must mirror this, i.e., attend to the character of eternal 

freedom, the generosity of being in a manner that accords with this free giving, via self-

effacement in the face of existence. This self-effacement amounts to a moment of what 

Schelling alternately calls a knowing not-knowing, Socratic ignorance, or Gelassenheit. For 

Heidegger, we see this coincidence in his description of being as Lassen des Anwesens or lassen 

anwesen, which in turn, demands that we attend to it phenomenologically in a state of 

Gelassenheit (GAlS, 364-5). 

In light of this account of the letting, and the account of decision given in the 

previous chapter, we need to turn to another key moment in Schelling's thinking. Given that 

a decision is always a decision for good and evil-as Schelling famously puts it in his Freedom 

essay (1/7, 353), we must tarry with his account of evil. As Nancy has it: 

Thinking is not intellectuality, but the experience of its limits. This experience, as 
the experience of freedom ... is not ad libitum. It constitutes existence and must 
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therefore be grasped at this extremity of the negation of existence. Henceforth, 
there is an experience of evil that thought can no longer ignore. (Nancy, 1993: 122) 

I argue that this experience of evil-as the experience of the nihilation of the generosity of 

being-whether via environmental degradation, genocide, or even in the case of Schelling, 

the existence of the nation-state-can be explicitly brought to bear upon Schelling's 

rejection of conceptual categorization in lieu of a thinking that "accompanies and witnesses" 

the movement of being step-by-step. It is our ability to either embrace or deny this play that 

I will attend to in the first section of this chapter. 

Yet Schelling's characterization of evil, in light of the underdetermined character of 

being, raises two poignant philosophical concerns, concerns that are entirely applicable to 

Heidegger as well. First, if Schelling's account of being leads us to a place wherein the 

ascription of a persistent identity to any thing taken in isolation is no longer sustainable, 

then, as I have argued, we must conclude that the only adequate manner in which we can 

describe any particular entity is in terms of how it both participates in and is itse!fa referential 

totality-or as Schelling would say, it is organic. If I have made a compelling account that 

this manner of describing entities is the only sound manner to approach the actual way in 

which entities presence, we are left without any normative measure with which to adjudicate 

whether or not our engagements with things are good or evil as all identity would be 

decentered from the top down, i.e., there is no principle. 

The second concern that I must attend to in concluding this chapter is the larger 

epistemic consequence of the description of Gelassenheit that I have given in the preceding 

chapters. Even if I am able to respond in a sufficient manner to the concern that making the 

world referential totalities from the top down leaves us without any final normative basis 
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from which to judge the quality of our philosophical engagements, I must attend to how one 

is able to proceed beyond the mere act of letting-be to active, discursive engagement with 

entities in the face presencing. Does Nietzsche's concern, as detailed in the previous 

chapter, not resurface here again? How can I move from engaging the play of presence in all 

of its excess to actually saying something about that play without at the same time negating 

the play? It is clear that when Schelling distinguishes thinking and knowledge he has this 

exact problem in mind (Schelling, 1969: 52)-the question for us is whether or not we are 

content to leave this distinction stand in such a way that philosophical practice will always 

remain at odds with itself; either letting being presence and maintaining our 

phenomenological ethos, or, overstepping this ethos to tarry discursively with the entities we 

encounter, thus threatening to instantiate the kind of conceptual thinking that has been 

described in the first section of this chapter. 

I attend to both of these concerns throughout the second and third sections of this 

chapter, and given that the concerns are intimately related to one another, the reader can rest 

assured that there will be overlap. The fact that these two concerns overlap, however, will 

enable me to offer a response to both at once. The fourth section of this chapter will argue 

that the concerns, as described above, may in large part be put to rest if we take stock of 

what the impetus for philosophical activity is for both Heidegger and Schelling. Insofar as 

the objective of philosophy-or better, free thinking-is not the pursuit of true propositions 

for either of these thinkers, it is clear that we need not worry ourselves with an external, 

epistemic measure against which we could verify the truth or falsity of their philosophical 

activity. If we take the objective, the goal, of both of these thinkers' philosophical activities 

to be the cultivation of a way of life, which is, I argue, for Heidegger, the path of 
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questioning, and for Schelling, the activity of philosophizing, then both of these thinkers 

would make freedom the alpha and the omega of philosophy, precisely because 

freedom-not the true and maybe not even the good, understood in a certain way-is for 

both of these thinkers the primary goal of life. 

Section I
 
Human Freedom and Evil
 

Humans, like all beings, contain both the principles of contraction and an expansion 

(or as Schelling would have it in the Freedom essay, nature and God) within them. Yet unlike 

in all other beings, these principles become separable in humans, this separability of the 

principles in humans is why God is able to be fully revealed through human life, specifically 

because the separability generates the possibility of good and evil, a possibility in which 

enables us to repeat the decision of existence and thereby mirror God. How are we to 

understand this separability of the principles in humans? For Schelling, it is not decided in 

advance, for humans, which potency or principle is essential. We are the separable unity of 

the force of the ground and the force of spirit, wherein the latter is the force of expansion 

and the force of the ground is the force of contraction, which amounts to the force of 

selfbood (J./7, 364). This force of selfbood cannot assert itself as dominant in the rest of 

creation on Schelling's account, it is only when the spiritual force of expansion gets 

overdetermined and directed by the force of selfbood that we can see evil has emerged. 

For this reason, evil does not lie in the separation of forces, nor in their simple 

separability, rather it lies in an attempt to posit "a false unity of forces" (J./7, 371). The key 

to understanding the possibility of this false unity of forces lies in Schelling's belief that we 

can characterize the will of God as the universal will, i.e., the expansive force, as opposed to 
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the will of the ground, which is the particular will, the contractive force (1/7,363). These 

competing forces arrive at an inappropriate relationship to one another whenever the 

particular will attempts to assert itself over the universal will, or as could be said otherwise, 

whenever the particular attempts to assert itself as universal, i.e., whenever the particular 

attempts to assert itself as having the ability to determine the whole, rather than recognizing 

that the determination of the whole hinges upon reciprocally-determining relationship 

between part and whole. This explains, then, what Schelling means when he says that, "all 

evil strives to return to the state of chaos" (1/7,374). It is crucial to note, that for Schelling, 

this desire to return to chaos that he characterizes as self-will can only assert itself in a 

decisive manner insofar as the process of unfolding has begun, as only when this process of 

organic movement has begun to take place could we ever measure the propriety of any 

particular organ's activity in accord with the movement of the whole. This is why he says, 

"therefore, only with the decisive stepping-forth of the good can evil wholly and decisively 

step forth as what it is" (1/7, 380). Existing as a particular in manner that could either be 

described as good or evil must emerge simultaneously, and can only emerge insofar as the 

measure, the movement of life as such, has begun. This is why, for Schelling, the 

unprethinkable decision that lies as the basis of all existence cannot be described as good or 

evil, rather it is the decision that enables the possibility of describing any particular 

comportment towards the whole as such. 

It is for this reason that I believe we can account for Schelling's otherwise peculiar 

explanation of the unity of necessity and freedom in a manner that does not sound so 

strange to our ears. Before offering an explanation, let us look at Schelling's account: 
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Here lies the point at which necessity and freedom must be united, if they are united 
in general. If this essence [the essence of any particular human] were to be a dead 
being, and from the human perspective something merely given to us, it would be 
the case that action could only follow from it by necessity, then accountability and all 
freedom would be eliminated. But precisely this inner necessity is the same as 
freedom; the essence of the human is essentially ones own deed; necessity and freedom 
stand in one another as one being [Wesen], that only appears as one or the other 
when observed from different sides; in itself it is freedom, formally it is necessity. 
(I/7, 385) 

The standard manner of interpreting this assertion is that which is offered by Zizek: for 

Schelling, following Fichte, the subject makes a decision that is outside of all time in which 

they choose their own character. Zizek describes this as, "the primordial act by means of 

which choose I my eternal character" (Zizek, 1996: 69). This act is accounted for as being a 

repetition of the primordial decision that broke the deadlock of the drives in which God was 

'trapped' prior to the self-effacement of the potencies in the face of eternal freedom. Just as 

this act of God cannot be accounted for, i.e., we cannot give reasons for it, the decision that 

determines the essence of any particular human being is likewise inaccessible to humans, yet 

equally determinate of their character. This is why, as was discussed in the previous chapter, 

decision is to be understood as the moment in which a "symbolic universe" is set up such 

that choices that exhibit this character can be made (Zizek, 1996: 67). 

Schelling gives Zizek, and nearly all interpreters of his texts, good reason to endorse 

such an account, and I want to be clear that I am in no way asserting that this interpretation 

is wrong; such a claim would be pure folly, particularly as Schelling explains that "the act 

through which ones life is determined in time does not itself belong to time, rather it belongs 

to eternity" (I/7, 386). He also affirms Zizek's reading by explaining that this act must be 

before consciousness precisely because it "it makes consciousness." Schelling himself is all 

too aware of how peculiar this account sounds, pointing out that it must be 
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incomprehensible to common ways of thinking, yet he believes it is an account that can have 

purchase on our experience of being held, and holding ourselves, responsible for our 

actions. In an attempt to soften the apparent insanity of his assertion he offers the following 

explanation: when a person does something that is deemed morally reprehensible, we 

continue to hold such a person responsible for their actions even ifwe believe that such a 

person was merely acting out a character that was so deeply entrenched in themselves that 

they could not have done otherwise. As he says, it is never enough to attempt to excuse an 

action by saying, 'that is just the way I am;' even a person who makes such a claim, Schelling 

says, "is wholly conscious that he is who he is through his own fault [Schuldl, while at the 

same time having a right to assert that it would be impossible for him to have been or to 

have acted otherwise" (J./7, 387). 

However, this is not to say that this act by which ones character is generated is an act 

that is accomplished once and for all, rather, it is an act, the repercussions of which, are felt 

throughout the whole of ones life. It is an act that, like all things eternal for Schelling, 

remains a "free and eternal beginning" (J./7, 386). Does this claim soften the blow of his 

account at all? I believe it does. As I said, I have no desire to accuse the reading of the 

primordial act that has just been described as being 'wrong,' however, I do think that in light 

of the discussion of decision that I offered in the last chapter, we may have to move more 

carefully in understanding what Schelling is up to here. If the human act of positing ones 

character outside of all time is in fact a repetition of the decision through which the deadlock 

of the drives is broken, and the decision that breaks the deadlock of the drives is a decision 

without a decider, why would we want to attempt to describe Schelling's account of the 

positing of human character as being made by oneself in an unconscious moment before 
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time? If this decision is, in fact, a free and eternal beginning that constantly plays itself out, 

would it not be more helpful to understand what Schelling is describing here is simply the 

cultivation of character that takes place during the life of any particular human? 

It is clearly that case that what Schelling is up to in the Freedom essay, when taken 

from the perspective of moral philosophy, is an attempt to explain how we hold people 

responsible for the roots of their actions and not simply the acts themselves. In other 

words, we hold people responsible for their character, their bearing, their comportment, 

which is only made manifest to us through a persons actions. However, as this character is 

one that is, presumably, cultivated in large part prior to any individual's awareness of its 

cultivation, it is fair to describe it as 'unconscious.' Yet this does not mean that we do not 

hold ourselves responsible for this character that we seem to possess by no fault of our own, 

precisely because we continue to instantiate and reinforce this character through acting it out 

when we carry out particular acts in the world. I would argue that this is why Aristotle says, 

"it makes no small difference, then, to be habituated in this way or in that straight from 

childhood, but an enormous difference, or rather all the difference" (Aristotle, 2003: 

1103b25). Just as for Aristotle, one cultivates a hex-is, an active condition, through being 

habituated in such a way that one acquires an ethos, or a character, that is discernible through 

how one responds to the particularity of any given situation; Schelling is pointing us beyond 

any particular action as the site of praise or blame, and rather, back to the actors character, a 

character which is determinate while at the same time being necessmify contingent. I take this to 

be, again, what Aristotle has in mind when he says, "the virtues come to be present in us 

neither by nature nor contrary to nature, but in us who are of such a nature as to take them 

on, and to be brought to completion in them by means of habit" (Aristotle, 2003: 1103a25). 
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For Schelling, this is possible precisely because of the manner in which he conceives of the 

role of the human in nature, "Due to the fact that humanity stands in the middle, between 

the nonbeing of nature and the absolute being = God, humanity is free from both. 

Humanity is free from God in that humans have an independent root in nature, free from 

nature in that the divine in them is awakened, in the midst of nature, yet beyond nature" 

(1/7,458). 

With this account in mind, then, how are we to read Schelling'S insistence about the 

unity of necessity and freedom? Schelling will go on to say that "true freedom is in harmony 

with holy necessity" as it is "to freely affirm what is necessary" (1/7,392). What necessity is 

he speaking of here that we must freely affirm to enter into true freedom? There are 

multiple ways in which this assertion could be interpreted, let me restrict myself to two for 

the moment: first, we could be speaking of, as Zizek says, '''freely assuming' one's imposed 

destiny," wherein destiny is heard another word for the necessary fate to which my character 

binds and obliges me (Zizek, 2000: 18). Second, we could be speaking of the need to affirm 

the contingent necessity that is the acquisition of an active condition as Aristotle describes it. 

On the surface, these two accounts may appear to conflict with another; however, I think 

taking these two claims as in conflict would be a mistake. I claim that the best way to make 

sense of Schelling's assertion is to understand that the destiny that is imposed upon us that 

we must affirm is precisely the fact that we must have a character: a character that exhibits 

how one has come to understand oneself as the separable unity of the forces of contraction 

and expansion that reign throughout all of existence. For an outside observer, the best way 

to gain access into a particular individual's character would then be by attending to how they 

understand the question of self-knowledge. Those "dimwits who advise beginners in 
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philosophy to turn inwards" (Schelling, 1969: 40) would then be guilty of privileging the 

force of contraction; only those who understand that the question of self-knowledge is 

actually about the way in which we are ecstatic into the whole of the organic would exhibit a 

proper relationship to the principles. We will have to wait to discuss exactly what the sense 

of propriety here is, and what kind of measure it entails. For the time being, let us turn to 

get a sense of how impropriety shows itself as a negative entry point into an account of 

propriety. 

As a manner of returning us to the discussion of the particular and the universal that 

began this section, let us look at an account of evil that Schelling gives in the Stuttgart Private 

Lectures; Schelling explains that: 

Evil is thus nothing other then when a relative nonbeing erects itself to being, thus 
displacing a true being. From one side it is a nothing, from the other, a most real 
being [ein hiichst reeiies Wesen]. - There is evil in nature too, poison, for example, 
sickness, and that which offers the highest proof of the actuality of such a collapse 
of the whole of nature and humanity in particular--death. (J/7, 459) 

On this account, evil emerges whenever the force of contraction, the force of selfhood as he 

calls it throughout the Freedom essay, attempts to assert itself as what is essential in any 

relationship. Thus, whenever any particular entity attempts to assert itself as that which is 

able to offer a determination of the whole, evil has come onto the scene. As I said a 

moment ago, another way to understand this by looking at any particular person who 

attempts to account for who they are by ignoring that they participate in a world, in a 

referential totality, as it were. In such a case, that person falls into error precisely because 

they ignore that what makes them able to be a self at all is what is excessive to their body, 

their brain, and their self-conception(s). Nevertheless, given that the principles are separable 

in humans, this is a live possibility: it is not at all necessary that we correctly understand what 
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makes us what we are since we can cultivate a character that insists on insistence, rather than 

on ecstasy. 

This should give us some sense, even if all-too-simple of a sense, of what I have in 

mind when using the term propriety. To some extent, what is at stake here is whether or not 

one correctly recognizes what makes us what we are: our ecstatic character that we share 

with all things organic. On this account, then, good would be to recognize that to be a self is 

to be outside of oneself, and thus if one is invested in self-preservation what must be 

preserved is the whole to which one belongs. Zizek echoes this reading when he describes 

Schelling's thinking of good and evil in terms of what he calls "today's ecological crisis": evil, 

as the inversion of the principles-privileging contraction over expansion-is to make 

oneself the center of nature in such a way so as to destroy the very means of ones own life. 

Whereas animals exhibit the force of contraction in their desire for self-preservation as well, 

only humans are able to make this desire for self-preservation, as manifest in domination, 

into an "end-in-itself." In other words, only humans could offer a normative ethical theory 

such as ethical egoism wherein we would advocate and esteem domination as an appropriate 

path to our goals to such an extent that this path becomes the goaL To put it bluntly, only 

humans are able to applaud ourselves for shitting where we eat (Zizek, 1996: 63). As Joseph 

Lawrence says, this is the "most vulgar and widely distributed form of evil, whereby the 

animal instinct for survival, a mere means and condition of life, detaches itself from the rest 

of nature and makes itself into an end." (Lawrence, 2004: 184). Presumably then, good 

would be exhibited insofar as we recognized that our self-preservation required caring for 

what surrounds us, but not because }JJhat surrounds is a means, rather because we are what 

surrounds, or environs, us. 
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A further example that Schelling gives that can illuminate the ways in which humans 

generate a false unity of the principles is his discussion of the state in the Stuttgart Private 

Lectures. Schelling explains that because the unity in indifference of the potencies breaks 

down in humanity-and all of existence for that matter insofar as there is not rest-we 

continue to seek out this unity on earth. However, as Schelling explains, this unity can only 

be found in the eternal past, prior to the unfolding of existence. Schelling thinks that 

humans attempt to return to this unity by attempting to create such a unity on earth-a unity 

which would only seem available to us in death-by creating the state. Schelling explains, 

"the natural unity, this second nature beyond the first, to which humanity must enforcedly 

take its unity is the state; and the state, in order to put it direcdy, is thereby a consequence of 

the curse that rests in humanity. Since the human cannot have God for unity, humanity 

must submit itself to a physical unity" (1/7,461). For Schelling this submission to the state 

is not ideal, as was already made clear in the Oldest System Program where it is asserted that 

"there is no idea of the state because the state is something mechanical ... every state must 

treat human being like mechanical cogs; and it should not do so; hence it should cease" (Krell, 

2005: 23). Here, he reiterates what is written in that document: "The state has a 

contradiction in itself. It is a natural unity, i.e., a unity that can only work through physical 

means," yet for Schelling such a physical unity will not actually bind people together, to do 

that, "a higher talisman is needed." The state in itself is for Schelling "precarious and 

temporary" (1/7, 461). Any attempt to bind individuals together into a state will either fail 

because it actually permits individual human flourishing, in which case, "the power of the 

state is deprived of the force that belonged to it, or it will be given this force, and then there 

is despotism." He then goes on to make his seemingly final proclamation regarding the 
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state, writing, "My opinion is that the state as such can never find true and absolute unity 

that all states are merely attempts to find; or, as such attempts to find and become an organic 

whole, without ever being able to actually attain it, they only find the fate of each organic 

being, to bloom, to ripen, to age finitely, and finally to die" (1/7,462). It is this "denial of 

the state as such" that leads Jiirgen Habermas to say, "Schelling alone, of all the great 

idealists, is brought to the very edge of idealism itself' (Habermas, 2004: 47). I would clearly 

agree, but want to push Habermas' claim even further: this rejection of the state is a 

symptom of Schelling's shattering of idealism insofar as idealism names an onto-theological 

enterprise wherein the theos is the absolute. 

In the examples of both the ecological crisis and the manifold failure of the state, we 

get a greater sense of what Schelling has in mind when he points to evil and why he would 

describe it as an attempt to invert the principles, positing selfhood as primary, as the center. 

In both cases, the force of selfhood is taken to be primary, asserting itself as the means by 

which the expansive force is directed and guided. In the ecological crisis, the force of 

selfhood, when taken as primary, brings us to a point wherein the way in which we extend 

ourselves out into the world is determined and framed by the perspective of a particular self, 

or even a particular species, such that the whole of existence gets framed as being means to 

at the disposal of the human. In the state, a particular voice attempts to gather all things 

together under its rule and in so doing, asserts itself as the universal. As Wirth explains, evil 

"is the propensity of the creaturely ... to shun the abyss of its origin and the abyss of its 

future and move towards itself and affirm the presence only of itself. Evil is the force of the 

conatus." This force of the conatus, the force of selfhood, shows itself insofar as, "things 

feverishly move away from their nonthingly center" (Wirth, 2003: 170). Thus to return to 
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the question of self-knowledge, for Schelling one who exhibits evil in the manner described 

above is one who does not recognize themselves as determined by that into which they are 

ecstatic. This inability to recognize oneself emerges, I argue, due to the cultivation of a 

character that understands the world to be a world of material objects at the disposal of the 

I, this character, however, may be most visible to us insofar as we look at how any particular 

person understands 'self.' As Nietzsche had told us in the previous chapter, it is only with 

the I that things first emerge, and at this juncture I turn to a more explicit investigation of 

how evil shows itself through a particular philosophical comportment; a comportment in 

which the relationship between the self and the world is one wherein we mistake ourselves 

for the center, for the lawgiver, for the being that brings pre-formed 

concepts-universals-to bear on particularities thereby negating the movement and flux of 

those particularities. My claim is: if evil is the particular raising itself to the level of the 

universal, then any conception of thinking that holds that we bring pre-formed universals to 

bear on the world of experience is an exhibition of a comportment that could only be 

characterized as evil. 

Section II
 
Evil, Error, and Conceptual Clotting
 

How does errancy, or error, manifest itself as evil in philosophical activity? 

Regarding error and evil, Schelling explains: 

Error is not mere privation of truth. It is something quite positive. It is not lack in 
spirit, but rather inverted spirit. Therefore, error can be rich in spirit and still be 
error. - Likewise, evil is no mere privation of the good, no simple negation of inner 
harmony, but a positive disharmony ... From a certain perspective, evil is the most 
purely spiritual, because it wages the most ferocious war against all being, it even 
desires to annul [aujbeben] the ground of all creation. (J-/7, 470) 
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Just as Schelling constantly describes disease and evil to be analogous to one another; he 

seems here to be drawing a comparable analogy between evil and error. Just as evil is not a 

lack of the good, but rather an active, or positive, disharmony where in a false unity of the 

principles is posited; error is described as something quite positive. What kind of positivity 

is he describing? In order to understand this, I believe we need to return to the Erlanger 

Lectures, so as to more clearly contrast what he is describing here with what he considers 

proper philosophical activity to be. 

In separating out knowledge and thinking Schelling enables himself to describe the 

objective of philosophy: "immediate knowing of eternal freedom" (Schelling, 1969: 58). Yet, 

due to the fact that this immediate knowledge is only possible insofar as we recognize the 

need to hold the forces of contraction and expansion within ourselves apart from one 

another so as to be able to debase ourselves into comportment of thinking that is proper to 

the absolute, the immediacy is always a kind of false immediacy. It is an immediacy that is 

possible only insofar as one has first recognized the need for conflict and tension. When 

this conflict and tension are not recognized, but rather actuated "in a more or less lucky 

crisis," philosophers generate errors. Regarding these errors, Schelling says: 

Error does not belong to indifference, nor is it mere lack; rather it is a perversion of 
knowledge (it belongs in the categories of evil and sickness). If all errors were 
simply false, divested of all truth, they would not be dangerous. Many assertions are 
clearly of such harmless kind, but it proves too honorable to explain them as errors. 
There is something venerable about errors; something of the truth lies in them. But 
precisely this distortion, this perversion of truth, these traits of the original truth that 
are still recognizable or at least dimly felt in these terrifying errors are what makes 
errors so horrifying. When inhibited, even the most gentle force - which is active in 
the cultivation of organic beings - generates the monstrous. This is not terrifying to 
us because of its dissimilarity, but precisely because of it similarity with the true 
image, as the human form is still always recognizable. (Schelling, 1969: 61-2) 
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What, precisely, is Schelling describing here? What kind of error does he have in mind? 

Given that he is emphatic in this quotation that errors terrify 'us' (presumably, we free 

thinkers) because of their similarity to the truth, we should be clear that he is not describing 

simple falsity; i.e., simply offering an incorrect account of how thing are in themselves. It is 

for this reason that the account I gave in the previous section regarding propriety and 

impropriety may be too simple: Schelling clearly is not simply applauding people for 'getting 

it right' and lambasting people for offering propositional claims about existence that do not 

correspond to what actually is. Rather, as he makes quite clear in his remarks that follow this 

quotation, error is a description of how one goes about philosophizing, and this again, 

necessitates an explicit return to the question of self-knowledge. 

In the closest thing we as readers get to an explanation of what Schelling has in mind 

when he diagnoses error, he writes, "error emerges through merely wanting to know. One is 

safe from error only when one does not onlY want to know" (Schelling, 1969: 62). Ifwe 

restate the force of contraction and the force of expansion as making oneself subject and 

making oneself object respectively-which seems to be a valid reading insofar as the 

question of the inverted, or perverted, unity of the principles in the case of evil is really 

about what is made to be essential, or determinate, i.e., the subject in their relationship with 

each other-Schelling's text will be helpful. Schelling explains that humans, by nature, exist 

in a state of a "mixture of truth and falsity" in our knowing relationships insofar as we can 

only acquire our sense of subjectivity by taking the world around us, and even more so the 

absolute, to the be an object for us. Seemingly, this natural state remains only a simple 

"distortion of knowledge" so long as one does not attempt to "approach philosophy": it is 

only at the juncture wherein one attempts to pass from this natural condition to a place of 
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self-consciousness of this position that the danger of monstrous error arises: people who 

have not attended to the conditions of their state of wanting to know-this would be his 

"merely wanting to know"-will proceed to systematically, schematically, and categorically 

describe whatsoever confronts them as if it were an object. Thus Schelling says, "whatever 

they find in this knowledge they establish as general, valid, eternal truths" (Schelling, 1969: 

63). 

This development of general, valid, eternal truths is based upon what Schelling calls a 

"bias for the present" (Schelling, 1969: 63), a bias that is arguably only possible insofar as we 

do not reflect upon the conditions of the possibility of our wanting to know. If a 

philosopher, for Schelling, were to actually inquire into their desire to know, they would 

recognize that their desire and ability to know is based upon their belonging to that which 

they desire to know, and that this purported object of knowledge is in fact no simple object 

at all, rather it moves, it changes, and has a life of its own. Here we would interrogate our 

natural state of distortion and arrive at a more appropriate conception of selfhood. They 

would thereby gain their selfhood, and let the principle of contraction play its part, by 

recognizing how they were ecstatic and determined by what is excessive to them, thus 

bringing to life that which is encountered, overcoming the bias for the present, and engaging 

the life of the world. Only a philosopher who makes no attempt to understand the 

conception of the self or the I that undergirds their desirous engagement with the world 

around them is able to fall into the kind of error that Schelling is describing. Such a failure 

necessitates that one mistakes their self for the center of all creation, the lawgiver, the arbiter 

of true and false. Hence Schelling describes Kant's error: "he ... simply always assumes that 

something must be knowable through these forms [the forms of our finite understanding] if 
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it is to be knowable at all" (Schelling, 1969: 64). Since existence must precede our 

thinking-so long as we are to have something to think-any engagement with this 

existence that takes the engager to be the simple lawgiver would seem to mistake the natural 

priority of the relationship between the thinker and what is thought, or thinking and being. 

In his Natll1philosophie, Schelling makes this exact same point when discussing the 

experimental method. Expressing his concern with methods of engaging nature that do not 

interrogate the assumptions required to employ such a method, Schelling explains, "Every 

question contains an implicit apriori judgment; every experiment that is an experiment is 

prophesizing; experimentation itself is the production of appearances" (1/3,276). Thus 

experimentation necessitates, even if unknowingly, controlling appearances, and for 

Schelling, the true task of a philosophy of nature is to expose the apriori commitments of 

these experiments, and to thereby come to know our role, as inquirers, historically, in 

determining how the world shows itself to us; or, the task is to understand our contribution, 

our p~rticipationin the disclosure of any entity. 

To put these claims in other words: the proper relationship between subject and 

object, or what should be essential in the relationship between knower and known, is 

inverted, posited as a false unity wherein the force of selfhood, the I, takes itself to be 

primary and thus able to give laws to what, seemingly, should be the real provider of 

measure, the movement of eternal freedom insofar as it presences in the world around us. 

On this account, then, we could see why Schelling's characterization of philosophical error is 

not only analogous to his characterization of evil, but an actual instantiation of it. 

Rephrasing this point in the language of the particular and the universal, we could say that 

any manner of approaching thought that conceives of our cognitive activity as an act of 
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bringing to bear pre-formed concepts, i.e. universals, onto the particulars of the world of 

experience simultaneously requires that we conceive of ourselves as beings that have the 

ability to speak for the whole. In other words, to think that thinking is about bringing 

universal concepts onto the particularities of experience necessitates that I mistake my 

particularity for universality, just as the totalitarian dictator speaks with the voice of the 

people and the lumber baron is able to decide for all people about what the meaning of a 

tree is, i.e., lumber. 

At this point, it will be helpful to turn back to the discussion of Aristotle from the 

previous section of the chapter. If good and evil are ways to describe how we as particulars 

relate to the whole to which we belong, what we are actually diagnosing when we call 

something evil-be that the lumber baron, the totalitarian dictator, or a certain kind of 

thinking-is a hexis, a comportment, an active condition, a character. It seems to make little 

or no difference whether or not one wishes to buy or reject Schelling's account of the 

decision one makes about ones character outside of all time; the result-we hold people 

responsible for a character that they may not have actively cultivated for 

themselves-remains the same. The comportment with which I am most concerned at 

present is the philosophical comportment wherein "the thinking of 'freedom' or the 

generosity of being" is annihilated in lieu of a thinking that attempts to clot and close up the 

abyssal character of being by bringing things back to a firm and fast ground (Nancy, 1993: 

132). Any kind of overdetermining, conceptual thinking that has already decided, for 

example, that all things which we encounter are substances with predicates-substances the 

coherency of which is guaranteed by eternal essences contained in some other world-has 

closed up the abyss, has posited a solid idol in place of the dissembling subject of freedom. 
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This kind of comportment exhibits itself by conceiving of itself as completed, transparent, 

certain: as a giver of laws, an arbiter of identities, as one who is already decided and gets to 

decide for existence. Yet as Nancy says, this ethos is one that shows us that, "Evil is the hatred 

ofexistence as such" (Nancy, 1993: 128), insofar as it is, as Schelling said, a bias for the present, 

a bias for presence, that neglects such an instance of presence's belonging to an unfolding of 

presencing, that has a life, a life that is an excess to my decision about it. 

Opposed to this narcissism of monologue-as Wirth described it for us in the 

previous chapter-Nancy describes an "ethics of freedom"; this is an ethic that, "is the ethos 

itself as the opening of space, the spacious shelter of being in existence, deciding to remain 

what it is in the distancing from the self, in this distancing that delivers it to its retreat, to its 

existence, generously" (Nancy, 1993: 146). Here Nancy describes the ecstasy-Wirth would 

say, dialogue-that makes us what we are. We are given back to ourselves only by distancing 

ourselves from the force of selfhood that would drag us inwards. Or at least from any sense 

of selfhood that would ignore that "'Self' equals what ex-ists as such" (Nancy, 2000: 955). 

For Nancy and Wirth this is an act that would only take place as the exhibition of a 

particular kind of comportment, what Nancy has named for us an ethics of freedom, or an 

ethos of openness, which is clearly synonymous with Gelassenheit, with releasing ourselves to 

the world, not so as to debase ourselves as objects before subjects but to recognize that we 

are what we are only insofar as we participate in the infinite conversation between ourselves 

and existence. 

Thus for Schelling and Nancy, evil becomes a watchword for a comportment that 

engages the world as the negation, the closure of this generosity, or in other words, evil 

becomes a return to onto-theological impulses wherein the world is encountered as 
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determined. Yet in reading both Schelling and Nancy, anyone who has spent time with 

Nietzsche must be left wondering about the rhetorical force of the word evil. What can evil 

mean here if it is not a moral evaluation? Even more importantly, how can one make such a 

claim given the absolute lack of measure that we must find ourselves facing in Schelling's 

thinking of the absolute or Heidegger's account of Ereignis? In the next section I will 

endeavor to explain some of the ways in which evil can function rhetorically, explaining what 

I understand to be the Nietzschean critique of Schelling, a critique which Nietzsche himself 

never made, but certainly-at least on a superficial engagement with Schelling-could have. 

I will then try to show how and why I think that Schelling can be saved from these criticisms 

insofar as his account of good and evil has more to do with a very Nietzschean conception 

of health rather than any simple will to truth. 

Section III
 
Evil and the Force of Selfhood
 

Why would someone feel compelled to give an account of evil? What motives are 

present in using this word; a word that clearly brings with it as much emotional force as any 

in the English language? Historically, of course, pointing to evil is a way to 'rally the 

troops'-sometimes literally and other times figuratively. By setting up an opponent or an 

alternate position as evil, one makes the quick step from offering the distinction between 

good and bad, "Gut and Schlecht, the affIrmation of difference and the dismissal without 

prosecution" of those who exhibit capacities or tendencies other than oneself to prosecuting 

~ 

precisely this difference from a moral perspective (Wirth, 2003: 180). Nietzsche's most 

famous account of this transition occurs in Towards a Genealogy ifMorals, §13 (KGA, VI/II: 

292-295). Having already described the birth of the qualitative distinction between good and 
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bad earlier in the text, as having been born out of seemingly natural allocations of power and 

strength, here Nietzsche writes, "-Yet we come back to the problem of the other origin of 

the "good", as it devised by the man of ressentiment himself, which demands to be 

completed." Nietzsche then goes on to describe his famous account of lambs and the birds 

that prey upon them. There is nothing odd, he explains, in the fact that the lambs dislike the 

birds of prey of who carry them off for their supper-and so long as we abide by the first 

account of the opposition of the birth of 'good' as a descriptive term, we encounter no 

moralizing. It is only when the lambs play upon "the seduction of language (and the 

petrified, fundamental error of reason), which understands and mistakes all activity as 

conditioned through an actor, through a 'subject'" that evil, as a moral phenomenon, can be 

attributed as a predicate to a subject. 

Nietzsche's argument is as simple as it is profound. Ifwe engage the world of acts, 

or deeds [ThunJ, as expressions of themselves rather than as manifestations of the essential 

character of an actor, we can never point at a person and say, 'he is evil;' at most, we could 

describe the quality of the action itself. If this is the case, there is no subject to which the 

predicate evil, or good, could be attached. It is only when the lamb-the weak-is able to 

play upon our prejudice to attribute deeds to agents that the idea of an 'evil person' becomes 

comprehensible. Nietzsche claims that the lamb is thus able to exploit two separate 

prejudices in order to rigidly instantiate an oppositional relationship between two different 

kinds of moral beings, i.e., between good people and evil people: first, the prejudice to 

ascribe actors to acts, and second, the belief that self-preservation is the most basic drive of 

all beings. The first prejudice has already been explained, the latter, I think follows quite 

naturally from the first. If we believe that our primary objective in life is to preserve 
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ourselves at all costs, than anything that threatens that ability to stay alive is clearly a threat. 

Ifwe simultaneous hold that we, as humans, are agents who have the ability to freely and 

indifferently choose who we are and what characteristics we will exhibit throughout lives, 

then those people who pose a threat to the continued maintenance of my se!!can be held 

responsible, morally responsible, for their choice to exhibit strength. From the perspective 

of the weak, the man of ressentiment, this person then becomes evil. 

A few things must be noted about Nietzsche's account so that we can go on and 

figure out how well it describes Schelling's discussion of evil: the attribution of the predicate 

evil to a person is clearly a description of an individual's character; it goes to the root, to the 

core, to the essence. An evil deed is only important insofar as it is the branch of a tree that 

can be followed so as to discover the roots. Second, the attribution of evil to an actor is 

fundamentally reactive: the category of the good is set up in advance: whatever aids in the 

preservation of self is good, whatever, and more importantly whoever, hinders that ability to 

preserve oneself is evil. It is here that the measure, the potentially eternal measure by which 

one could adjudicate between good and evil first shows itself. 

Holding these two points in mind, let us see how his description accords with how 

we have described evil in Schelling. The first characteristic, evil is something that is 

attributed to the character of a person whose deeds are merely consequences of said 

character, clearly holds. I spent a fair amount of time in the previous two sections of this 

chapter developing precisely this claim. What of the latter claim? Is Schelling's attribution 

of the term evil to an actor fundamentally reactive, i.e., is the good settled in advance for 

Schelling, and does he instantiate a measure for good and evil that would assume the place 

of an eternal principle of morality? The short, and potentially superficial, answer seems to 
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be yes. However, this is a much harder question to answer---due in large part to the fact that 

I have yet to give any account of what the measure of evil and error really is for 

Schelling-and it will require that we spend some time elaborating on how and why 

Schelling's account of character does not seem to so easily be grouped together with the man 

of ressentiment as Nietzsche describes him. 

Let us turn to the first claim more explicitly: does Nietzsche's description of evil and 

the subject hold in Schelling? The answer is yes and no. On the one hand, it is clearly the 

case, as has been said, that the terms good and evil for Schelling are manners of describing 

how one comports oneself towards the whole. Thus the terms are predicates of a subject. 

On the other hand, the subject to whom one would predicate these terms is fundamentally 

ecstatic. This means I am myself only insofar as I am always engaging the world around me. 

Because Schelling so adamantly takes any simple opposition between subject and object 

away from us in his account of the organic, it is not clear that we could describe a 

Schellingian subject as either good or evil-or even as existing-outside of that subject's 

active relationships to the world around it. This would mean that there is no static subject to 

which we could ascribe such predicates with any permanence as if that subject existed 

outside of relation. However, this does not mean that there is no persistent being that is 

'me' that due to the inertia of my habits consistently exhibits a particular comportment 

towards the world around me. Thus, according to the logic of progressive predication as 

described in the Freedom essay, to say 'Adam is evil' is to say that I am the antecedent that is 

the ground, or the condition, of saying evil. I am a unity that is exhibited by the predicate, 

but a unity about which, nothing could be said insofar as I did not progress or unfold 

through my predicates, or my consequences. As Schelling puts it, "this is the sense of the 
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other ancient explanation, according to which the subject and predicate were opposed as the 

enveloped and unfolded [Eingewickelte und Entjaltete] (implicitum et explicitum)" (J/7, 342). 

Heidegger explains this concept of unfolding predication as Schelling's "higher concept of 

identity," where, "in truth, identity is no lifeless relating of indifferent and fruitless 

identicalness [Einerleiheit], but rather "unity" is immediately productive, progressing towards 

an other, and creative" (Heidegger, 1995: 95). 

Thus, for Schelling, the subject can be said to exist, but only in ek-sistence. The 

subject can thus be described with predicates, but these predicates do not describe an eternal 

essence of the subject. The character that we exhibit exists in a relationship of implication 

and explication with the self that one is. As we saw in the previous chapters, Schelling is not 

an emanationist. Contrary to emanation, where God shoots himself down the earth and the 

material form encountered there plays out the divine on a material level which is necessarily 

distinct from the divine, Schelling's understanding of the relationship between subject and 

predicate in human life, which is a replication of the same structure of predication in the life 

of the absolute, is quite similar to Spinoza's thought of expression. As Gilles Deleuze 

explains, Spinoza's thought of expression means, "it is now object that expresses itself, the 

thing itself that explicates itself" (Deleuze, 1990: 22). That is to say, there is no difference, at 

least in one sense, between the explication of Substance in attribute and mode and Substance 

qua Substance. Substance is nothing outside of its explicating itself in attribute and mode, 

and the implication of attribute and mode within it. There are no parts without a whole to 

which they belong and in which they are implicated, but there is also no whole without that 

whole's being expressed, or unfolded, through its parts. 
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Returning to Aristotle's language, we would say that the manner in which my active 

condition shows itself in my tarrying with any particular ethical situation explicates my 

character, but simultaneously reinforces and perpetuates that character. If I have an 

enveloped, or implicit, character it is one that can only be described in how it unfolds, in fact 

it is nothing more than the constancy of its unfolding. On the face of it, this may seem to be 

a radically unsatisfactory account of character, as it would seem to mean that we could not 

describe a person when they were not acting, i.e., when they were not exposing themselves. 

If that were in fact the case, I would completely agree. However, given the primacy of 

relation-I am what I am only insofar as I am always relating, even when I enter into 

solitude, I define myself by cutting myself off-it is fair to say that for Schelling we are never 

not acting, we are never not productive, and we are never not ek-sistent. This would then 

vindicate a reading of Schelling wherein what is really being described when we use the 

terms good and evil is exactly a bearing, a comportment, or an ethos that is, and is exhibited, 

only insofar as I am acting-which is something that I am always doing, and tend to do with 

some consistency due to the inertia of human life. Accordingly, the agent or actor that 

Schelling would describe as having either a good or evil character would be a subject of an 

entirely different kind than that which Nietzsche calls the man of ressentiment. 

It would seem, then, that the people who exhibit comportments that Schelling would 

describe as evil are, ironically, extraordinarily similar to the way in which the man of 

ressentiment understands the world. As I explained in the previous section, evil, for Schelling, 

would amount to taking oneself as the subject qua lawgiver, and I also gave examples of how 

this conception of self leads to a prioritizing of self-preservation, in which the self is treated 

as an isolated monad. As Wirth explains, "when Nietzsche exposes the tacit commitments 
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of the bifurcation of the world into good and evil, he flushed out the needy, identity-

demanding human soul," and it is precisely this identity-demanding human-so long as the 

identity demanded is autonomous-that I have argued Schelling characterizes as evil (Wirth, 

2003: 179). If this is true, then it may hold that the Schellingian philosopher is much closer 

to Nietzsche then we may have thought. However, before we could make such an assertion, 

we must return to the second question posed earlier: is Schelling's conception of evil 

fundamentally reactive? In other words, does the opposition between good and evil emerge 

as a way for someone to gain some control over his or her life by identifying themselves as 

other than what pushes on them, threateningly, from the outside? Given my account of how 

identity works in Schelling, it would seem that the short answer would have to be a 

categorical, 'no!': only a person who exhibited such a self-conception would be described as 

evil for Schelling. This would imply that the measure of good and evil would be prior to and 

beyond simple, human moralizing. Thus we must investigate what the measure for good 

and evil is for Schelling and in order to find that measure we must return to Schelling's 

account of philosophizing insofar as he opposes philosophizing to the possession of 

knowledge. Only when we have a sense of the purpose of such philosophizing for Schelling 

can we truly get a handle on what the measure of good and evil is for him. 

Section IV
 
The Experience of Freedom as the Great Health
 

In this final, full section of the final chapter of this project I must return to the 

question that I posed at the beginning of the previous section, but in slightly different form: 

why does Schelling bother to diagnose evil? I believe that if we can answer that question, we 

will be able to understand what the measure of good and evil are for Schelling. The title of 



236 

this section should, in large part, give way my answer: as Lawrence has it, "from beginning to 

end, Schelling's one thought remains that offreedoni" (Lawrence, 2004: 174), or as I have 

been putting it for numerous chapters, the objective, the purpose, the goal of philosophizing 

for Schelling and Heidegger is the experience of freedom. The novelty of this final section is 

that I will show that this experience of freedom is concomitant with the experience of health 

and activity 

Prior to giving this account of health, we must answer the question of measure for 

Schelling. As we have seen, he does not think that the task is of philosophy is to offer 

'correct' accounts of what unfolds, even though it may same that way. Let me be more 

precise about this point: Schelling is clearly concerned with the truth or falsity, from the 

perspective of correspondence, as these show up in philosophical labors, otherwise he would 

have no reason to spend so much time differentiating between the dead, isolated, knowledge 

that is borne out of the comportment of a thinker who takes themselves to be a lawgiver and 

the free thinking of one who maintains a phenomenological stance towards the unfolding of 

the world. The account of evil I have given in this chapter would be largely moot if he did 

not care about this distinction. However, if his philosophical endeavor could be 

characterized as guided by a will to truth at all costs, it would make very little sense for him 

to describe the philosophical activity of the man of ressentiment as evil. It would make a lot 

more sense for him to simply say that such a philosopher generates falsehoods, and leave it 

at that. Yet he describes these falsehoods, these errors, as monstrous. Why? 

The easiest way for us understand why Schelling thinks that these errors are 

monstrous, that they are evil, is to address another robust philosophical-specifically 

epistemic-concern about the process of philosophizing I have described for the last four 
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chapters. Ifwe follow Heidegger and Schelling in their insistence that philosophizing 

amounts to letting beings be, i.e., it amounts to carrying oneself with a phenomenological 

ethos, could we ever move past that initial step of letting beings presence without 

simultaneously betraying the ethos that guided our initial engagement with entities? Does 

privileging Gelassenheit bring us to an apon'a wherein we must either engage in the willful 

errancy of the center, tinkering and tarrying with an entity on our own terms after the initial 

disclosure, or, stay in this stance of releasement thereby making ourselves incapable of saying 

anything about the entity that we are encountering? 

If Schelling and Heidegger's demand for a phenomenological ethos were, in fact, a 

demand for detached, objective, empirical observation in which the observer's task were to 

keep themselves at a distance from what they were engaging so as to collect information 

about how the entity was in itself, this aporia would clearly emerge. However, in order to 

understand my activity as a philosopher, or a scientist, in such terms would necessitate that I 

thought I was a distinct, discrete, individualized monad-a subject encountering objects that 

had a life of their own outside of my participation with them. Such a manner of engaging 

the presencing of entities would also, presumably, amount to what Schelling calls a "wanting 

to know" in which the observer did not attend to the conceptual expectations that they were 

bringing to bear on what they were encountering; this is precisely what Schelling has in mind 

when he calls all experimentation a form of prophesizing. If I have already decided that in 

my investigation of an eco-system, I want to see how the animal with the particular cellular 

structure and genetic make-up that I call 'thrush' interacts with the plant with the particular 

cellular structure and genetic make-up that I call 'jack pine', I have settled most of the big 

ontological questions in advance that attending phenomenologically to an environment is 
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supposed to help us answer. I have already decided what a thrush is, and I group this 

particular entity under a universal category that arguably determines what I will and will not 

see in the behavior of this animal; and the same could clearly be said of the jack pine. 

This approach to entities-an approach that holds entities to be identifiable, 

essentially, in isolation from one another, and that holds that I, as an observer, do not 

participate in the disclosure of an entity-is described quite clearly by Merleau-Ponty: 

Science manipulates things and gives up living in them. It makes its own limited 
models of things; operating upon these indices or variables to effect whatever 
transformation are permitted by their definition, it comes face to face with the real 
world only at rare intervals. Science is and always has been that admirably active, 
ingenious, and bold way of thinking whose fundamental bias is to treat everything as 
though it were and object-in-general-as though it meant nothing to us and yet was 
predestined for our own use. (Merleau-Ponty, 1964: 159) 

It is this view of knowledge that would lead us hopelessly in the aporia described above, but 

it is a view that is entirely foreign to Schelling and Heidegger. As has been repeated 

throughout this project, for Schelling and Heidegger the essence of any particular thing is 

what it is onlY insrifar as it relates to what it is not. If this is the case, and the identity-insofar as 

this is understood as something that one seeks in epistemic inquiry-of a particular bird is 

sought, the only way in which to come to know 'what' this bird is is to understand the web 

of relations in which it participates in a particular place at a particular time. In other words, 

to know the bird means to know the 'personality' of the bird insofar as it plays a part in a 

structure that is larger than the body of the bird itself. This then necessitates that one has an 

understanding of the causal nexus that the bird participates in to make the web of relations 

to which it belongs behave the way it does. Knowing the particular bird then would mean 

knowing what the bird eats, where it builds it nest, what its different songs can tell us about 

this particular place. But these things are only knowable insofar as we have an 
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understanding of the whole in which the bird participates. Here then, the universal-or the 

genus for example-is eschewed in lieu of knowledge of the network that this bird sustains 

and that, in turn, sustains the bird.4D This amounts to a breakdown of the distinction 

between the "what" and the "that" of the bird, as the fact of the bird will be synonymous 

with its whatness. Merleau-Ponty can again be helpful as, in the working notes to The Visible 

and the Invisible, he notes his enthusiasm in light of his "discovery of the (verbal) Wesen: first 

expression of the being that is neither being-object nor being-subject, neither essence nor 

existence: what west (the being-rose of the rose, the being-society of society, the being-history 

of history) answers to the question was as well as the question daJf' (Merleau-Ponty, 1968: 

174). 

What cannot be missed here is that for Heidegger, Schelling, and, presumably, 

Merleau-Ponty as well, we cannot neglect the role that we playas philosophers in attending 

thinkingly to this movement of an entity, this is the mistake that the critique given above 

makes. Rather, for all of these thinkers, Gelassenheit, releasement, amounts to releasing 

oneself into the world of which one is part and parcel. Releasement would then amount to 

another way to think about the question of self-knowledge. Releasement is not a release from 

the structures of conceptuality that would overdetermine my engagement with the 

world-this would merely be an inverted form of the narcissism of monologue as described 

40 There are extraordinary similarities between this account and what one finds Vine Deloria,] r. advocating for 
throughout his writings. In fact, I am cribbing much of this account from his writings. Deloria is not alone 
amongst contemporary indigenous philosophers in presenting an account that accords with my presentation of 
Schelling and Heidegger (and potentially a particular kind of phenomenology as such). V.F. Cordova explains 
that while the Euro-American attempts to understand the world through universals that thereby enable humans 
to control and dominate the world, "the Native American... understands the world as a more complex place. 
There can be no universals in the face of an infinity of complexity" (Cordova, 2007: 70). Greg Cajete refers to 
the "self-organization or 'creativity' out of the field of chaos [that] occurs everywhere in nature," thus 
problematizing any attempt to identify any element of what Cordova calls a matrix~or what Adorno would 
call a constellation~in isolation from that matrix (Cajete, 2004: 49). Thus are just two of a number of 
examples I could give. 
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above, where the world goes on a diatribe and I passively receive-rather it is a releasement 

to the world that ought to exhibit itself as a dialogue with the presencing of whatsoever is 

encountered. I can simultaneously maintain a stance, a comportment, of Gelassenheit and 

tarry discursively with an entity so long as that tarrying is actuallY dimmive, i.e., it must remain 

dialogical, a give and take, between the entity and myself. As Heidegger's tri-partite structure 

of phenomenology should have made clear, I must attend to the self-showing of an entity 

while attending to what I am bringing to bear on that entity in my engagement with it, but 

even in this engagement, I must be directed by some end, some larger objective. What this 

objective is will be addressed momentarily. 

First, let us continue exploring this claim about interaction: John McCumber 

describes Heidegger's understanding of what makes an entity, an eco-system, a state, or even 

a human what it is as "diakenic unification," which he explains, has three characteristics: no 

part can be understand apart from the others, no part "is the ground of the others, i.e., 

explains them," and finally, "no yet more basic phenomenon can ground, i.e., explain, all of 

them together" (McCumber, 2000: 14). In this text, and others, McCumber wants to give an 

account of what makes an entity what it is that does not return to what he calls "ousiodic 

structures," which is another term he uses to describe the wayan entity is understood to be 

constituted in onto-theology and modern science. As opposed to having a solid center, 

things for Heidegger, McCumber writes, can be "captured in another way, in terms of what I 

call the diakena, the gaps which grow and gather" (McCumber, 1999: 207). Thus for 

McCumber, any entity is what it is only insofar as the parts that make it up interact with one 

another in a manner that is both playful and unstable. Though he chooses to emphasize 

how this is a way that a particular thing is constituted and does not attend nearly as much to 
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how it could be used to describe a referential totality-which is a forgivable offense as all 

entities are themselves referential totalities-we can employ his account to help us 

understand how the activity of engaging any entity must by necessity alter it, even the activity 

of letting that entity be. 

Coming into relation with something changes us, and since we, as ecstatic, are 

perpetually in relation, we are perpetually being altered and transformed and altering and 

transforming the world that we are encountering. Awareness of this fact-a was that is 

coincident with its daft-amounts to the self-knowledge that is exhibited in maintaining a 

stance of Gelassenheit, or by debasing oneself into a partner in dialogue with the world. This 

is why it is appropriate to say that both Heidegger and Schelling are making a demand about 

how we ought to engage the presencing of things that is derived from an is; and thus, again, it 

is correct to say that Heidegger and Schelling are concerned with offering a 'true' account of 

the basic constitution of things, so that we can attempt to accord ourselves with this fact. 

However, a careful reader would take pause at this juncture: if the account that I have just 

given of 'diakenic unification' is true, would it not be the case that I could never have access 

to how things are as such, as any attending generates alterations, so as to establish whether or 

not I accord with them? 

My answer to this question is, as strange as it may sound, an emphatic, 'Yes!' Both 

Heidegger and Schelling's philosophical undertakings lead us to recognize that all of our 

engagements with the world are fundamentally creative, even the account of why this 

creativity, underdetermination, and playfulness lies at the basis of all things. The recognition 

of the abyssal bursting of sense that defines all things is, I believe, a recognition that is only 

attained insofar as one broaches the task of thinking with an ethos of openness, of possibility, 
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and of freedom. Openness discloses openness, possibility discloses possibility, and freedom 

discloses freedom. This is why Lawrence insists, "Schelling anticipates Nietzsche in 

providing an aesthetic rather than a moral justification of existence" (Lawrence, 2004: 176). 

So again, why evil? Or to ask the same question of Heidegger, why does "the 

essence of evil not consist in the mere badness of human acts, but rather rests in the 

maliciousness of ferocity [im Biisartigen des GnmmesJ"? Evil lies in closure, in the nihilation of 

the generosity of being in all of its playful arbitrariness, because both Schelling and 

Heidegger hold openness and creativity in the face of the lack of ground to be the great 

health, the entrance into "the realm of the upsurgence of healing" (GA9, 359). Insofar as 

the self as such exists only as it is ek-sistent, that is, insofar as it is ecstatic, the health of my 

self is the health of the whole and vice versa. Commenting on a passage that was discussed 

in Chapter I, wherein we saw Jean-Luc Marion distinguish between Heidegger and Husserl 

on the "wonder of all wonders," Thomas Sheehan explains that Anwesung, "the process 

whereby entities become humanly engageable... does not happen in entities themselves apart 

from human beings, nor is it superveniently ordained from beyond the human world. 

Rather it occurs only with human beings and in the midst of their world." (Sheehan, 2002: 

285). Sheehan refers to this event as the reciprocal determination that I have previously 

described as Ereignis. Yet his account, in this essay at least, seems to privilege to firmly the 

human portion of this relationship in a manner that makes it sound as though Heidegger had 

little or no concern for the manner in which human beings disclosed the world. Sheehan 

provocatively argues that Heidegger had no concern for the character of technology, reading 

Heidegger's proclamation to let beings be, by saying, "the proper way to let entities be is to 

them bepresent, that is, to let them be endlessly engageable" (Sheehan, 2002: 286). While I 
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agree with Sheehan, who is a powerful reader of Heidegger, that we let beings be precisely be 

engaging them-I think it is clear, if no where other than in his tone, that Heidegger thinks 

that certain manners of engagement are significantly more problematic than others. 

Otherwise, I have no idea why he would bother to refer to the procession of technology as a 

danger; a danger in which the saving power lies. 

Contra Sheehan, I contend that a comportment is evil insofar as it poisons the 

whole, thereby not only closing off the possibility of experiencing freedom at the limits of 

conceptuality, but also killing oneself to live. Self-preservation as preservation of the whole 

is thus a goal of thinking for Schelling and Heidegger, but it is always subsidiary to the 

continued possibility of the experience of freedom. Schelling's measure for evil is thus not 

reactive, rather, evil itself is a sickly, egotistical reaction in the face of the overflow of activity 

that is the unfolding of the absolute, and unfolding in which we are implicit and which we 

explicate through our lives. Schelling and Heidegger's experience of freedom is thus entirely 

consonant with Spinoza's amor intellectualis dei, insofar as this love for Spinoza is an 

experience of the unfinished and unfinishable joy that is the task of thinking, insofar as 

thinking remains a thinking of relation and expression (ESp36). The desire for life, for joy, 

for possibility, for the experience of freedom that is ecstatic thinking, is thus the only 

measure that can be found by which Schelling and Heidegger could, at the end of the day, 

adjudicate between good and evil. 

This account, which holds the pursuit of the experience of freedom to be the alpha 

and omega of thinking for Schelling and Heidegger, surely rings of an extreme valuation of 

being, something with which Heidegger was indubitably uncomfortable, to say the least. 

Heidegger is quite clear that he views Nietzsche's project of the revaluation of all values to 
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be the task of a particular model of subjectivity, a model of subjectivity that is able to, and 

ought to, determine "the essence of all living things" (GAS, 226). This need to determine 

the meaning, the value of all life, emerges precisely because the nihilism that follows from 

the collapse of the supersensory leaves us incapable of answering the question, "why?" 

However, for Heidegger, this question "fails insofar as it is a questioning after the existent 

ground of beings, and thus fails to ask about being itself and its truth. The question has, as a 

question-and not only because it lacks an answer-failed" (GA6.2, 339). To ask why, from a 

simply human, subjective, perspective is already to say too much, it is to have decided in 

advance about the truth of being, not leaving this question open as a question. Rather, it is 

to instantiate a rigid distinction between subject and object, which is the basis of all willing as 

self-willing, i.e., autonomous willing (GA6.2, 342). As Heidegger says in the final sentence 

of his Nietzsche's Word.' "God is Dead", "Thinking only begins when we experience that reason 

[Vernunft] , which has reigned for centuries is the most stubborn countermatter of thinking" 

(GAS, 267). 

Contrary to this self-assertive valuation of all beings in their objectification, 

Heidegger advocates for a stance of questioning, which means that thinking is "holding open 

the question of being" such that "any discussion of 'being itself remains a questioning" 

(GA6.2, 304). For Heidegger, any thinking that abides in valuation cannot maintain such a 

questioning stance, as all attempts to appraise [schatzen] life are ways in which we "constitute 

and establish value" (GAS, 237). Heidegger's project would then, seem to be, an attempt to 

get beyond either actively constructing, or passively receiving values, so as to hold 

questioning open. The life of the thinker, the goal of the thinker, is thus to maintain an 

openness, a questioning stance towards being, never simply taking over meanings nor simply 
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projecting them, but tarrying with being as "what is given to be thought" (GA6.2, 336), as 

always being given anew at all moments. 

Given the work done in throughout this project, it ought to be clear that I agree with 

Heidegger's concerns regarding a mode of anthropomorphic valuation that maintains a 

distinction between subject and object wherein an individual understands themselves as the 

lawgiver of being. Yet, I worry that his uptake of Nietzsche falls into similar traps as his 

reading of Schelling. Both Nietzsche and Heidegger are emphatic that reason [VernU1gt] is a 

trap, an adversary, a prejudice for philosophy that disables a thinkers ability to engage the 

happening of things, insofar as this happening, when attended to phenomenologically, 

effaces our ability to attach a subject to the happening. Heidegger's critique of Nietzsche 

hinges upon his assumption that, for Nietzsche (and we should recall, for Schelling as well), 

all values are values generated by a willful subject. This assumption would overlook 

Nietzsche's constant rejection of attributing all deeds to doers. What if we were to say 'value 

happens'; we encounter being, even in openness, as already valued and we, as thinkers, 

creatively tarry with this value in all of our engagements? Heidegger may not be comfortable 

with this, but this is where I would like to conclude; Merleau-Ponty famously writes, 

"because we are in the world, we are condemned to meaning' (Merleau-Ponty, 2006: xxii), which 

means as much as to say we are condemned to value, but not necessarily values we choose or 

generate autonomously or monologically. The dialogical, ecstatic movement of philosophy 

is the creative inquiry into, and (re)generation of meaning beyond any such monological 

pronouncements of the subject. 

A brief excursus in Nancy's Being Singular Plural--to take Nancy both as the 

provocation for, and closure of, this project-will serve to illuminate this point more fully. 
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In this work, Nancy spends a significant portion of time parsing out the distinction between 

production and creation-a theme he returns to with some frequency in many other works, 

notably in Globalization, Or: the Creation 0/the World. Whereas the act of production, as Nancy 

sees it, requires a distinction between the producer, the product, and what is worked upon, 

all creation is fundamentally creation ex nihilo, and without a creator that precedes and 

produces out of this nothing (Nancy, 2000: 16). Yet this nihilo is precisely the lack of an 

origin outside of the "paradoxical 'first-person plural' which makes sense of the world as the 

spacing and intertwining of so many worlds" (Nancy, 2000: 5). This origin is "not an end, 

End, like Principle, is a form of the Other ... It is the plural singularity of the Being of 

being" (Nancy, 2000: 13). This plural singularity that is being means that any singularity 

gains its identity through its exposure, through differing and deferral, into the world that is 

both constituted by and constitutes every singularity as such. Regarding this, Nancy writes: 

If 'creation' is indeed this singular ex-position of being, then its real name is existence. 
Existence is creation, our creation; it is the beginning and end that we are. This is the 
thought that is the most necessary for us to think. Ifwe do not succeed in thinking 
it, then we will never gain access to who we are, we who are no more than us in a 
world, which is itself no more than the world-but we who have reached this point 
precisely because we have thought logos (the self-presentation of presence) as creation 
(as singular coming). (Nancy, 2000: 17) 

But maintaining this opening, not falling into the hatred of existence that Nancy elsewhere 

characterizes as evil, is, I have argued, our challenge. This constant, open, dialogical 

generation of meaning that is transformed and transforms us in our thinking is something 

that I find in Schelling, Nietzsche, Nancy and clearly in Heidegger as well, though Heidegger 

himself may never have clearly said as much due to his concerns regarding valuation. Maybe 

we could say that asking the question 'why?' in light of our awareness and solicitation of the 

abyssal character of being is precisely such process that does not and could not lapse into the 
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closure of evil, error, ressentiment, and onto-theology; rather it is a maintenance of possibility, 

which is only possible through the pursuit of the question worthy, the experience of which is 

the experience of freedom. 
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APPENDIX 

CITATIONS AND TRANSLATIONS 

The majority of the citations in this dissertation are made in accordance with the 

Chicago Manual of Style, though there are a few notable exceptions. All of my citations of 

Schelling (with the exception of texts that have not made the collected works yet) are made 

according to the pagination of his collected works in German. All of my citations from 

Heidegger, insofar as possible, are made according to the number and page of the 

Gesamtausgabe edition in question. Below, I list the Gesamtausgabe editions that I cite, 

ordered by number with the German title. In the bibliography these texts are listed by date 

of publication. 

GA 4: Er/;iuterungen zu Holder/ins Dichtung 
GA 5: Holzwege 
GA 6.2: Nietzsche} Zweiter Band 
GA 7: Vortrage undAujsidze 
GA 8: Was Heisst Denken? 
GA 9: Wegmarken 
GA 10: Der Satz vom Grund. 
GA 12: Untenvegs zurSprache 
GA 15: Seminare 
GA 19: Platon: Sophistes 
GA 20: Prolegomena zur Geschichte des ZeitbegriJfs 
GA 24: Grundprobleme der Phdnomenologie 
GA 29: Die Grundbegriffe der Metapf.ysik: Welt-Endlichkeit-Einsamkeit 
GA 45: Gruntifragen der Philosophie: Ausgewahlte 'Probleme l1 der "Logik l1 

GA 65. Beitrage zur Philosophie (vom Ereignis) 
GA 69. Die Geschichte des Seyns 
GA 70: Uber den Anjang 
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I have also followed standard citation conventions regarding references to Stephanus 

numbers in Greek texts, to book, proposition, demonstration, etc. in Spinoza's Ethics, and to 

references to the original German pagination of the A and B edition of Kant's Critique ifPure 

Reason. Hegel is cited according the Suhrkamp edition Werke; Nietzsche according to the 

Kn'tische Gesamtausgabe. 

It should also be noted that almost without exception all of the references to material 

that are originally in German are my own translations-though this was a laborious task, it 

was done for the sake of consistency and I think it has paid off. I owe a great debt to Peter 

Warnek,]effrey Librett,]ason Wirth, and Nick Reynolds for their repeated translation 

assistance throughout the course of this process. 
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