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Heidegger’s Figure of the Last God
and Path to Being Itself

Abstract: In the present article I explain the role of the figure of “the last god” in Heidegger’s
thought after the so-called Heideggerian “turn.” Drawing on Heidegger’s Contributions to
Philosophy (From Enowning), it is argued that the figure of “the last god” demonstrates
Heidegger’s path to “being itself,” which I distinguish from the path to being presented
by him in his earlier thought, mainly laid out in Being and Time. The figure of the last
god is not to be understood as a god in a religious framework, but rather as an explication
of metaphysical radical thinking, rendered as Heidegger’s view of “divinity of the other
beginning.” The notion of the last god is presented against the background of several of
Heidegger’s ideas (as specifications) discussed in Contributions namely: disclosure of being
itself, the renewal of metaphysics, the understanding of nothing/nothingness in relation to
being, the problem of the “sign” (Wink) or the ontic and ontological differences. In a meta-
phorical form, Heidegger leads us — by means of the specifications given — towards the
experience of the “last god,” whose “passage” is for Dasein the experience of being itself,
is the event of being. In the text presented here, I will “lead” the reader along such “path.”
At the same time, I will engage Heidegger’s language without neglecting its semantic
“depth,” showing how Heidegger extracts hidden meanings from words.
Keywords: being, entity, the last god, sign, nothingness, onto-theo-logy, enowning, es-
sential swaying
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Introduction

Heidegger’s philosophical work is primarily focused on the problem of
being.! His philosophy is commonly divided into two periods. The first pe-
riod, marked by the publication of Being and Time in 1927, is characterized
through the lens of Heidegger’s attempt to develop a fundamental ontology
based on an analysis of Dasein, the human being. The second period, known
as the “turn,” follows Heidegger’s realization that his attempt to reveal be-
ing through the analysis of Dasein was flawed, prompting him to approach
being from a different perspective. Being and Time was well-received by
the philosophical community in Germany, and Heidegger intended it to be
the first part of a larger project of discovering the true foundation of reality,
that is, a “new” foundation of philosophy that returns to the being itself.
Heidegger described the status of Western philosophy as a forgetfulness of
being, wherein the investigative emphasis is placed on “what” being is rather
than on being itself, the “is” of being.

In simple words, since the time of Plato or Aristotle, Western philosophy
was primarily focused on the history of the entity (“what” it is), which led
to the forgetting of being. Being and Time aimed to reverse this historical
process of forgetfulness by analyzing a particular kind of being and its rep-
resentation. We, as human beings, are such beings and analyzing ourselves
involves analyzing our being “there” or “here” — sein “da.” Heidegger re-
ferred to this attempt as fundamental ontology that intended to reveal being
through the study of man within his own existence. Being-in-the-world (in
der Welt sein), as a concept, implies that Dasein is always thrown, together
with its context and circumstances, into the world of entities. Heidegger iden-
tified this as a “fall” (Verfallen). He aimed to reverse this “fall” by studying
the existential layer and returning to the fundamental, the ground, and to
pure being, transitioning from the represented ontic state of the falling to
the ontological state of existence represented by Dasein — the human being.’

' T use the term “being” to refer to the German words Sein or Seyn, even though I am
aware of the differences between these terms. For more information on the word Sein,
especially in the context of Heidegger’s Contributions to Philosophy and the old German
form of Seyn, please refer to the extensive Translator’s Foreword in the English transla-
tion of this book by Parvis Emad and Kenneth Maly: Martin Heidegger, Contributions
to Philosophy (From Enowning), trans. Parvis Emad and Kenneth Maly (Bloomington &
Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1999), XXII-XXIII.

2 T understand the word Dasein to mean human being, despite the fact that its etymol-
ogy suggests other meanings. See, e.g.: “In everyday German language the word ‘Dasein’
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Heidegger tried to put this project in the context of the ontological difference
that exists between entity and being.

Heidegger considered his own philosophical strategy of Being and Time
to be problematic, since it gave the impression that he was still operating
within the philosophical tradition he criticized.® First of all, according to
Heidegger, the analysis of the human being did not lead to the discovery of
being itself. In the second half of the 1930s, after publishing Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics, Heidegger changed his approach and underwent
a unique “turn” (Kehre), leading him to reject fundamental ontology in favor
of something he enigmatically referred to as the “event-enowning” (Ereignis)*
of being. This “turn” marked the second stage in Heidegger’s thought, de-
parting from transcendental and horizontal thinking prevalent in Being and
Time and opening up philosophical thinking to being itself. The objective of
this project was to grasp being in its own essence, which should come out
of its concealment, and reveal the “event.” Heidegger describes this process
in his enigmatic work Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning), which
remained unknown until its publication after the author’s death, in 1989,
even though it was written between 1936 and 1938. The book remains one
of Heidegger’s most mystifying works.

It is Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning) that will be the
primary source for the present paper; yet, I will refer to his other works

means life or existence. The noun is used by other German philosophers to denote the
existence of any entity. However, Heidegger breaks the word down to its components ‘Da’
and ‘Sein,” and gives to it a special meaning which is related to his answer to the ques-
tion of who the human being is. He relates this question to the question of being. Dasein,
that being which we ourselves are, is distinguished from all other beings by the fact that
it makes issue of its own being. It stands out to being. As Da-sein, it is the site, ‘Da,” for
the disclosure of being, ‘Sein.””, https://iep.utm.edu/heidegge/. It seems to me that Dasein
as human being is legitimate. An excellent illustration for this can be a fragment from
the book Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics: “If man is only man in the ground for
metaphysics is rooted in the question concerning the Dasein in man, i.e., concerning his
innermost ground, concerning the understanding of Being as essentially existent finitude.”
Martin Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, trans. Richard Taft (Bloomington
& Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1997), 161.

3 See: Alberto Rosales, “Zum Problem der Kehre im Denken Heideggers,” Zeitschrift
fur Philosophische Forchung 38: 241-262; Jean Grondin, Le tournant dans La pensée de
Martin Heidegger (Paris: PUF, 1987), 250-251. Both of these authors see the failure of
Heidegger’s project of fundamental ontology from the first period in the problem of truth
and the radicalization of the notion of finiteness.

* The problem of translating the German term Ereignis is an issue in itself that requires
a separate study. There are two translation proposals for this term in English. The first one
is the word “event” which is commonly used in English. The second one is proposed by
Parvis Emad who created the word “enowning.” In my paper, I accept Emad’s proposition.
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as needed to present a comprehensive view of the issues at hand. I argue
that Heidegger achieves the possibility of opening up to being itself with
the help of the enigmatic “passing of the last god,” who is fundamentally
distinct from the gods or divinities of the past. In Heidegger’s conception
of the last god, there is no reference to the divinity of faith, and there is
no problem of faith per se. Rather, there is a “theological” problem (theos
plus logos), which remains concealed by Heidegger as “onto-theo-logy” — the
god/divinity connected with being (ovtog 6v) and the logos of knowledge.

Disclosure of Being

The disclosure of being from enowning is a process that Heidegger
describes in Contributions as essential swaying (Seyn west). It is impor-
tant to remember that he uses the verb wesen only in reference to being.
The verb translated as “to hold sway” is obsolete in the German language,
and Heidegger attempts to restore that word in the sense of its context in
philosophical language. In the past, German wesen was the equivalent of
the verb sein — to be, and Heidegger links wesen with “being.” Generally,
wesen has been retained in past forms of the verb sein as war or gewesen.’
However, in contemporary German, it is mostly used as the noun Wesen,
which means essence, referred to as essentia in the scholastic tradition. This
form of the entity of being is explicitly used by Hegel, who claims that the
entity has ceased to exist, its time has ended, and it has become an essence

5 Martin Heidegger, Einfiihrung in der Metaphysik. Gesamtausgabe, Band 40 (Frankfurt
am Main: Vittorio Klostermann Verlag, 1983), 76—77; Michael Inwood, 4 Heidegger
Dictionary (Oxford-Maiden, Massachussetts: Blackwell Publishers, 1999), 53.

¢ It must be pointed out that the German Gewesen refers to the past in the meaning of
previousness — “has been.” This is very important, because it gives the sense of connec-
tion with “Being.” Whatever was, in a sense, still “is,” although, obviously, it is not now
present. Presence is something quite different, just like the past, which Heidegger discusses
with reference to the root of the term Vergegehen (-heif). Thus, the past (and indeed the
future too) is related to the “transition,” i.e., the process of decreasing and increasing.
Previousness does not have this aspect, so in a sense it always is, even though it refers
to a particular character of “is,” or being. The aspect of Gewesen as previousness and its
relations to the past (and thus to time) is discussed by Kamil Sipowicz: Kamil Sipowicz,
Heidegger: degeneracja i nieautentycznos¢ (Warszawa: Aletheia, 2007), 47. See especially
footnotes 14, 15, 16.
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that no more “is” but has remained as “something.” In this sense, for Hegel,
the grasping of existence is always belated, because in the dialectic process,
we can only explore what has already passed, what has become the past,
or in other words, what has transformed from “is” to something that “was,”
that is, to essence-Wesen. This meaning is reflected in the past form of the
verb sein — the aforementioned gewesen.” Whatever exists — and primarily,
whatever will exist — is subject to the process of becoming and existing,
which Hegel understood as a dialectical process of transition from thesis to
antithesis to synthesis.®

Heidegger uses the verbal function of wesen, which is no longer used in
German. As a verb, it should be translated as “to hold sway,” because it refers
to the presence or appearance of something. This is significant because it is
closely related to the word das Anwesen and its derivatives: die Anwesenheit,
abwesen, das Unwesen, which alludes to “presence,” “appearance,” or their
opposites.” Thus, essential swaying must refer to making present, appear-
ing, or becoming, while also pointing to the dynamic character of the
phenomenon with the used verbal form." In brief, Heidegger presents his
critical assessment of traditional philosophy based on forgetting its ground,
its proper foundation. In language, this is manifested in the discontinuation
of the verbal form wesen in favor of the static, non-dynamic nominal form
Wesen. Thus, according to Heidegger, it is possible to approach the whole
history of philosophy as a process in which there was a transition from
the verbal form wesen, expressing movement, to stability and constancy
expressed by the noun das Wesen. Philosophy has become the metaphysics
of entity (actually, its static, constant essence — das Wesen), abandoning the
reflection on being, the process of being, sein, wesen, that is, on the swaying

7 Georg Friedrich Wilhelm Hegel, The Science of Logic, trans. and ed. George
di Giovanni (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 337.

8 “Die Sprache hat im Zeitwort Sein das Wesen in der vorgangenen Zeit “gewesen”
behalten; denn das Wesen ist das vergangene, aber zeitlos vergangene Sein”. Georg Friedrich
Wilhelm Hegel, Wissenschaft der Logik. Zweiter Teil (Berlin: Meiner Verlag, 2003), 3. See
Hegel, The Science of Logic, 337.

° Inwood, A Heidegger Dictionary, 54.

10 Parvis Emad, On the Way to Heidegger’s “Contributions to Philosophy” (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2007), 29; Constantino Esposito, Die Geschichte des letzten
Gott in Heideggers “Beitrdge zur Philosophie,” Heidegger Studies 11 (1995): 41. As usual,
in the case of Contributions quoting longer fragments is quite risky, because the text is
semantically very “dense.” Still, I would like to point to Heidegger’s use of the nominal form
of the verb wesen in the form of Wesung, which means making present, ownmost, holding
sway. Heidegger writes about it as follows: “Wesung heifit die Weise, wie das Seyn selbst
ist, ndmlich das Seyn. Das Sagen ‘des’ Seyn. Das Seyn west als die Notschaft des Gottes in
der Wichterschaft des Daseins.” Martin Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis).
Gesamtausgabe, Band 65 (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann Verlag, 1994), 484.
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and presence of entity. Metaphysics has become the reflection on the “what”
of what is, and not on the “is” of what is.

The Way to Disclosed Being

According to Heidegger, the swaying of being is the core of and the
return to “authentic” philosophy; it is the key to building a proper ontology
that will overcome the metaphysical crisis of the false (ontic) approach to
what is the beginning, ground or foundation of all reality. The philosopher
emphasizes that the swaying of being (since it is a being that holds sway
or is present) is performed through a sign (Wink). This process is called the
enowning (Ereignis) and is disclosed to human being-Dasein. In this, we
can see a clear distinction between entity and being." For Heidegger, entity
is the expression of departing from and forgetting being. However, this for-
getting is not absolute, as even in forgetting the visage of being is revealed
flashing through the entity though remaining hidden. This view is based on
Parmenides’s postulate of the unity (identity) of being and thinking, strongly
emphasized by Heidegger: when we think and express “thinking,” we think
and express being."? For example, phrases such as “entity is departing” or
“entity is forgetting” refer to being, since the “is” used in these phrases ex-
presses “being.” But in this very thinking (and expression), being is hidden,
camouflaged, or disguised as a link or a connect occurring in a sentence.
Heidegger suggests that we should see the primacy of being over entity, the
primacy of concealed being whose essence lies in remaining in this state and
which can only be disclosed by the proper approach to what entity really “is.”
We can understand it as the process of disclosing being or making it come
to light, which is the dynamic enowning, acceptance, authenticity of “is”
and also the authenticity of human being as Dasein."

11 Esposito, Die Geschichte des letzten Gott, 41-42.

12 Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie, 432—434; see Esposito, Die Geschichte des
letzten Gott, 40—41; Franz-Wilhelm von Herrmann, Das Ende der Metaphysik und der
andere Anfang des Denkens. Zu Heideggers “Kehre,” Freiburger Universititbldtter 104
(1989): 48-54; Franz-Wilhelm von Herrmann, Wege ins Ereignis. Zu Heideggers “Beitrdge
zur Philosophie” (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann Verlag, 1994), 64—84.

1 Heidegger, Beitrdige zur Philosophie, 255-256. We must understand authenticity
properly, then. Heidegger uses the term Eigentlichkeit, which in German is related to the
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This process also involves the relationship with one more important
element, as according to Heidegger, it holds sway or is ownmost in a sign
(Wink). The function of the sign seems to be unquestionable, because the sign
is necessary. It seems to be the essential sway of being itself. Being is re-
vealed in (or through) a sign, although being remains closed, concealed, and
in the sign being stimulates Dasein to reflect (not as intellectual reflection,
but as a motivation to think and ponder) and to experience itself. The sign
is also something like a beckon or a summoning gesture, so it includes
some dynamism, which manifests itself in calling the last god, even if it is
unclear whether the last god is coming nearer or moving further away from
it." The sign is the experience of evanescence: with the help of the sign, man
recognizes and realizes that entity conceals being, or we may say, that being
hides itself behind entity, which seems a complete abandonment of being.”

Philosophy and Renewing Metaphysics

Focusing solely on entity, which, according to Heidegger, is characteristic
of European metaphysics, has resulted in the obscuration of being itself as the
ground and foundation and in permanently blocking access to it. Entity be-
came the sole object of philosophers’ interest because it became “something”
as the ground, and the question of “what is entity?” has ignored the fact that
entity first and foremost “is,” that is, has ignored the being of entity.'® As we

root eignen, i.c., all that is included in enowning, owning, or property. The English term
authenticity does not include this relationship at all. Still, I use it, following K. Sipowicz,
who explains in detail why he suggests using this term with reference to Heidegger’s thought.
Thus, authentic Dasein would mean Dasein that is gifted, enowned, and actually (eigentlich)
existing (i.e., ontologically) in contrast to the ever-present inauthenticity of Dasein in an
ontic (i.e., entity) context. Cf.: Sipowicz, Heidegger, 9-13. In English, authenticity is related
to value, for example W. J. Richardson writes: “So I suggest that Heidegger does propose
authenticity as a value. And he has two main ways of defending or justifying this value
to us [...].” William J. Richardson, Heidegger (London and New York: Routledge, 2012),
168 (see more on pages 168—172).

" Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie, 385, 409.

'3 Jean-Luc Nancy, “On a Divine Wink,” in French Interpretations of Heidegger:
an Exceptional Reception, ed. David Pettigrew and Francois Raffoul (New York: State
University of New York Press, 2008), 169.

1 Susan M. Schoenbohm, “Reading Heidegger’s Contributions to Philosophy:
An Orientation,” in Companion to Heidegger’s “Contributions to Philosophy,” ed. Charles



fp.14367 p. 8/20 Jacek Surzyn

know, this forms the core of Heidegger’s critique of traditional metaphysics,
which turned out to be the metaphysics of entity (as entity) or the discussion
of the essence (essentia) of entity.” However, Heidegger argues that meta-
physics should focus on the being of this entity, recognizing the significant
difference between entity and being, because if the entity “is-exists,” entity
and being must be two distinct things."® Traditional metaphysics failed to
acknowledge this difference, reducing being to entity: “In the entire history
of metaphysics, i.e., in all of thinking up to now, ‘Being’ is always grasped
as beingness of beings and thus as these beings themselves. As the result of
philosophy’s asthenia in differentiation, still today all ‘thinkers’ begin, as it
were, by equating Being with beings.”" Therefore, according to Heidegger,
this confusion and the resulting focus on entity is the key issue in historical
metaphysics and affects its character.

Heidegger proposes a different approach to philosophy and metaphysics,
suggesting that all focus should be on being, which discloses itself when
the “observer” is attentive. Furthermore, in order to be whole, being must
become “ripe.” Ripeness implies the possibility of giving and gifting.® This
is the exhaustion of the finitude of being, and being itself reveals an intrin-
sically inner finitude. This finitude is not a limitation or imperfection, but
rather it combines the beginning and the end, representing the completeness
of everything. The finitude of being is the most fundamental experience of
Dasein in which the entire dimension of the finitude of being is disclosed
to humanity through the sign of the last god. Being appears as absolute,
total possibility, and the finitude of this possibility does not “limit” it. With
reference to being, finitude must be understood as the possibility of “is” in

E. Scott, Susan M. Schoenbohm, Daniela Vallega-Neu, Alejandro Vallega (Bloomington
& Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 2001), 25.

1" Heidegger, Einfiihrung in der Metaphysik, 95-96.

1 For Heidegger, the difference between entity and being is key and constitutes an ex-
pression of his understanding of transcendence. See, for example: Heidegger, Contributions
to Philosophy, 318-330. In English translation, the ontological difference is expressed by
the terms Being and beings. I use the terms being and entity.

1 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 187. Cf. the original text: “In der ganzen
Geschichte der Metaphysik, d. h. tberhaupt im bisherigen Denken, wird das ‘Sein’ immer
als Seiendheit des Seienden und so als dieses selbst begriffen. Noch heute geht bei allen
‘Denkern’ die Gleichsetzung von Sein und Seiendem und zwar auf Grund einer Unkraft des
Unterscheidens aller Philosophie gleichsam voran.” Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie, 266.
I decided to translate the term Seiendheit (beingness) as entity or even essence, because
Heidegger points out to the historical entanglement of metaphysics in the distinction between
the essence and existence, which may be better highlighted in my version. Cf.: Richardson,
Heidegger, 16. See an interesting discussion in: Emad, On the Way to Heidegger’s, 138—140.
The author suggests the use of neologisms is-ness and being-ness in English.

2 See David Crownfield, “The Last God,” in Companion, 224-225.
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itself, the possibility of being, and this finitude encompasses all possibilities
concerning the future. It also encompasses the possibilities of “being no
longer,” which Heidegger refers to as the revelation of “the most concealed
essence of Not and Not-yet and No-longer.”” This is a pivotal moment in
Heidegger’s metaphysical thinking, as it is connected to his specific percep-
tion of non-entity and nullity, leading to a strong critique of the nihilism
present in philosophy.

The totality and wholeness of being must include all possibilities, includ-
ing the possibility of “negation” in the temporal sense, that is, that which
has been has already passed and is no longer (does not exist). But that is
not all, because the aforementioned totality and completeness of being must
also include what will happen in the future, that is, what is not yet. In fact,
from a temporal perspective, what has already been and what will be are
the same, because both the past and the future contain the same form of
“is not.” We must also remember that for Heidegger, being is not a static
eternity, a constant “present” that exists in an unchanged form beyond time.
On the contrary, for him the sense of the temporality of being, which is
approached specifically in opposition to the temporality of beings, seems
to be the proper turn towards being itself. Being is unknowable, but articu-
lated. In order to grasp what this means properly, it is necessary to grasp
the nature of possibility. Possibility is limited by consistency (i.e., something
is possible only if it is internally consistent), and the latter involves oppo-
site, temporally opposed states. In this sense, the possibility of being must
include both “is” and “is not,” which fully reveals the dynamic character
of being. At the same time, Heidegger emphasises that “not” is not to be
understood as exclusion or absolute negation, as, for example, in Hegel’s
thought. Hegel distances himself from the understanding of negation as
a constant antithesis in a dialectical relationship.”? According to Heidegger
the “not” plays the role of a “positive” complement to being and is not the
absolute negation of its content. Heidegger refers to the notion of nothing,
which in the metaphysical tradition was associated with non-being and the
negation of being, that is, with something harmful, empty or destructive:
“[...] the nothing is always grasped as a non-being and thus as something
negative. If, moreover, one sets the ‘nothing’ in this sense as the goal, then
‘pessimistic nihilism’ is complete; and the contempt for all sickly ‘philosophy
of the nothing’ is legitimized.”” He presents an insightful critique of this
view, which is deeply rooted in metaphysics.

2! Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie, 268, 410.
22 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 265.
2 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 187.
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Nothing and Being Itself

Heidegger understands “nothing” in a unique way.?* First, for him, noth-
ing is not negative; it is not an exclusion or a lack of “something.” Nor
is it the goal of activity or thought. He sees “nothing” in the dynamic of
being-nothing as the vibration of being itself, which leads to the conclusion
that “nothing” exists to a greater degree than any entity. An entity is static,
closed to possibility (because it is a possibility that has been realised). In the
tradition based on the metaphysics of entity, non-entity has been identified
with nothing, and both (non-entity and nothing) are taken to be complete
opposites of entity; hence they are the representatives of emptiness, non-
-existence, lack of content; they are the exclusion of “something,” in other
words “not-something,” and hence they are nothing. This is the traditional
approach to nothingness. Heidegger’s thinking goes in a completely differ-
ent direction. Referring to a fragment of Hegel’s work, he develops his own
thought, pointing to the proper or original (in his view) meaning and place
of nothing. According to Hegel, “pure being and pure nothing are therefore
the same.”” According to Heidegger, Hegel understands this “sameness”
of being and nothing as the inversion or reflection of the same content.
Nothing is therefore the complement of being. Heidegger emphasizes that
metaphysical (i.e., traditional) thinking prevents a proper understanding of
the meaning of nothing, which is clearly visible even in Hegel’s thought
quoted above. This is because Heidegger’s notion of nothingness goes bey-
ond all that the previous tradition included in the content of entity, seen in
relation to non-entity (i.e., to nothing). In this tradition, entity is positive
content, and nothingness, as its absolute negation, shows a complete lack
of content, and is therefore recognised as a path of falsehood. “Nothing”
is an absolute impossibility. But in order to get a proper understanding of
nothingness, we must first change our way of thinking about it, and this is
exactly what Heidegger proposes. He suggests that we erase entity from our
thinking about “nothing” and stop referring to nothingness as its opposite
and complete negation, and instead think of being “in order to be strong
enough to experience the ‘nihilating’ in be-ing itself, which for the first time
actually sets us free into be-ing and its truth as the most sheltered gift.”*

2* Richardson, Heidegger, 154—156.
2 Hegel, The Science of Logic, 59; see Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 266.
% Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 188.
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Assuming this stance, we should comprehend nothing/nothingness in
a distinct and appropriate sense, not as the absolute opposite of being
(analogous to the traditional approach of nothingness/nullity in reference to
entity), but as something that is connected with it, that is, as the content that
represents being. Non-being and being complement each other, and Heidegger
emphasizes that the moment of the essential sway of being and non-being
is essentially the same — they are two “sides” of the same, “one and other.”
The dynamism of being compels a positive understanding of nothingness
and the being as being or as something “one,” (it) must encompass “every-
thing,” and therefore also includes nothingness, which is something “other”
than being. The “other” was traditionally always contrasted with one and
indefinite, seen as an absolute negation of entity. The perspective adopted by
Heidegger leads to a different conclusion: all the derivatives analyzed here,
such as nothing, “not,” or “other,” are merely different aspects of being, and
thus nothingness is of a positive nature, as it belongs to being.”’

Heidegger posits the affirmative nature of nothing/nothingness in the
context of the enowning of being. The “differentiation” between being and
nothingness can occur, because without it, being could not be enowned. Truth
is concealed, and enowning reveals it in the aletheic sense, as the disclosed
content of being that holds sway.”® Simultaneously, the bestowing being also
exhibits “refusal” and rejection. Heidegger refers here to the twofold ripe-
ness (fullness) of being to en-own and of Dasein to accept this enowning of
being within itself: “Fullness is pregnant with the originary ‘not’; making
full is not yet and no longer gifting, both in counter-resonance, refused in
the very hesitating, and thus the charming-moving-unto in the removal-unto.
Here [is] above all the swaying not-character of be-ing as enowning.””

Perhaps the most pertinent commentary on this fragment of Contributions
should emphasise the need to grasp the proper meanings of being and noth-
ingness in relation to enowning (Ereignis), and ultimately what Heidegger
ascribes to being and nothingness. In English, it should be clarified that
the term “differentiation,” which I use to refer to the relationship between
nothingness and being is not the most accurate translation of the German
term Unterscheidung, as this term encompasses meanings that cannot easily
be derived from the English word “difference.” I refer in particular to the
semantic content of the German verb scheiden, which conveys notions of
dividing, dissecting, separating, departing, and even divorcing. The prefix
unter- means something that is underneath, at the base, and the foundation.

T Heidegger, Beitrige zur Philosophie, 267.
2 Richardson, Heidegger, 81-83.
¥ Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 189.
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Thus, Unterscheidung denotes first and foremost something that is divided
or separated from within, separated internally, but not externally. Therefore,
it should be noted that it is not Heidegger’s intention to separate being
and nothingness in the sense of two “elements” independent of each other.
For when being is in the process of dissecting or deciding, it is subject to
an internal fragmentation, which, however, does not exist in an ontological
sense. Enowning as a gift discloses being itself to Dasein, which is specially
prepared for it. According to Heidegger, nothingness and “not” are integral
parts of this disclosure and enowning. The swaying of being is its “dissect-
ing” — revealing it in its extremity, while nothingness is the “outcome” of
this process and a positive element of the resulting relationship that arises
from the dis-section. This process reveals the true (disclosed) structure
(content) of being.*

The Ontology of Being

Contradictions such as one and many, entity and non-entity, something
and nothing force Dasein to make a decision, a distinction: one or the other.
This distinction, dissection, or division may seem empty, but according to
Heidegger, it is only so from the perspective of the ontic philosophical tra-
dition, that is, from the perspective of the entity. A sharp ontic gap should
be visible in the fact that thinking contrasts entity and non-entity, or as in
Plato’s thought, the only truly existing being is the idea, which is eternal,
necessary, and true, as it is the only being with a complete positive content
of being itself. For Plato the idea is unchangeable, so any alternative as
a result of its division or separation must be an ontic absurdity. Therefore,
the idea by its very content excludes its (positive) division — there is no
“the one—the multiple” alternative, no dynamism, no possibility, so that the
static ontic image of the idea is also transferred to thinking. Thus, think-
ing is always about “what is,” about entity — t0 6v, and if thinking were to
progress further, through anamnesis, it would discover the eternal world of
ideas (the sphere of noesis) and thinking would see the idea as “the most
true entity” — as ovtog 6v. So, thinking cannot refer to nothing or to a non-
entity in a positive way (i.e., in terms of content), because for the mind,

30 See: Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie, 99-101.
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nothing has only the aspect of emptiness as a negation of entity, that is, it
is something devoid of content or the lack of any “is.” This is more or less
the philosophical tradition that Heidegger calls ontic. However, he highlights
another philosophical moment based on the distinction between onticity and
ontology. Accurate knowledge of 10 6v must refer to the original meaning
of the word, expressed by the Greek participle “6v” used here. It means
“to be something,” so entity is the designation of what something is, and
being expresses the proper, original “participial” sense, that is, dynamism
and activity, not stasis or stability. This is the basis for the identification of
entity understood as the static and objective (or nominalised) form of the
verb “to be,” expressed in Greek is expressed by the grammatical article
added to the participle (t0 + 6v).

According to Heidegger, the European metaphysical tradition has taken
an ontic direction, focusing on entities. However, there is another differentia-
tion of “is,” which includes something unique that is contained in the ontic
content and constitutes the basis for entities as such. The focus should be
on “t0 6v” alone, on the very “being.” Being, as a dynamic state of con-
tinuous “is,” of existence, seems to Heidegger to be conditio sine qua non
for the existence of entity, for entity as such (i.e., entity as entity), and thus,
also conditio sine qua non for any onticity. The dynamism of being (or, in
Heidegger’s language, be-ing) requires a different approach to its fullness.
Being is one, and being “includes” everything else, including its opposition,
not as a negation, but as an affirmation. Heidegger writes: “But this seem-
ingly most general and emptiest distinction is the most unique and fullest
decision. Therefore, for this distinction we cannot presuppose, without
self-deception, an indistinct representation of ‘be-ing,” however such exists.
Instead: be-ing as enowning.”' In this passage, Heidegger connects deci-
sion and enowning with being. “Decision” is an English translation of the
German word Entscheidung. There is a kind of tension between the terms
Unterscheidung and Entscheidung: a distinction that leads to de-cision or
dis-section, which ultimately produces a sentence. The decision and enown-
ing refer to being, and the fundamental (key) aspect of being, which is
present/ownmost in the enowning, is revealed in the decision. The enown-
ing of being is a unique, unrepeatable de-cision, experienced as thought by
Dasein. Therefore, decision leads to the enowning of being, and the key
to this seems to be the distinction or differentiation made by the intellect,
thanks to which the intellect grasps the difference and turns to the affirma-
tive expression of nothing. As we know, for Heidegger, nothing or “not” is
revealed as the dynamic completion of being, which, from the perspective

! Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 189.
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of reason, differentiates between two extreme moments of being’s dynamic,
that is, “yes” and “no.” This allows for being to be grasped in full, bearing
in mind the reservation oft-repeated by Heidegger that being will never dis-
close itself fully or completely; in other words, it will always remain partly
concealed. This dynamics of being takes place between opposites, so “not,”
“nothing,” or “not-being” participate in a vibrant movement initiated through
the event of being itself. For Heidegger, event is a constant “hesitant refusal,”
and “not” brings the state of suspension-vibration between one and the other.
The nature of “not” is disclosed in being as event; “not” is the effect of
the opposing vibration of movement, causing the disclosure of the swaying
nature of nothing (nothing becoming ownmost) as a positive moment in the
dynamic content of being.

Hence, Heidegger wants to attribute nothing to being: it is the basis of
disclosing/event of being, complements it and constitutes its necessary mo-
ment. Thus, to disclose being in the event also means to disclose nothing —
the “not.” In this sense, Heidegger writes metaphorically about the fullness
of being: “In the fullness, in the vigor for the fruit and the greatness of
gifting, there lies at the same time the most hidden and most sheltered es-
sential sway of the not, as not-yet and no-longer.”**> The whole event, that is,
the gift of Dasein with the truth (disclosure) of being, reveals the sense and
meaning of nothing. Nothing is not only a negation of entity in being; noth-
ing is required in the essential sway of being, in which fullness or ripeness
is achieved through a sign (Wink). The ripeness — as mentioned above — is
the readiness to give. Finality, the ultimate finitude of being, is disclosed
in this as the revelation of the sign of the last god.*

A Sign of the Last God

Heidegger’s thinking refers to being itself. He criticises the earlier meta-
physical tradition whose object was entity as entity (ens inquantum ens). In
that tradition, “nothing” is seen as the opposite, the absolute exclusion of
entity — it is its logical negation. Heidegger stresses that in the realm of the
proper, other question as part of another beginning, contesting the positive

2 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 288.
¥ Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie, 410; Crownfield, “The Last God,” 225.
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nature of nothing cannot be justified. In his view, for philosophical reflection
to be accurate, it must involve insight into “the most essential finitude of
be-ing.” To enter this realm, one needs to be prepared to accept the last god.
Heidegger calls this process connected with this attitude “the long-term ink-
ling of the last god,” this state being the effect of a specific situation: entity,
the traditional God, and everything connected with him must be rejected.**

According to Heidegger, the God of tradition is mostly the God of
Judeo-Christian monotheism. But for him, such a God has died. The death
of God reflects the state of the metaphysical and religious tradition and all
the “-isms” connected with it. Monotheism, theism, or even atheism are the
effects of the conceptualisation and a philosophical/metaphysical approach
to the God of the religions.* For Heidegger, the bankruptcy of this tradi-
tion is an obvious fact. The God of the religions, the revealed God, the
only Creator of the world has been logicised and reduced to the content
of entity. Thus, God has been linked to entity. Obviously, such a God has
died, has lost his importance, left mankind and man. He is dead just like
the entire metaphysics of entity.”® Heidegger diagnoses: “With the death of
this god, all theisms collapse. The multitude of gods cannot be quantified
but rather is subjected to the inner richness of the grounds and abgrounds
in the site for the moment of the shining and sheltering-concealing of the
hint of the last god.””” He assigns the fundamental historical role to the last
god. The last god ends the previous ‘“history” and initiates another begin-
ning (andere Anfang) — in fact, he is part of another beginning, an entry
into another history. This entry, related to the passing of the last god as
a “unique uniqueness,” opens history to new possibilities and gives man the
possibility of being as a disclosed possibility. Heidegger emphasises that the
last god brings the previous history to its absolute end, but does not exhaust
it, only transforms it into a closed, past history. He uses the word Verenden
to describe this state. In English, it means “to finish” or “to end,” but at
the same time, it implies certain inexhaustibility, so that the term signifies
something connected in an infinite process of approaching the end. Thus,
the metaphysics of entity gives way to the metaphysics of being, and the
last god announces this breakthrough. It is the breakthrough of disclosing/
revealing of being that must always be connected with the completion of the
history of entity. The disclosure of being opens “other” possibilities; it also
opens up proper history for man as Dasein. The disclosing being includes

3% Crownfield, “The Last God,” 218; Robert S. Gall, “Faith in Doubt in the End,”
International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 73 (2013) no. 1: 30.

3 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 288—289.

3¢ Greisch, “The Poverty of Heidegger’s ‘Last God,” 247.

7 Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 289.
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the fullness of absolute possibility with all the positively approached con-
tents, as well as the openness to the possibility of “what is,” “what is not,”
“what is not yet” — all of which is connected with transition and movement.**

The last god gives a sign to such a move, such a transition. He passes by
Dasein and reveals to him — through a sign — this openness to possibility.
History occurs, it reflects movement, transformation, and readiness to dis-
close being (its truth). The disclosure of being in history is enowning, gifting
Dasein with the truth, that is, what is un-concealed, aletheic in its essence,
that is, in entity. The preparation and readiness of history to enowning being
is the transformation and readiness of man, connected with the coming of
the last god. Heidegger writes: “Preparation for the appearing of the last god
is the utmost venture of the truth of be-ing, by virtue of which alone man
succeeds in restoring beings.”*’ In the original, we read: “Die Vorbereitung
des Erscheinens des letzten Gottes ist das duferste Wagnis der Wahrheit des
Seins, kraft deren allein die Wiederbringung des Seienden dem Menschen
glickt ™ The truth of being returns happiness — or rather, according to the
original, gives it again (Wiederbringung), makes man happy (gliickt), which
means that it happily restores to man the lost (covered, concealed) entity.
This “returning” may imply that the coming of the last god positions man
in the proper “what is,” constituting the extreme (highest) risk (Wagnis)
of the revelation of the truth of being. Through this gift to man, the truth
of being leaves itself and becomes present and unconcealed. It is disclosed
as truth in the appearance (Erscheinens) of the god, and the god is the last,
because man must deal with being in itself, prepared and ready for its dis-
closure and for the “acceptance” in evanescence of the last god — last in the
meaning of finality and completeness of his “testimony” and sign. The last
god also discloses the truth of being to man, which seems to be decisive for
him, because he receives his own entity. His own entity is restored to him,
the awareness that he is something, and in this context, the realisation of
being-there (Sein da), that is, the transformation into the essence in which
being has been disclosed — transformation into Dasein. Man with this at-
titude encounters being through the passing/evanescence of the last god."
Heidegger points out that the greatest nearness of the last god occurs in the
situation of refusal-resistance.

¥ Crownfield, The Last God, 221.

% Heidegger, Contributions to Philosophy, 289; see Sean J. McGrath, Heidegger.
A (Very) Critical Introduction (Michigan-Cambridge: William B. Eerdmans Publishing,
2008), 117.

40 Heidegger, Beitrdge zur Philosophie, 411.

41 Nancy, On a Divine Wink, 170.



Heidegger’s Figure of the Last God and Path to Being Itself fp.14367 p. 17/20

Heidegger assumes that the truth of being is revealed in the other begin-
ning and disclosed in several degrees of difficulty. Thus, this “revealing” is
a quasi-mystical path that needs to be traversed in philosophical experience,
which ultimately leads to the proper foundation, but also to the construction
of a proper “pose” by the philosopher.** In Heidegger’s view, the essence
of truth can be understood as “the clearance for concealment,” because he
interprets truth “aletheically,” that is, as non-forgetting, a reminder, or the
uncovering of what is covered or concealed. The sign (Wink) is revealed
here, originally pointing to the relationship between divinity and being,
and fundamentally to their association — the disclosure of aletheic divinity
and being. According to Heidegger, the metaphysical tradition understood
the truth of being as a ground, which led him to assume that in the proper
understanding, the truth of being must be Ab-grund, translatable as abyss.
However, identifying the truth of being with the abyss does not provide
much explanation. The meaning becomes clearer when we delve deeper into
the German original, which better reveals the meaning of the term “abyss”
(Abgrund). The key seems to be that in German, “ab-*“ usually means “un-,”
but it can also be used to emphasise the activity with which it is connected.
For example, we have ‘“ab-arbeiten,” which originally means to execute,
handle, or process something, but can also convey the idea of slaving away
or working extremely hard. The primary dictionary definition of Abgrund
is abyss or chasm, but when “ab” is connected with ground, it could also
mean “to prepare a good, solid ground.” However, this is only one pos-
sibility. Another interpretation is the opposite process — separation from
the ground, getting rid of the foundation, remaining without ground, and
in a way, becoming immersed in the open abyss. The role of the last god
could therefore be reduced to the following: through passing by Dasein, the
last god gives him a sign, which in turn leads to a groundlessness-abground.
And this opening to the truth of being should be understood.*

4 Karol Tarnowski, “Der letzte Gott,” Aletheia. “Heidegger dzisiaj” 1, no. 4 (1990):
348, ed. Piotr Marciszuk and Cezary Wodzinski.
“ Emad, On the Way to Heidegger’s, 37-40.
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Conclusion

“Giving” the sign and “leading” to groundlessness seem to be at the heart
of Heidegger’s understanding of the role of the figure of the last god as an
explication of metaphysical radical thought, expressed as Heidegger’s “divin-
ity of the other beginning.” The figure of the last god has to be presented
against the background of several of Heidegger’s thoughts presented in this
article. I want to refer to the title as the path to being itself, as a transi-
tion from the metaphysics of entity to the ontology of being, and the last
god plays a key role in this process. Through the passing of the last god,
we are in a sense stripped of the foundation and become immersed in the
“abyss” of “something” that is non-grounded or groundless. In this sense, it
is ultimate and near the end.** Obviously, this “something” is disclosed but
at the same time always concealed, grounded yet not grounded by anything
else, holding sway in the aletheic event-enowning. The last god seems to be
the sign of this process as the path to being. We receive such a sign dur-
ing the passing of the last god, and the path to being itself seems to be open.
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Zacznijmy od tytutu artykutu. Otéz ,,$wiat fenomenologiczny”, czyli nie
$wiat naturalny, dany w ,,nastawieniu naturalnym” przyjmujacym bezkry-
tycznie obiektywne, niezalezne i transcendentne wobec podmiotu istnienie
owego $wiata 1 przedmiotow w nim si¢ znajdujacych, lecz ten sam $wiat, ale
po pewnym zawieszeniu jego waznosci (w zabiegu metodycznym epoché),
a zatem w perspektywie fenomenologicznej, 1 uzyskujacy juz inny (wlasnie
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fenomenologiczny) sens, jest konstrukcja filozoficzng prowadzaca do wielu
nierozwigzanych w ,twardym” paradygmacie fenomenologii Husserla prob-
lemow. I wlasnie tym zagadnieniom chcialbym si¢ przyjrze¢ w tym tekscie.

Oczywisto$¢ istnienia §wiata

Punktem wyjscia fenomenologii Husserla w jej najbardziej fundamenta-
listycznym i twardym paradygmacie (tej z okresu Idei czystej fenomenologii
i fenomenologicznej filozofii' czy Medytacji kartezjariskich®) nie moze by¢
zadne zalozenie (zgodnie z zasada tzw. bezzalozeniowosci), lecz pewna
»pierwsza w sobie” oczywisto$¢. I Husserl wskazuje taka oczywistosc:
,»Rozstrzygnigcie pytania o pierwsze w sobie oczywistosci nie wydaje si¢
nastrecza¢ wielkich ktopotow. Czy jako taka oczywisto$¢ nie narzuca nam
si¢ natychmiast oczywisto$¢ istnienia $wiata? [...] Istnienie $wiata tak dalece
wyprzedza w swej samozrozumiatosci wszystko inne, ze nikomu nawet na
my$l nie przychodzi wypowiedzie¢ tego explicite w formie twierdzenia™.

Jednakze nie jest to ,,oczywisto$¢ apodyktyczna”, tj. taka, ktéra uznaje
niemozliwos¢ pomyslenia nieistnienia tego, co apodyktycznie oczywiste,
1 tym samym wyklucza wszelkie mozliwe watpienie. Istnienie §wiata jest
oczywistoscig nieapodyktyczng — i jako takie podlega mozliwosci watpienia
i zawieszenia wazno$ci jego obowigzywania‘. Dokonuje si¢ tego w teorii
Husserla w zabiegu metodycznym nazywanym epoché, ktory ,,polega na tym,
aby przenikajac za jednym zamachem caloksztatt naturalnego zycia w swie-
cie (Weltlebens) 1 catkowita (jawng czy ukryta) rozmaito$¢ wszystkiego, co
uchodzi za istniejace, wyltaczy¢ z akcji wszelkie zywienie [przeswiadczen
o istnieniu] [...]. Jest to postawa stawiajaca si¢ ponad zastanos$cig waznosci
egzystencjalnej (Geltungsvorgegebenheit) $wiata [...], ponad uniwersalne zy-
cie $wiadomosci (monosubiektywne 1 intersubiektywne), w ktorym naiwnie

' E. Husserl: Idee czystej fenomenologii i fenomenologicznej filozofii. Ks. I. Przet.
1 przypisami opatrzyta D. Gierulanka. Ttum. przejrzal i wstgpem poprzedzil R. Ingarden.
Wyd. 2. Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, Warszawa 1975.

2 E. Husserl: Medytacje kartezjanskie. Z dodaniem uwag krytycznych R. Ingardena.
Przel. i przypisami opatrzylt A. Wajs. Przektl. przejrzat i wstepem poprzedzit A. Pottawski.
Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, Warszawa 1982.

3 Ibidem, s. 23, 24.

4 Ibidem, s. 23-25.
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przezywajacemu $wiat jest »dany« jako niewatpliwie dostgpny, jako uni-
wersum tego, co dostepne [...]. Wszystkie one sg z gory wylaczone z akcji
przez epoché, a tym samym naturalne przezywanie, skierowane na realia
tego $wiata, wystawione jest poza nawias™.

Oczywiscie, w epoché nie dochodzi do zanegowania $wiata ani jego
unicestwienia, lecz do jego ,,wziecia w nawias™: ,,Uchylamy dziatanie gene-
ralnej tezy nalezacej do istoty naturalnego nastawienia, ujmujemy w nawias
absolutnie wszystko, co ono obejmuje pod wzgledem ontycznym: a wigc caty
naturalny $wiat, ktory stale »jest nam obecny«, »istnieje« 1 nadal pozostanie
obecny jako §wiadomosciowa »rzeczywistos¢«, nawet cho¢ nam si¢ spodoba
uja¢ go w nawias™.

W rezultacie epoché 1 nastepujacej po niej ,,redukcji transcendentalnej”
dochodzi do rozdzielenia $wiata naturalnego i empirycznej $wiadomosci da-
nego Ja od czystej i transcendentalnej swiadomosci tego Ja. ,,Epoché jest [...]
radykalng i uniwersalng metoda, ktoéra pozwala mi uchwyci¢ siebie samego
jako czyste Ja wraz z moim wilasnym czystym $wiadomo$ciowym zyciem,
w ktorym i dzieki ktéremu caly $wiat obiektywny jest §wiatem istniejacym

dla mnie, $wiatem, ktory istnieje wlasnie tak, jak jest do mnie odniesiony’”.

Swiat fenomenologiczny
Zmiana statusu $wiata naturalnego poprzez epoché

To wlasnie poprzez metode epoché $wiat zmienia swoj status: z natu-
ralnego staje si¢ teraz §wiatem fenomenologicznym, tzn. $wiatem skorelo-
wanym z ego transcendentalnym i w calosci przez owo Ja ukonstytuowa-
nym. W rezultacie fenomenologicznej epoché zostaje odkryta nasza czysta
swiadomos$¢ (ego transcendentalne) i jej — catkowicie dotad zakryty — $wiat
fenomenologiczny. Dotyczy to rowniez ontycznego statusu §wiata fenomeno-
logicznego, ktorego podstawa bytowa jest wtasnie podmiot transcendentalny
(Ja transcendentalne).

Po dokonaniu epoché $wiat staje si¢ juz pewnym sensem odsylaja-
cym do $wiadomosci transcendentalnej jako zrddta tego sensu i czynnika

> E. Husserl: Kryzys nauki europejskiej a fenomenologia transcendentalna. Przet.
J. Szewczyk. ,,Studia Filozoficzne” 1976, nr 9, s. 112.

¢ E. Husserl: Idee czystej fenomenologii i fenomenologicznej filozofii..., s. 92.

7 E. Husserl: Medytacje kartezjanskie..., s. 29.
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ustanawiajgcego jego waznos¢ bytowa. Epoché ujawnia to, czym $wiat jest
naprawdg: odstania jego relatywno$¢, niesamoistno$¢ i pochodzenie jego
sensu z ego transcendentalnego, do ktorego sens ten jest w catosci reduko-
walny w ,,redukcji transcendentalnej”. Oznacza to, ze §wiat fenomenologiczny
nie jest czym$ samoistnym, niezaleznym bytowo od podmiotu transcen-
dentalnego, lecz caly sens bycia $wiatem, jego bytowa waznos¢ i realnosé¢
pochodza ze $wiadomosci transcendentalnej. Swiat istnieje tylko w relacji
do podmiotu transcendentalnego i ze wzgledu na ten podmiot, a sens tego
Swiata jest w istocie sensem samego ego transcendentalnego. A zatem $wiat
staje si¢ juz teraz pewnym fenomenem i korelatem $wiadomosci transcen-
dentalne;j. ,,Na drodze fenomenologicznej epoché redukuje¢ moje stanowigce
czes¢ przyrody Ja i moje zycie psychiczne — obszar mojego psychologiczne-
go samodoswiadczenia — do mojego Ja transcendentalno-fenomenologicznego,
do obszaru transcendentalno-fenomenologicznego samodo$wiadczenia. Swiat,
obiektywny $wiat, ktory dla mnie istnieje, ktory zawsze dla mnie istniat 1 ist-
nie¢ bedzie, jedyny swiat, ktory kiedykolwiek mogl dla mnie istnieé, istnie¢
ze wszystkimi swymi obiektami, 6w $wiat czerpie [...] caly swoj sens i by-
towg waznos¢ [...] ze mnie samego, ze mnie jako transcendentalnego Ja, wy-
taniajacego si¢ dopiero wraz z transcendentalno-fenomenologiczng redukcja”™.
Taka charakterystyka $wiata fenomenologicznego powoduje wazne konse-
kwencje teoretyczne dla calej Husserlowskiej fenomenologii i prowadzi do
nierozwigzanych wewnatrz twardego paradygmatu problemow.

Od tej pory nasz $wiat (jedyny, jaki jest nam dany) nie jest juz uniwer-
salny, powszechny 1 intersubiektywny; to $wiat fenomenologiczny okazuje
si¢ W rzeczywistos$ci §wiatem prywatnym, a nawet osobistym tego danego
podmiotu, ktory ukonstytuowat jego sens, czyli de facto tym, co w jezyku
niemieckim okresla si¢ nazwg die Umwelt: $wiatem otaczajacym podmiot
(od przyimka um — dookota). Co prawda samo Ja transcendentalne nie ma
charakteru prywatnego, lecz — wedtug deklaracji Husserla — ogodlny (jest
»Swiadomoscig w ogoéle”), ale nie ma zadnej gwarancji, ze w rzeczywistosci
ma ono taki wilasnie charakter, skoro ta ogdlnos¢ zostaje przypisana ego
transcendentalnemu konkretnego empirycznego podmiotu. Nie ma tez zad-
nej mozliwosci zweryfikowania tej ogdlnosci i absolutnosci $wiadomosci
transcendentalnej, skoro zasigg badan fenomenologicznych ogranicza si¢ do
jednego danego podmiotu, a droga do Ja transcendentalnego wiedzie zawsze
przez $wiadomos$¢ empiryczng, konkretng i prywatna.

8 Ibidem, s. 37.
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Problemy zwigzane
ze Swiatem fenomenologicznym

Takie wlasnie okreslenie natury $wiata fenomenologicznego generuje caty
szereg problemow dotyczacych migdzy innymi sposobu istnienia tego $wiata,
braku intersubiektywnosci, braku uniwersalnosci i jego bycie Umwelt.

Jak doszto do takiego ujecia zagadnienia §wiata i jakie zalozenia przyj-
muje tu (wbrew deklaracji tzw. bezzatozeniowosci — Vorurteilslosigkeit)
Husserl? Jednym z pierwszych i fundamentalnych zatozen Hussserlowskiej
teorii $wiata jest przyjecie pierwotnej opozycji: Ja — $wiat; zatozenie to
jest juz przeciez w sposob niejawny wbudowane w metode epoché. Aby
bowiem mozna bylo zawiesi¢ wszystkie sady dotyczace $wiata, trzeba juz
przyja¢ wczesniejszy podzial na $§wiat (ktory ma by¢ zawieszony) i na Ja,
ktore dokonuje owego wziecia w nawias i redukcji $§wiata. Oznacza to, ze
a priori wiadomo, czym jest $wiat, jakie sg jego granice itd., czyli trzeba
juz z géry wiedzie¢, ktore sady dotycza $wiata, sg sagdami o §wiecie, a ktore
nie. I Husserl odwotuje si¢ do takiej wiedzy — okazuje si¢ nig ,,naturalne
nastawienie”, naiwne zalozenie, ze $wiat jest obiektywny, niezalezny by-
towo i transcendentny, a ja (podmiot) istnieje w tym $wiecie. Dlatego juz
tu — w nastawieniu naturalnym — zawarta jest pewna przedwiedza o tym,
co jest ,,moje” (Ja) i co jest na zewnatrz mnie (§wiat). To, czy sam Husserl
przejat to zatozenie od Kartezjusza czy od doswiadczenia potocznego, w tym
miejscu ma znaczenie drugorzgdne.

Z kolei w epoché fenomenologicznej Husserl, idac sladem Kartezjusza,
dokonuje odwrdcenia opozycji Ja — §wiat w ten sposob, ze naiwna teza na-
turalnego nastawienia o pierwotnos$ci, obiektywnosci, samoistnosci bytowej
i transcendencji $wiata zostaje przeksztalcona w tezg o pierwotno$ci, samo-
istnoéci bytowej i nadrzednosci podmiotu. Swiat natomiast okazuje si¢ w tej
perspektywie — po epoché — czym$ wtornym, rodzajem fenomenu, pewnym
Htranscendensem w immanencji” 1 korelatem $wiadomosci transcendentalnej,
ktora konstytuuje sens tego $wiata i nadaje mu wazno$¢ bytowa.
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Swiat fenomenologiczny jako nieuniwersalny,
wtorny 1 niesamoistny bytowo

Okazuje si¢ zatem, ze Swiat (fenomenologiczny) jako kategoria fenomeno-
logiczna ma migdzy innymi pewne, raczej niepozadane filozoficznie, cechy,
takie jak: wtornos¢, catkowita niesamodzielnos¢ bytowa, bycie fenomenem
i korelatem danego podmiotu, bycie tylko pewnym zrelatywizowanym do
podmiotu jego ,,$wiatem otaczajagcym”, a nie uniwersalnym $wiatem wszyst-
kich rzeczy i wszystkich podmiotow, a zatem brak intersubiektywnosci
i ,,prywatnos¢”. Takie pojecie $wiata nie moze na przyktad by¢ odpowied-
nikiem przedmiotowym wiedzy naukowej, ktorej ufundowanie jest jednym
z glownych zadan fenomenologii.

Pojecie takiego wtasnie nieuniwersalnego, prywatnego, nieintersubiektyw-
nego i niesamodzielnego bytowo §wiata moze prowadzi¢ miedzy innymi do
zarzutu solipsyzmu czy — stabiej — mozliwos$ci solipsyzmu w fenomenologii.
I zarzuty takie rzeczywiscie powszechnie wobec teorii Husserla formutowano.
Sam Husserl, majac §wiadomos$¢ tego zagrozenia, juz w ramach ,,twardego”
paradygmatu fenomenologii — w Medytacjach kartezjanskich — podjat zreszta
probe uporania si¢ z taka mozliwoscia solipsyzmu, ale probe te trzeba chyba
uzna¢ za nieudang’. Dopiero w ostatnim okresie tworczo$ci autora Logiki
formalnej i transcendentalnej — w tzw. okresie Kryzysu... — problem ten
zostal, jak sadze, zadowalajaco rozwigzany, ale nie jest to tematem tego
krotkiego artykutu.

Jednym z wazniejszych mankamentéw Husserlowskiej fenomenologii jest
réwniez niemozliwo$¢ wykazania prawomocnosci dotyczacych $wiata ustalen,
wnioskow 1 tez, do jakich filozof dochodzi. To bowiem, co zostalo wykazane
na podstawie badan fenomenologicznych $wiata jednego danego podmiotu,
nie musi mie¢ wcale mocy obowigzujacej w stosunku do wszystkich podmio-
tow, szczegodlnie jezeli nie ma mozliwosci zestawienia 1 pordwnania $wiata
fenomenologa ze §wiatami innych ego.

Ja transcendentalne ma by¢, co prawda, jako ,,$wiadomos$¢ w ogole”
i $wiadomos¢ uniwersalna gwarantem prawdziwo$ci i prawomocnos$ci ba-
dan fenomenologicznych, ale nie wystepuje nigdy samodzielnie, zawsze jest
sprzegniete z podmiotem empirycznym; stanowi zawsze transcendentalny
korelat konkretnego, osobowego 1 empirycznego Ja (a nawet w niektorych

? Zob. J. Rolewski: Rozum, nauka, swiat przezywany. Wydawnictwo UMK, Torun 1999.
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rodzajach fenomenologii, na przyktad Maurice’a Merleau-Ponty’ego'’, jest
przede wszystkim $wiadomoscig ucielesniong'' lub — jak u Ingardena — oso-
bowa i realng'?); i to wlasnie okreslona tre$¢ przezyciowa tego Ja staje si¢
tworzywem $wiata fenomenologicznego, czyli tego $Swiata, w ktory prze-
ksztalca si¢ tres¢ przezyciowa w wyniku epoché 1 redukcji transcendentalnej
1 ktory jest teraz ,,0ogladany” przez ego transcendentalne.

Zatem $wiat fenomenologiczny to pod wzgledem zawartosci tresciowej
ten sam $wiat, ktory zostat dany pomiotowi empirycznemu, zmieniony jest
natomiast radykalnie status ontyczny tego $wiata (przestaje on by¢ obiektyw-
ny, transcendentny 1 samoistny), jego sens (po redukcji okazuje si¢, ze sens
swiata fenomenologicznego jest niesamodzielny, w catosci konstytuowany
przez ego transcendentalne i don redukowalny), a struktury, prawa i zasady
obowigzujagce w tym Swiecie sg w cato$ci ustanowione przez swiadomosé
transcendentalng i sa de facto jej prawami.

Ego transcendentalne, chcac dotrze¢ do wilasciwego sensu $wiata feno-
menologicznego, dokonuje redukcji $wiata wraz z jego trescia, ale zawsze
jest to $wiat dany konkretnemu podmiotowi psychologicznemu. Ja transcen-
dentalne moze ,,0ogladac” tylko to, co jest §wiatem (tzn. die Umwelf) jego
Ja empirycznego, i dlatego jest catkowicie zdane na jego tres¢ przezyciowa.
Swiadomos¢ transcendentalna jest zawsze, i musi by¢, zwigzana ze $wiado-
moscig empiryczng i catkowicie zalezy tresciowo od zawartos$ci jej przezyc.
A Ja psychologiczne doswiadcza zawsze skonczonej i ograniczonej liczby
rzeczy, jego $wiat nie jest nigdy uniwersalny, lecz stanowi rodzaj waskiego
osobistego $wiata otaczajacego, co sprawia, ze ustalenia fenomenologiczne
maja wazno$¢ tylko dla tego bardzo niewielkiego, wycinkowego fragmentu
rzeczywistosci w ogoble, doswiadczanego przez okreslone Ja empiryczne,
natomiast cala reszta tej rzeczywisto$ci pozostaje poza zasiggiem badan
fenomenologicznych. Mozna, jak to robi Husserl, probowac¢ zuniwersalizo-
waé rezultaty badan fenomenologicznych dokonanych przez konkretnego
fenomenologa (Husserla) i przenie$¢ je na rzeczywistos¢ w ogodle oraz na
inne podmioty, ale poza przekonaniem, ze tak by¢ musi, nie ma ku temu
zadnych podstaw ani tez mozliwosci zweryfikowania tego zabiegu.

Zatem struktury, prawa, typy ejdetyczne itd. §wiata fenomenologicznego
(odkryte na drodze epoché i1 redukcji), majace, zdaniem Husserla, charak-
ter uniwersalny i absolutny jako ukonstytuowane przez ogdlng i absolutng
swiadomos$¢ transcendentalng, w rzeczywistosci sg wazne tylko tam, gdzie

" M. Merleau-Ponty: Fenomenologia percepcji. Przet. M. Kowalska, J. Migasifski.
Aletheia, Warszawa 2001.

' Por. M. Maciejczak: Swiat wedlug ciala w ,, Fenomenologii percepcji” M. Merleau-
-Ponty’ego. Wyd. 2. uzup. Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN, Warszawa 2001.

12 R. Ingarden: Ksigzeczka o cztowieku. Wydawnictwo Literackie, Krakow 1987.
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zostaly wykryte: w ramach §wiata fenomenologicznego, powstatego na
bazie konkretnego, skonczonego, nieuniwersalnego i nieintersubiektywnego
(subiektywnego i osobistego) $wiata otaczajacego dany podmiot, i nie ma
zadnych mocnych argumentow przemawiajacych za tym, Zze owe prawa
mogtyby by¢ wazne takze, po pierwsze, dla innych podmiotéw, a po drugie,
dla ich $wiatow fenomenologicznych.

Nawet podjeta przez Husserla proba ,,uwspdlnocenia” (Vergemeinschaftung)
monad, czyli poszczegoélnych ego transcendentalnych (alter ego) podjeta
w Medytacjach kartezjarskich™ nie jest w stanie wykaza¢ intersubiektyw-
nos$ci $wiata, skoro inne Ja, Inny (monada) jest zawsze moim Innym, moim
alter ego i to ja w ramach mojego $wiata konstytuuje mdj wlasny sens jego
bycia Innym, bycia moim alfer ego i ego transcendentalnym. Zatem Drugi,
inna monada nie jest gwarantem intersubiektywnosci $wiata, jezeli owa mo-
nada nie istnieje samoistnie, lecz jest catkowicie zalezna bytowo ode mnie
(mojego ego transcendentalnego), nie jest oryginalem, lecz kopig i nawet
jej sens bycia ego transcendentalnym konstytuuje we mnie ja sam (moja
$wiadomo$¢ transcendentalna). ,,We mnie doswiadczam, poznaj¢ Innego, we
mnie on si¢ konstytuuje — konstytuuje si¢ jako co$ wspol-prezentatywnie
odzwierciedlanego, a wiec nie jako oryginat. O tyle wlasnie mozna catkiem
stusznie, cho¢ w pewnym szerszym znaczeniu, powiedzie¢, ze ego, ze ja,
wziety jako podmiot eksplikujacych medytacji, osiggam kazdy transcen-
dens poprzez operacje samowydobywania (Selbstauslegung), mianowicie
wydobywania tego, co znajduj¢ w sobie samym, otrzymuj¢ go jako obiekt
transcendentalnie ukonstytuowany...”". Skoro tak, to oczywiscie zagroze-
nie solipsyzmem jest jak najbardziej realne, a ponadto dochodzi tu kolejna
watpliwos¢, dotyczaca braku uniwersalnosci oraz fragmentarycznosci §wiata,
bo przeciez w fenomenologii Husserla jest to zawsze tylko $wiat otaczajacy
dany podmiot, a nie uniwersalny $wiat wszystkich rzeczy w ogole.

Jak juz wspomniatem, takiej uniwersalnosci 1 ogolnosci nie moze gwa-
rantowaé ego transcendentalne, skoro §wiat widziany z poziomu transcenden-
talnego (po redukcji) to jest ten sam $wiat, ktory jest §wiatem empirycznym
jakiego$ podmiotu, tyle ze przeksztalconym w sens (fenomen) i relatyw-
nym wobec ego transcendentalnego. Ta partykularno$¢ $wiata empirycz-
nego danego podmiotu przechodzi réwniez na poziom transcendentalny
i powoduje, ze $wiat po redukcji takze jest nieuniwersalny i jednostkowy.
W redukcji transcendentalnej dochodzi przeciez do zredukowania do ego
transcendentalnego (lub odwrotnie: do wyprowadzenia z ego) tylko tego
$wiata, ktory jest dany, i to dany konkretnemu, empirycznemu podmiotowi.

B E. Husserl: Medytacje kartezjanskie..., s. 179-196.
4 Tbidem, s. 224.
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Nieprzydatnos$¢ pojecia ,,$wiat fenomenologiczny” dla nauki

Ten brak uniwersalnosci i intersubiektywnos$ci §wiata fenomenologicznego
sprawia, ze to pojecie ,,$wiat fenomenologiczny” jest catkowicie nieprzydatne
w nauce 1 nie moze by¢ odpowiednikiem przedmiotowym wiedzy naukowe;j
jako wiedzy o charakterze ogoélnym, uniwersalnym i wiedzy intersubiektyw-
nie sprawdzalnej. Nie moze przeciez istnie¢ zadna ,,prywatna” nauka, wazna
tylko w granicach mojego osobistego §wiata otaczajacego; nauka ma mieé
zasieg powszechny i by¢ uniwersalna.

A przeciez jednym z wazniejszych celéw fenomenologii jako nowej ,,filo-
zofii pierwszej” mialo by¢ zbadanie uwarunkowan wiedzy naukowej i jej
solidne ufundowanie w badaniach fenomenologicznych. ,,Pozostajac nadal
w charakterze medytujacego ego, kierujac si¢ idea filozofii jako absolut-
nie Scisle ugruntowanej uniwersalnej nauki, ktorej mozliwos¢ przyjatem
na prob¢ za podstawe, zyskuje po przeprowadzeniu ostatnich rozwazan
oczywista pewno$¢, ze w pierwszym rzedzie, musz¢ zrealizowaé czysto
ejdetyczng fenomenologi¢ i ze w niej wylacznie dokonuje si¢ i dokonywaé
moze pierwsze urzeczywistnienie nauki filozoficznej — urzeczywistnienie
»filozofii pierwszej«””'.

Niemoznos$¢ fenomenologii bycia ,,filozofig pierwszg”

Fenomenologia ma si¢ sta¢ ponadto fundamentem metafizyki i pochod-
nych rodzajow filozofii: ,,rzetelna filozofia, ktorej ideg jest urzeczywistnienie
idei absolutnego poznania, tkwi korzeniami w czystej fenomenologii, 1 to
w sensie tak powaznym, ze systematyczne i Sciste uzasadnienie i zbudowanie
tej pierwszej ze wszystkich filozofii jest niedajacym si¢ oming¢ warunkiem
wszelkiej metafizyki 1 wszelkiej innej filozofii — ktoéra bedzie mogta wy-
stapi¢ jako nauka™®.

Fenomenologia (z okresu Idei... i Medytacji kartezjanskich) dochodzaca do
pojecia $wiata fenomenologicznego, czyli partykularnego i nieuniwersalnego

15 Tbidem, s. 104.
1 E. Husserl: Idee czystej fenomenologii i fenomenologicznej filozofii..., s. 10.
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Swiata otaczajacego konkretny podmiot, nie moze jednakze stac si¢ ani fun-
damentem filozoficznym nauki, ani ,,filozofig pierwszg” warunkujaca inne,
pochodne dziaty filozofii, skoro odpowiadajacy jej §wiat fenomenologiczny
obejmuje tylko indywidualny, osobisty, wycinkowy $wiat okreslonego ego,
a nie uniwersalny i intersubiektywny $wiat, o ktorym traktuje wiedza na-
ukowa 1 ktory rozwaza filozofia.

Zakonczenie

W podsumowaniu dotychczasowych ustalen mozna stwierdzi¢, ze jedno
z najwazniejszych poje¢ fenomenologii Husserla w jej wczesnym okresie
rozwoju, mianowicie ,,$wiat fenomenologiczny”, stato si¢ jednoczes$nie zrod-
fem wielu problemow i trudnos$ci tej filozofii, zwigzanych z zagrozeniem
solipsyzmem, brakiem uniwersalnosci 1 intersubiektywnosci oraz z prywat-
noscig tego $wiata.

Rzecz jasna, Husserl miat §wiadomos¢ tych problemow i chciat znalez¢ na
nie antidotum, natomiast ktopot w tym, ze probowat to robi¢, ale wewnatrz
twardego, fundamentalistycznego paradygmatu fenomenologii z jej wczes-
nego okresu 1 przy jego zatozeniach. Chodzi tu przede wszystkim o ide¢
,monadologii transcendentalnej”, zaprezentowanej w Medytacjach kartezjan-
skich. Poniewaz jednak fundamentem tej koncepcji nadal (jak w Ideach...)
jest absolutnie definiowane ego transcendentalne, ale konkretnego podmiotu,
to takze ta proba nie mogla by¢ udana. Zreszta z historii fenomenologii
1 z wielu opracowan krytycznych na temat filozofii Husserla, w tym tych
napisanych przez jego uczniéw (na przyktad Romana Ingardena'’), wynika,
7e na gruncie tego wlasnie paradygmatu jest to niemozliwe.

Konieczne stato si¢ zatem wyjscie poza klasyczny, fundamentalistyczny
paradygmat fenomenologii Husserlowskiej i rozpoczecie juz nie od jego
pierwotnej opozycji: Ja — $wiat, lecz od zupelnie innej, nowej (przynaj-
mniej dla Husserla) kategorii — ,,§wiat przezywany” (die Lebenswelt), wigc
intersubiektywny, uniwersalny, powszechny, a jednoczesnie $wiat dziejowy,
przezywany przez wspolnot¢ podmiotow. Teoria §wiata przezywanego zostaje
wypracowana przez Husserla w pracy z roku 1936 zatytulowanej Kryzys

7 R. Ingarden: Spor o istnienie swiata. T. 1-2. Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe,
Warszawa 1987.
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nauk europejskich a fenomenologia transcendentalna (tzw. maty Kryzys.. )"
oraz w roznych dodatkach i pismach o tej tematyce, ktore tacznie z ,,malym”
Kryzysem... opublikowal pod tym samym tytutem asystent Husserla Walter
Biemel” — i to ta koncepcja pozwala rozwikta¢ problemy zwigzane z wcze$-
niejszym pojeciem ,,$wiat fenomenologiczny”, o ktorych byla dotad mowa.

Dopiero tez w Kryzysie..., jak sadze, wylania si¢ mozliwo$¢ wypraco-
wania ,,filozofii pierwszej” i ufundowania nauki w fenomenologii poprzez
teori¢ ,,a priori Lebenswelt”®, ale nie jest to juz oczywiscie fenomenolo-
giczny paradygmat fundamentalistyczny, lecz nowy, ugruntowany w pojeciu
Swiata przezywanego 1 jego a priori. Temat ten oczywiscie wykracza juz
poza ramy niniejszego artykutu.
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Introduction

Otto Casmann (b. 1562 in Warburg — d. 1607 in Stade) was a German
humanist philosopher and theologian, a Calvinist convert, who is at present
mostly known as a mere historical figure listed in companions to psycho-
logy and anthropology. There, he is usually presented as one of the first
intellectuals to have used these terms, followed by a concise summary of
his (pre-modern) understanding of these disciplines as proposed primarily in
his early work Psychologia anthropologica sive animae humanae doctrina
(1594).! Besides that, Casmann has been an object of scholarly interest for
his contributions to angelography and demonology, mainly thanks to his
work Angelographia seu Commentationum disceptationumque physicarum
prodromus problematicus de angelis seu creatis spiritibus a corporis con-
sortio abiunctis (1597).?

With respect to natural philosophy, Casmann was studied already in the
1910s by Dietrich Mahnke, who characterized his endeavor as ‘“unmodern”
and “imperfect Christian physics” (unmoderne, unvollkomme Christliche
Physik); according to Mahnke, Casmann tried to abandon the peripate-
tic and scholastic philosophical framework but eventually presented an
eclectic mixture of various sources, including even — and to a significant

' For a general evaluation of Casmann’s role for psychology and anthropology, see
e.g., M. Schrenk: Uber den Umgang mit Geisteskranken: Die Entwicklung der psychia-
trischen Therapie vom “moralischen Regime” in England und Frankreich zu den “psy-
chischen Curmethoden” in Deutschland. Springer, Berlin—Heidelberg—New York 1973,
p- 119. There are, however, more detailed studies, reflecting a broader intellectual context,
such as U. Kordes: Otho Casmanns Anthropologie (1549/96). Frémmigkeit, Empirie und
der Ramismus. In: Spdtrenaissance-Philosophie in Deutschland 1570—1650: Entwiirfe zwi-
schen Humanismus und Konfessionalisierung, okkulten Traditionen und Schulmetaphysik.
Ed. M. Mulsow. Niemwyer, Tiibingen 2009, pp. 195-210; M. Edwards: Body, Soul, and
Anatomy in Late Aristotelian Psychology. In: Matter and Form in Early Modern Science
and Philosophy. Ed. G. Manning. Brill, Leiden—Boston 2012, pp. 52-55; D. Cellamare:
Anatomy and the Body in Renaissance Protestant Psychology. “Early Science and Medicine”
2014, vol. 19, pp. 359-362.

2 See S. Clark: Thinking with Demons: The Idea of Witchcraft in Early Modern Europe.
Oxford University Press, Oxford 1999, pp. 162—166. For an overview of Casmann’s life
and publications, see D. Mahnke: Rektor Casmann in Stade, ein vergessener Gegner
aristotelischer Philosophie und Naturwissenschaft in 16. Jahrhundert. “Archiv fir die
Geschichte der Naturwissenschaft und der Technik” 1913, no. 5, pp. 190-197, 226; and
P. Forshaw: Casmann, Otto. In: Encyclopedia of Renaissance Philosophy. Ed. M. Sgarbi.
Springer 2017 [e-book].
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extent — Aristotle’s works and those of the Aristotelian tradition.’ Although
somewhat outdated and simplifying (e.g., due to analysis of only a selection
of Casmann’s works), Mahnke’s study remains, surprisingly, still the only
overview of Casmann’s entire philosophy (including its natural part), albeit
rather general.*

In the following decades, even the leading scholars in the field of
Christian, or Mosaic, physics, for instance, Jaromir Cervenka and Ann Blair,
dealt with Casmann only cursorily: Cervenka merely mentions him as one
of the representatives of genuine (eigentlich) Mosaic philosophy; Blair, who
presents a similar division of Mosaic physics into true literalists (including
Casmann) and those “who made little pretense at a literal reading of the
Bible,” dedicates one concise paragraph to him as well (not mentioning other
rather particular remarks).’

The division into “genuine” and “syncretist” Christian natural philo-
sophers can be traced back to the 18th-century historiographers who first
brought scholarly attention to Casmann. Johann Franz Buddeus mentions
Casmann as an instance of a strong and sincere effort to establish a Christian
philosophy that was, in effect, far more problematic than beneficial, most
notably for Casmann’s intention to remove the barriers dividing reason and
revelation. Johann Jakob Brucker also describes Casmann as one of the
leading representatives of Mosaics physics but gives just a list of his publi-
cations and adopts Buddeus’s general characteristic.®

Concerning Casmann’s concept of Christian natural philosophy as
proposed in his texts, historians of philosophy have pointed out his work
Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypagpio. Christiana published in Frankfurt am Main
in 1598. However, Casmann had been systematically dealing with natural
philosophy closely related to Scripture since the very beginning of his scho-
larly activities. To fully grasp his understanding of philosophia Christiana,
we also need to analyze his other writings, such as Marinarum quaestionum
tractatio philosophica (1596); Angelographia (containing many references
to the planned Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypagpia...); and Somatologia, Physica
generalis, seu Commentationum disceptationumque physicarum syndromus

3 D. Mahnke: Rektor Casmann..., pp. 185-187, 228-229, 239.

* Ibidem, pp. 227-240, 352-362.

5 1. Cervenka: Die Naturphilosophie des Johann Amos Comenius. Academia, Praha
1970, p. 113; A. Blair: Mosaic physics and the search for a pious natural philosophy in
the late Renaissance. “Isis” 2000, vol. 91, no. 1, p. 45.

¢ J. F. Buddeus: Introductio ad historiam philosophiae Ebraeorum cum disseratione de
haeresi Valentiniana. Typis & impensis Orphanotrophii Glaucha-Halensis, Halae Saxonum
1702, pp. 259-262; J. J. Brucker: Historia critica philosophiae a tempore resuscitatarum in
occidente literarum ad nostra tempora. Tomus IV, Pars I. Apud Bernh. Christoph. Breitkopf,
Lipsiae 1743, pp. 614—-615.
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problematicus 1. (1598) which functions as the second part of Angelographia
but at the same time as the first part of the Theatre of Physics (prima
Physici Theatri pars), which was concluded by Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypagpio
Christiana published in the same year.

Furthermore, it is also necessary to study Casmann’s later works pub-
lished during the first decade of the 17th century, for his concept of philo-
sophia Christiana reverberates in texts such as Philosophiae et christianae et
verae [...] modesta assertio (1601); Nucleus mysteriorum naturae enucleautus
(1605); and Hominis Spiritualis anatomia et medidatio ex Sacrae scriptu-
rae |[...] deducta (1605).

Philosophia Christiana

Since Casmann frequently uses the term philosophia Christiana as
a general designation for his intellectual efforts, we first need to try to re-
construct his conception of this “true Christian philosophy,” upon which his
natural philosophy, but also economics and ethics, were based.® The most
explicit definition is found in Casmann’s book Philosophiae et Christianae
et verae [...] modesta assertio (1601). Besides a rather general characteristic
that Christian philosophy represents “an ordered system of Christian wisdom
ensuring both the knowing of the truth and practicing of the good,” Casmann
claims that this true philosophy should be based on three sources, viz. the
Word of God (verbum Dei), well founded reason (vera ratio), and unerring
experience (non fallens experientia). In the Word of God, knowledge of
natural things was set forth especially by Moses (primarily in the Book

7 Cf. its subtitle Commentationum disceptationumque physicarum syndromus metho-
dicus et problematicus II. As the content testifies, Somatologia was indeed written earlier
than Cosmopoeia et Obpavoypopia...

8 For the intellectual background of the term “Christian philosophy,” see A. Blair:
Mosaic physics..., p. 34. As the cases of many of Casmann’s contemporaries attest, he was
far from being the only author working with this or synonymous labels. Cf. most notably
Lambert Daneau (1530-1595), the author of Physica Christiana, sive De rerum creatarum
cognitione et usu, disputatio e sacra Scriptura fontibus hausta, et decerpta (first edition
published in 1576 in Lyon) and Kort Aslakssen (1564—1624) who wrote Physica et ethica
Mosaica, ut antiquissima, ita vere Christiana, duobus libris comprehensa. Quorum conti-
netur libro Primo, Physica Christiana |[...] Secundo Ethica Christiana [...]. (Hanau, 1613).
Note that Ann Blair (p. 34) traces roots of this intellectual effort as far as to St. Augustine.
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of Genesis), Solomon, Job, and Jesus; this was then developed by Casmann’s
contemporaries Lambert Daneau and Levinus Lemnius.’

Regrettably, the text does not give any details regarding the other sources
of true knowledge — reason and experience. Nevertheless, Casmann uses
the term experientia occasionally throughout his entire philosophical work:
teste experientia Meteorologica; testatur hoc experientia sensuum; tamen
sensus experientia testetur; experientia est testis. At first glance it is evi-
dent that this conception of experience cannot be understood in terms of
the emerging empirical science but in the sense that was common in the
era before the so-called Scientific Revolution. For Casmann as well as for
his contemporaries, experientia serves either to corroborate the claims of
authorities (Scripture or philosophers) or to present a personal experience.
Furthermore, if we look closer into Casmann’s views, we will see that he
decisively denied any experimental interference with the truths revealed in
Scripture. For instance, he stated that the philosophical efforts to explain
the role of celestial bodies on the phenomenon of tides are futile since the
Bible states only their function in measuring time; their direct influence on
elements and man is never mentioned there. Similarly, the efforts to measure
the distance between the upper border of heaven and the center of the earth
suggest an undue curiosity that will never lead to success (Casmann supports
his claims by many references to past and contemporary mathematicians
whose calculations were very often contradictory)."”

Another crucial text for understanding Casmann’s view of the true
Christian philosophy and its methodology are the Prolegomena generalia
to his Cosmopoeia et Obpavoypopio..., where he argues for the primacy

Q. Casmann: Philosophiae et Christianae et verae [...] modesta assertio..., pp. 1-15,
30-31, 147-155: Christiana igitur Philosophia nobis est ordinatum systema sapientiae
Christianae ad salutarem tum cognitionem Veri, tum actionem Boni (p. 5). For the de-
finitions as proposed by Casmann’s Mosaic contemporaties, cf. e.g., L. Daneau: Physica
Christiana. .. Tertia editio, pp. 36—48; K. Aslakssen: Physica et ethica Mosaica..., pp. 4—10.
For the full bibliographical information of all Casmann’s, Daneau’s and Aslakssen’s analysed
works, see the bibliography at the end of this article.

19°0Q. Casmann: Cosmopoeia et Obpavoypagia..., pp. 394, 550, 745, 775, 578580, 622;
O. Casmann: Philosophiae et Christianae et verae [...] modesta assertio, Epistola dedi-
catoria, f. 3v. With respect to Casmann’s Marinarum quaestionum tractatio philosophica,
it has been emphasized that he also employed the experience of mariners regarding the
specific height of tides in relation to different geographic locations. See D. Mahnke: Rektor
Casmann..., pp. 186, 354-355. However, 1 would be skeptical to Mahnke’s conclusion that
Casmann worked with the Word of God, experience, and reason as interconnected and equal
sources. In his natural philosophy he clearly favored the testimony of Scripture from the
point of view of both “epistemological” reflection and “applied” sources of knowledge. Note
that even Mahnke himself does not see Casmann as a proponent of modern experimental
science, see Ibidem, pp. 230-234.
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of the sacred texts over profane philosophers. His reasoning is straightfor-
ward: Scripture is beyond any doubt a more reliable source of knowledge
in natural philosophy than any pagan philosophy (namely Aristotle and
Plato) because, in Scripture, the Creator himself speaks (through the human
authors) about his own creation. It is the omniscient God who is the source
of all wisdom (omnis sapientiae fons). Faith in the revealed, reliable, and
trustworthy Scripture should be preferred to erroneous ancient authorities.
In the case of pagan philosophers, we encounter at best erudite conjectures,
but very often also foul gaps (impurae lacunae). Casmann stresses that the
individual profane philosophies frequently oppose one another. Moreover, and
this brings us back to the question of the sources of true knowledge, both
reason and the senses (i.e., experience) can be mistaken as well — unlike
the authority of Scripture."

The next question that Casmann raises in the Prolegomena is whether it
is possible to contort the natural philosophical testimony of Scripture into
a form consonant with the principles of the pagan, especially Aristotelian
tradition of natural philosophy. The answer is, as one would expect, negative.
The Holy Scripture is the basic standard and touchstone (lydius lapis) of the
entire philosophy of nature. Thus, all possible knowledge of the world must
be based on Scripture only; only through the prism of Scripture should pagan
philosophy be evaluated, not the other way round."

In the subsequent paragraphs, Casmann defends the truthfulness of
Christian natural philosophy and disproves the attacks on Moses and the
Book of Genesis forged in the past by the pagan Neoplatonist Simplicius
of Cicilia. His main goal is to vindicate the coherence and consistency of
the biblical text in its literal sense. In the secondary literature dealing with
Mosaic physics, from Johann Jakob Brucker in the 18th century to Ann Blair
in 2000, Casmann is characterized as a “biblical literalist.”"® Indeed, against
Simplicius and his peripatetic arguments, Casmann defends, for example,
the view that darkness existed before the creation of light (cf. Gen 1:1) (for
Simplicius, the privation — darkness — could not have been created before
its substance — light). Another issue was that the Sun was created as late as
on the fourth day of creation and, still, the days before existed due to light:
Simplicius claimed that light could not have existed without its bearer, the
Sun; Casmann replied that the omnipotent God could have in the extraordinal
and miraculous work of creation created light as belonging to another object
(lux quaedam; lux informis et imperfecta) and only on the fourth day either

1"Q. Casmann: Cosmopoeia et Obpavoypopia..., Prolegomena generalia, f. a6r—a8r,
b2r—v.

12 Ibidem, Prolegomena generalia, f. b2r—b4r and pp. 88-95.

3. J. Brucker: Historia critica..., pp. 610—615; A. Blair: Mosaic physics..., pp. 35-50.
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concentrated this light in the Sun, or transformed this temporal object into
the Sun itself."

However, an attentive reading of all the relevant texts by Casmann re-
veals that his alleged biblical literalism is problematic, even when speaking
about his most famous Mosaic work, the Cosmopoeia et Ovpovoypogpia...
For instance, during polemics with Lambert Daneau regarding the existence
of air as an element (which Daneau denies), Casmann argues that the fact
that the Holy Scripture says nothing about a particular thing does not imply
that this thing does not exist."” It seems that Casmann is not troubled by (his
own!) literalist imperative and somehow grants a space for further surmises
of the divine testimony.

To give another instance, in the Angelographia, Casmann admits that
in the Book of Genesis, Moses remains silent about the creation of springs,
rivers, lakes, mountains, valleys, metals, minerals — but also of angels.
However, this does not mean that they do not exist. Accordingly, although
other biblical texts do mention angels and their origins (Ps 148; Dn 3; Col 1),
Casmann is troubled by the question of why Moses passed over this topic
in silence. The explanation he finds most probable is the so-called accom-
modation theory which means that Moses, aware of the ignorance of the
Hebrews, adjusted and accommodated his narration to their wits."

This attitude, however, reveals how Casmann’s use of the Bible in its
literal sense is even more problematic. On the one hand, in Cosmopoeia et
Odpovoypogia..., he claims that if one seeks to answer questions that surpass
the message of the revealed Word of God, he will get lost in delusions; and
explicitly declares that if Moses says nothing about angels and their creation,
then no knowledge regarding this matter can be obtained."” On the other hand,
in Somatologia, he, without any objection, conveys opinion that Moses in
Genesis 1 — by means of a synecdoche — locates the abode of angels in the
heavens."® What is even more striking, in Angelographia, Casmann devotes
to the question of creation of angels an entire chapter.”

Another instance illustrating the contradictoriness of Casmann’s dealing
with Scripture in its literal sense appears when we compare the passages

4°Q. Casmann: Cosmopoeia et Ovpovoypagia..., Prolegomena generalia, f. b5r—clr,
c4r, d4v. See also Idem: Somatologia..., pp. 348, 367-374; and Idem: Nucleus..., pp. 49-50,
which present similar accounts.

5 L. Daneau: Physices Christianae pars altera. Eustathius Vignon, Genevae 1580,
pp. 30b-33, 63, 73a—b; O. Casmann: Cosmopoeia et Obpavoypagia..., pp. 649—651.

16 Idem: Angelographia..., pp. 30, 94-101.

7 Idem: Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypagia..., pp. 411, 432, 439-440.

8 Idem: Somatologia..., pp. 45-46.

¥ Idem: Angelographia..., pp. 94-108.
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focusing on the creation of herbs and trees in Somatologia and late Nucleus.
In Somatologia, he advocates the inner consistency of Genesis 1: although
Moses wrote that herbs and trees procreate by semen, the term ‘“‘semen”
must be understood in a general sense (generaliter), which would allow to
include other ways of reproduction, for example, grafting, for it is evident
that herbs procreate in many ways. Similarly, one could object that Moses
stated that all trees were created as fructiferous, but it is easy to find those
that do not produce edible fruits. Casmann resolutely replies that all herbs
and trees are edible, at least in some of their parts; for example, Adam, the
first man, was endowed with the ability to distinguish eatable and uneatable
roots, and this skill was passed on to further generations.* This intricate
reasoning is simply pulled down in Nucleus, where Casmann without hesi-
tation divides trees into fructiferous (fructiferae) and sterile (steriles), viz.
elm, alder, lime, birch, willow, poplar, etc.”!

Natural Philosophy

Besides the histories of anthropology and psychology, philosophical con-
temporaries, successors, and historians of philosophy until nowadays noted
Casmann for his natural philosophy, or Mosaic physics. I will now proceed to
analyze and evaluate his concept of Christian natural philosophy and assess
whether he succeeded in this field of his intellectual efforts, even though
his general conception of philosophia Christiana and its basic methodology
reveals deep inconsistencies.

The leading authority in the study of natural philosophy, or physica,
must be the Holy Scripture and especially Moses who is the most ancient
and wisest of all writers and handed down to us the true story (historica
narratio) of the act of creation. The wisdom of the Bible must serve as the
cornerstone of any knowledge of nature: “To us Christians, the philosophi-
cal is not what is pagan, what is Aristotelian, or Ramean, but what is true,”
writes Casmann.?

20 Idem: Somatologia..., pp. 53-56.

2 Idem: Nucleus..., p. 235.

22 Idem: Cosmopoeia et Obpavoypopia..., pp. 41, 203: Nobis Christianis Philosophicum
est, non quod Ethnicum, non quod Aristotelicum, non quod Ramaeum, sed quod verum [...].
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As the composition of the first chapters of Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypagio....
suggests — and as Casmann’s proclamations imply — he intends to deal with
the natural philosophical issues treated in this work first from the biblical
perspective (apud sacros autores), and only then from the point of view of
profane philosophical authorities (apud philosophos). But surprisingly, the
more detailed and subtle topics Casmann discusses, the more he focuses on
the different philosophical speculations which he explicates, analyses, and
compares. The references to Scripture are often moved to the conclusions of
individual chapters and located in sections resembling concluding remarks.
Such methodology would be legitimate even in the field of philosophia
Christiana and does not a priori imply that the biblical text is being margi-
nalized. However, the practical effect is that the references to Scripture, both
explicit and implicit, are significantly overshadowed by the space dedicated
to philosophical authorities.

To give some examples: In the part of Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypagia...
dedicated to the nature of the heavens, Casmann presents two chapters.
The first one summarizes the philosophical and theological arguments for
the physical identity of the elemental sphere and the element(s) constituting
the heavens (viz. pre-Aristotelian philosophy including Plato; the Church
Fathers, etc.); the other is headed by Aristotelian arguments against this
identity (the Aristotelian assertions are, however, immediately refuted
through means of natural philosophy, logic, and contemporary astronomy
with its observations).” In other parts of the book, the biblical component
of the exposition is almost completely missing. When dealing with the exi-
stence of vacuum in the world, Casmann, in fact, confronts peripatetic and
Patrician (i.e., derived from Francesco Patrizi’s thought) natural philosophy
and the resolving role of Scripture is heavily marginalized (at best it fulfills
a mere rhetoric function).” Finally, the qualities of air (namely, movement
and heat) are discussed by summarizing and comparing specific philo-
sophical views proposed by Jacopo Zabarella, Nicolaus Taurellus, Andrea
Cesalpino, etc., without any reference to Scripture at all.>* Thus, Cosmopoeia
et Ovpavoypopia... turns out to be to a considerably synthetic work, in some
aspects resembling the contemporary encyclopedias; its proclaimed emphasis
on Moses and Scripture in general as the touchstone of the only true natural
philosophy is overshadowed by the vast space granted to profane authorities.

This “profane” profile is even more evident in Somatologia. The Bible’s
authority is withdrawn entirely in favor of philosophical, mostly peripatetic,

3 Ibidem, pp. 449-486, 513-516.
2+ Tbidem, pp. 634—645.
» Ibidem, pp. 760-768, 777-794.
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sources, namely Zabarella, Taurellus, Julius Caesar Scaliger, Jean Bodin,
Benedict Pereira, or the already mentioned Francesco Patrizi. Even though
the work is programmatically presented as defending the true Christian
philosophy (vera Christiana philosophia) against its pagan antipodes, it is
focused on traditional peripatetic topics such as matter, form, substance, and
accidents related to natural bodies.*

The content of the first book of Nucleus is very similar, describing the
natural body and its qualities. There, Aristotle is explicitly named as an
authority in natural philosophy; the natural body is investigated from the
point of view of its four causes, and Casmann frequently uses terms such
as substance, accident, potentiality, actuality, and endorses the peripatetic
interpretation of motion. Aristotle is frequently quoted and referred to as
an authority in definitions also in the second book of Nucleus dealing with
various topics touched upon already in Cosmopoeia et Ovpovoypogpia...
Although the emphasis on the Bible is somewhat greater than in the first
book, it is neither a leading nor an exceptional source of exposition.?’

Cosmogony and Cosmology

Despite the skeptical assessment of Casmann’s conception of Christian
natural philosophy and Christian philosophy in general, as I have presented
it in the paragraphs above, some topics in his works were treated in the
proper “Mosaic” way and, thus, deserve closer attention.

One of them is Casmann’s reasoning for the veracity of creatio ex nihilo.
In all his works, he claims that the creation took place at the beginning
of time (in principio temporis), by the sole Word of God (verbo potentiae
suae), and out of nothing, that is, with no pre-existent matter. According to
Casmann, on the first day formless matter (massa informis seu prima mate-
ria; materia coeli et terrae, cf. Gen 1:1) and spirit of the creatures (spiritus
creatorum, cf. Gen 1:2) were created.

The facticity of creatio ex nihilo is advocated first of all by biblical
means: Casmann thoroughly analyzes the Hebrew term bara’ (X72) used
in Genesis 1:1 which, in his reading, means that a being is made out of

% Idem: Somatologia..., pp. 165-167.
27 Idem: Nucleus..., pp. 7-8, 70-71; Idem: Somatologia..., pp. 31-32.
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non-being (ens ex non ente fieri). He also discusses some biblical passages,
namely 2 Macc 7:28, where, in the Vulgate, the term ex nihilo is explicitly
used (Peto, nate, ut aspicias ad caelum et terram, et ad omnia quae in
eis sunt, et intelligas quia ex nihilo fecit illa Deus, et hominum genus).”®
However, Casmann also relies on philosophical reasoning. He refers to some
authorities and endeavors to propose genuine proofs. The most elaborated
one is the metaphysical distinction between creatio and generatio. While the
initial stage of generation is the privation of a form in a substance, so that
it represents a mere transformation of the substantial form, creation does
not start from a privation, but from absolute negation (negatio absoluta),
nothing at all. Moreover, all generation occurs in time, whereas the creation
occurred at the very beginning of time.”

Another aspect showing how Casmann is sincerely trying to fulfill the
imperative of reading Scripture literally (at least in some matters) is his
advocacy of the facticity of the six days of creation. He defends it first by
a detailed analysis of the biblical text, mainly from the etymological po-
int of view. For instance, a possible objection could be raised from a reading
of Sirach 18:1 (in the Vulgate: Qui vivet in aeternum creavit omnia simul),
Casmann interprets the expression “simul” as “likewise” or “together” (pari-
ter or communiter), regarding the completeness, but definitely not addressing
chronology, that is, not meaning at the same time. In this issue, the primary
source of reasoning is the Bible and its literal testimony.*

In what follows Casmann analyzes the use of idioms in Scripture and
presents a series of genuine, more or less philosophical arguments to support
his beliefs. The fact that God created the world over a period of six days and
not in one moment does not imply a lack of omnipotence on His part; on

8 Jdem: Cosmopoeia et Obpavoypagia..., pp. 79-82. The obvious counterargument,
however, might be that in the Book of Genesis, the Hebrew terms for ‘create’ (72, bara’)
and ‘make’ (7Y, ‘asd) are used interchangeably, and the term bara’ in Gen 1:1 does
not imply creatio ex nihilo but refers to ‘a divine activity that is effortlessly effected’.
See Ch. Hodge: Systematic theology. Vol. 1. William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
Grand Rapids 1940, p. 558; and F. Skolnik (Ed.): Encyclopaedia Judaica. Second Edition.
Vol. 5. Thomson Gale, Detroit 2007, pp. 273-280. For an analysis of Genesis 1:1-2:4a
and 2 Maccabees 7:28 from this point of view, see G. A. Anderson: Creatio ex nihilo
and the Bible. In: Creation ex nihilo: Origins, Development, Contemporary Challenges.
Eds. G. A. Anderson, M. Bockmuehl. University of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame 2017,
pp. 15-22. On the biblical concept of creation in general, see R. J. Clifford: Creatio ex
nihilo in the Old Testament/Hebrew Bible. In: Creation ex nihilo: Origins, Development,
Contemporary Challenges. Eds. G. A. Anderson, M. Bockmuehl. University of Notre Dame
Press, Notre Dame 2017, pp. 63-75.

¥ Q. Casmann: Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypagia..., pp. 85-88, 121-124.

% Ibidem, pp. 174, 198-200.
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the contrary, it highlights the order and interconnection between individual
beings and their dependence on their Creator — this is a proof not only of
God’s omnipotence but also of His wisdom and goodness.”’ Moreover, and
somewhat rhetorically, if the world had been created in an instance, the
consecration of the seventh day would be meaningless.*

In his description of cosmogony, Casmann devotes most attention to
the heaven and earth that emerged on the first day of creation from the
primeval matter, for this matter was twofold, materia coeli et terrae. Thus,
the created world encompasses both the superior bodies (corpora superiora
et aetheriora) and the inferior bodies (inferiora et elementaria). These are
situated in two distinct parts, the heavenly or aethereal one and the earthly
or elemental one, and constitute a universal bond of all natural bodies.”
Besides its specific matter, the world also has a form, an efficient cause
(the Creator), and a final cause (the glory of God manifested in His creation
but also human use — hominis usus).** This clearly peripatetic framework
is reinforced by a list of the world’s accidents (quantity, shape, etc.). Such
peripatetic terminology, however, does not prevent Casmann from dealing
with questions related to the world primarily from a Scriptural point of view,
that is, almost independently of Aristotelian natural philosophy (although in
some cases he also relies on peripatetic reasoning, but mainly as a means of
support for the biblical testimony). Thus, he argues for the existence of only
one world, limited by the space and time that was created and will perish.
In the part focusing on advocating that heaven is round Casmann employs
peripatetic reasoning the most, as well as contemporary astronomical proofs.*

The most elaborated part is Casmann’s description of the creation and
structure of heaven (coelum). According to his interpretation of Genesis 1:1,
heaven was created on the first day through the materia coeli, on which it
was based. As such, heaven consist of three parts. The supreme one, or the
third heaven (also coelum summum, coelum coelorum), popularly called em-
pyreum, is the most perfect, created, invisible, and finite space where neither
change nor corruption occurs (but will once perish).*® The middle part, or the
second heaven (also aethereum, astriferum seu stellarum), popularly called
firmamentum, is a visible space (expansio, spatium) between the highest
heaven on the one hand and the surface of the earth and waters on the
other. In fact, it encompasses both the middle, stellar, heaven and the lowest,

! Ibidem, pp. 202-203.

32 Ibidem, pp. 203-208.

3 Ibidem, pp. 1-6, 120, 123-127, 274-275, 300.

* Ibidem, pp. 79, 117-119, 120-121, 127-132.

% Ibidem, pp. 157-272, 335-349. Cf. Aristotle: On the Heavens, 11 4, 286b10-287b21.
O. Casmann: Cosmopoeia et Ovpavoypopia..., pp. 355-385, 409-410.
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aerial, heaven, which are both subject to change, generation, and corruption.
The stellar heaven is again divided into two spaces (vulgo sphaeras et orbes),
namely, the higher bearing stars and the lower bearing planets (divided into
superior, viz. Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, and inferior, viz. Sun, Venus, Mercury,
Moon). However, Casmann denies that the spheres actually exist — for they
are merely fictitious (humana [...] inventio).’’ Finally, the lowest part, or the
first, aerial heaven, popularly just air (vulgo aer), borders on the elements
of earth and water. Regarding the boundary between the second and first
heaven, Casmann asserts that there is no sphere of fire, as the Peripatetics
suggest.®® On the contrary, for him, heaven as a whole is a single continual
body whose individual parts differ only by qualities, not in their nature
(eiusdem naturae corpus).

These reflections on heaven’s nature and structure are closely related
to the question of the separation of waters from waters, as put forward in
Genesis 1:6. Following the literal sense of Scripture, Casmann identifies
superior and inferior waters (aquae superiores et inferiores) divided by the
firmament, that is, a boundary (terminus interiectus) between waters that
emerge in the air (in the coelum aereum) and fall to the earth (such as clouds,
rain, hail et alia meteora) and waters located below air (in seas, lakes, etc.).*

The firmament, correctly called expansum, is not a solid border but an
extended space (spatium, spatium expansum) covering the whole aerial hea-
ven by which the superior and inferior waters are divided. Strictly speaking,
Casmann points out, the Bible speaks of two expansa: while the already
described meaning synecdochically refers to the aerial heaven, the expan-
sum, understood universally, means the whole space covering both the se-
cond and the first heaven, namely, stellar and aerial, which borders on the
supreme, invisible heaven (this is the border that should properly be called
firmamentum).*® To support this claim, Casmann interprets the biblical legacy
as presented in both the Vulgate and the Septuagint, with a reference to the
Hebrew original. The etymology of the term “raqia” (¥°p7) used in Genesis
1.7 obliges one to prefer the Latin equivalent expansio or extensio to firma-
mentum since it better corresponds to its meaning as an extended space.”!

7 Ibidem, pp. 440-449, 516-580; O. Casmann: Angelographia..., pp. 344-354.

¥ 0. Casmann: Cosmopoeia et Ovpovoypagia..., pp. 580—672, 747-801. Casmann was
well aware that the previous philosophical and theological tradition distinguished multiple
heavens, namely eight, ten, or eleven. However, he rejects this view as heavily dependent
on Peripateticism. Cf. ibidem, pp. 586—607.

¥ Ibidem, pp. 447-449, 653—655, 708-715.

# Ibidem, pp. 6-7, 517, 578, 653.

41 Ibidem, pp. 388-391, 396-397, 444—447, 711-715; O. Casmann: Nucleus..., pp. 74-77.
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Figure 1. Reconstruction of Casmann’s cosmology

Conclusions

As the case of the “Christian natural philosophy” elaborated by Otto
Casmann shows, it might be very precarious to determinedly claim some
certain features of Mosaic physics without any further study. Although
one of the problematic aspects, namely, the relation of the proponents of
this unique early modern natural-philosophical endeavor to Aristotle and
Aristotelianism, has been discussed (yet rather generally) since the earliest
modern histories of philosophy (J. F. Buddeus) until our present (A. Blair),
the other has been entirely neglected.* Even though Casmann and some
other philosophers (i.e., Francisco Vallés, Lambert Daneau, Levinus Lemnius,
Thomas Lydiat, and Kort Aslakssen) have been labelled as “true literalists”

2 J. F. Buddeus: Introductio..., pp. 256-264; A. Blair: Mosaic physics..., p. 55. For
a general discussion of the early modern relation to Aristotelianism, see C. Martin:
Subverting Aristotle: Religion, History, and Philosophy in Early Modern Science. Johns
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore 2014.
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among Mosaic natural philosophers, it is a serious question whether they
were able to fulfill this crucial imperative of their program — to read and
interpret the Bible in its literal sense. We saw that Casmann presented
a significantly original, scripturally based cosmogony and cosmology, but
his general natural-philosophical conception reveals serious limits concerning
the commitment to approach the Bible literally; not mentioning the striking
and blatant employment of non-biblical sources. This article, dedicated to
only one of the authors, demonstrates that the issue of consistency of early
modern Mosaic physics must be in the future comprehensively studied in
order to present solid answers.
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Boska synestezja
w filozofui Ksenofanesa z Kolofonu

Divine versus Human Knowledge
Divine Synesthesia in the Philosophy of Xenophanes of Colophon

Abstract: The aim of the present article is to analyze the poetry of Xenophanes of Colophon
concerning his epistemological considerations with the notion of god proposed by him.
Traditionally, Xenophanes is well known as a philosopher engaged in the debate on the
meaningfulness of mythological ideas. At the same time, he advocates the concept of god,
which is different from pictures transmitted through The Greek epic. It shall be shown
how the theological approach of the Colophonian finds its justification in his remarks on
cognitive abilities, especially in creatively used opposition between human and divine
knowledge. Recently indicated, the connection between Xenophanes’ theology and his
epistemological theses is not exhausted in the critique of religious anthropomorphism but
is more profound, and based on the awareness of the impossibility of clear knowledge
(saphes) for a human being. The latter is, however attributed to god alone, who gains the
knowledge in the manner of synesthesia.
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Zaznajomionego z filozofig przedsokratejska czytelnika nie moze dzi-
wi¢ fakt, ze w najstarszym zachowanym przekazie doksograficznym na
temat Ksenofanesa z Kolofonu poeta-filozof scharakteryzowany zostat jako
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erudyta'. Zakres podejmowanej przez niego tematyki wyraznie przekraczat
zagadnienia stanowigce przedmiot filozoficznych zainteresowan jego jonskich
pobratymcow, co w potaczeniu z przeswiadczeniem o braku systematycznej
formy refleks;ji tego filozofa mogto usprawiedliwia¢ Heraklita, ktory surowo
osadzil poete. Erudycja Ksenofanesa miata nie i8¢ w parze z rozumem (v6og).
Na podstawie fragmentéw tworczosci tego mysliciela oraz pdzniejszych
przekazow na jego temat mozna zreszta wnosi¢, ze to nie filozofia physis
interesowala Ksenofanesa w pierwszym rzedzie i to nie ona stanowita najbar-
dziej charakterystyczny rys jego mysli. Juz od czasdéw starozytnych natomiast
dostrzegano 1 podkreslano z jednej strony znaczenie jego tez teologicznych,
czego znakomity przyktad daje chociazby Arystoteles?®, z drugiej za$ — prze-
nikliwo$¢ uwag o charakterze teoriopoznawczym. Ten drugi moment filozofii
Ksenofanesa stanowit istotny punkt odniesienia dla sceptycyzmu, ktorego
przedstawiciele zwykli otwarcie przywotywac¢ imi¢ Kolofonczyka jako jedne-
go z protoplastéw ich wiasnej orientacji filozoficznej’. Réwniez wspotczesnie
uwaga interpretatorow skupiona jest coraz czgsciej na epistemologicznym,
w szczegblnosei zas sceptycznym, aspekcie filozofii Ksenofanesa®. Otwarte
pozostaje jednak pytanie o mozliwo$¢ powigzania teologii mysliciela (co
tutaj istotne, zarowno w jej krytycznej funkcji, przejawiajacej si¢ atakiem
na antropomorfizm tradycyjnej mitologii, jak i pozytywnej, polegajacej na
sformutowaniu propozycji jakiej$§ wizji bostwa) z jego gnoseologia, co czy-
nitoby Heraklitejski zarzut o polymathi¢ wcigz aktualnym. Palaca potrzeba
odpowiedzi na pytanie, ,,gdzie religia taczy si¢ z epistemologia”, jest juz
dzisiaj w niewatpliwie inspirujacy sposob sygnalizowana i proponowane sg
takie interpretacje filozofii Ksenofanesa, w ktorych watki teoriopoznawcze
zrozumiale sg w $wietle przekonan religijnych’. W zaprezentowanej w tym
tek$cie analizie przedstawiona zostanie proba odwrdcenia tego kierunku
interpretacyjnego, a zatem wskazania, ze ustalenia dotyczace pojecia boga,
a doktadniej: strategie konstruowania tego pojecia przez Ksenofanesa, znaj-
duja swoje uzasadnienie we fragmentach o charakterze teoriopoznawczym.

! Zob. H. Diels, W. Kranz: Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. Griechisch und deutsch.
Bd. 1. 18. Aufl. Weidmann, Ziirich 1989, 22 B40 (dalej jako: D.K.).

2 Zob. Arist. Metaph. 986b 21-25.

3 Zob. np. S. Spiewak: Sekstus Empiryk o sceptycyzmie Ksenofanesa z Kolofonu.
»Przeglad Filozoficzny — Nowa Seria” 2020, nr 3, s. 200. https:/doi.org/10.24425/
pfns.2020.133984.

4 Zob. J1.H. Lesher: Xenophanes’ Scepticism. ,,Phronesis” 1978, vol. 23, no. 1, s. 1-21;
takze: D. Kubok: Xenophanes of Colophon and the Problem of Distinguishing Between
Skepticism and Negative Dogmatism. ,,Electryone” 2016, vol. 4, s. 31-46.

5 Zob. M. Sassi: Where Epistemology and Religion Meet. What do(es) the god(s) look
like? ,,Rhizomata” 2013, vol. 1 (2), s. 283-307.
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Gwoli zachowania klarownosci wywodu analizy tworczosci Ksenofanesa,
w ktérych uwzglednia si¢ jego uwagi na temat pojecia wiedzy, nalezy roz-
pocza¢ od fragmentu B34, ktéry miat stanowi¢ wstep do dziela poety:

Zaprawde jasnej prawdy nie poznal zaden czlowiek,
ani tez nie bedzie takiego,
kto by miat wiedz¢ o bogach, a takze o tym wszystkim, o czym mowig;
nawet je$li bowiem w najwyzszym stopniu udatoby si¢ mu
osiggna¢ cel, powiedziawszy to, co zostalo spetnione,
sam ostatecznie by o tym nie wiedzial; mniemanie przypada
w udziale wszystkim®.

Wersy te zawieraja istotne chociazby z historycznofilozoficznego punktu
widzenia ustalenia na temat natury prawdy, problemu subiektywnosci pozna-
nia oraz granic epistemicznych, jakie przypadaja w udziale (tétvktar) czto-
wiekowi. Ustalenia te znajduja bowiem tworcza kontynuacje w rozwazaniach
innych starozytnych intelektualistow — nie tylko filozoféw par excellence,
lecz takze przedstawicieli starozytnej mysli medycznej. Z punktu widzenia
pytania o zwigzek refleksji nad poznaniem z teologig za interesujaca mozna
uzna¢ kategori¢ bogow (Be@®v) pojawiajaca si¢ w przywolywanych stowach,
tym bardziej ze stwierdzenie niepoznawalnos$ci bogdw w oczywisty sposob
koresponduje z tymi fragmentami poezji Kolofonczyka, w ktorych atakowany
jest antropomorfizm (w réznych jego przejawach), a nawet teriomorfizm’.
Trudno jednak zgodzi¢ si¢ z tezg gloszaca, ze w takiej jawnej koresponden-
cji wyczerpuje si¢ zwigzek teologii i epistemologii poety®, szczegélnie jesli
bedzie si¢ pamigtalo o powszechnym wsrdd presokratykow (a obecnym juz
w mitologii) rozréznieniu na sposob poznawania charakterystyczny i do-
stepny dla ludzi oraz na ten przypadajacy w udziale bogom. Oznaczaloby
to, ze tematem taczacym namyst nad bogami i poznaniem jest w filozofii
Kolofonczyka nie tyle (albo nie przede wszystkim) fakt, ze cztowiek nie
jest w stanie stworzy¢ adekwatnego wizerunku boga, ile uzasadnienie tego
przekonania, w ktérym pokazuje si¢ nieosiggalng dla cztowieka, a charak-
terystyczng dla bogdw mozliwos¢ realizacji pewnej wiedzy. Co wigcej, ma
ona dotyczy¢ nie tylko bogéw, ktorzy, jak powiedzieliby pozniejsi sceptycy,

¢ D.K., 21 B34. Jesli nie podano inaczej, thumaczenie fragmentéw — S.S.

7 Zob. D.K., 21 B15.

8 Teza taka stanowi osnowe interpretacji proponowanej w skadingd przetomowym
tekScie Marii Sassi. M. Sassi: Where Epistemology and Religion Meet..., s. 296.
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przynaleza przeciez do obszaru rzeczy niejawnych (adAwv), ale wszystkiego,
o czym traktowa¢ miala filozofia Ksenofanesa’.

O tym, ze zastrzezenia poznawcze, jakie poczynil poeta we fragmen-
cie B34, moga by¢ postrzegane w perspektywie kontrastu miedzy wiedzg
boska a ludzka, mozna si¢ juz dowiedzie¢ z przekazéw doksograficznych.
Dziatajacy w 1 wieku p.n.e. Arejos Didymos nie pozostawial watpliwosci
co do tego, ze jego zdaniem ostatni wers fragmentu, w ktorym poeta wpro-
wadzal kategori¢ mniemania (d6xoc), powinien by¢ rozumiany jako jedna
z czgscel antytezy. Drugg miata by¢ natomiast prawda (dAn0eia) przystugujaca
wszelako tylko bogu. Opisujac tworczos¢ Ksenofanesa, Didymos zauwazat
bowiem, ze Kolofonczyk ,,modidit 14g 1€ T®V dAA®V TOALOG EMUTANTTOVTOC
Kol TV adTod maploTévtog eOAGPEIRY, B¢ dpa 0edg pEv olde TV dAROsiay,
‘00Koc O €mi miotl tétuktalr” — ,atakujac zartem zuchwato$¢ innych, pre-
zentowal wilasng poboznos¢, twierdzit przy tym, ze to bdg zna prawde,
mniemanie za$ przypada w udziale wszystkim™".

Co wiecej, doktadnie w ten sam sposob, co Arejos Didymos, filozo-
ficzne watpienie Ksenofanesa mial interpretowac¢ réwniez Warro, o czym
informuje Augustyn w De Civitate Dei: ,,sed ut Xenophanes Colophonios
scribit, quid putem, non quid contendam, ponam. Hominis est enim haec
opinari, dei scire” — ,lecz jak napisat Ksenofanes z Kolofonu, podam tu to,
co przypuszczam, a nie to, co stwierdzam na pewno. Bo czlowiek moze
o tym snué przypuszczenia, a tylko Bog moze wiedzie¢™'!.

We fragmentach twoérczosci Kolofonczyka trudno wprawdzie znalezé
stwierdzenia, w ktorych antyteza: wiedza boska — wiedza ludzka, wystepuje

 Za symptomatyczne nalezy uznaé to, w jaki sposob Ksenofanes wydziela zakres
przedmiotowy watpienia co do mozliwosci jasnej (pewnej) wiedzy. Nie postuguje si¢
bynajmniej kategorig donAog, ktora jednak pojawia si¢ juz w inspirowanym refleksja
Ksenofanesa traktacie O dawniejszej medycynie (Hippoc. VM. 1 15-21), ani tez kategoria
apovéa, z ktorej z kolei korzysta, co znamienne, réwniez na gruncie refleks;ji filozoficzno-
-medycznej, Alkmajon z Krotony (D.K., 24 B6, 3—4). W obu wymienionych przypadkach
kategoria tego, co niejawne, wyraznie modyfikuje argument Ksenofanesa, zawgzajac sens
owego argumentu do tego, co wykracza poza empiri¢. Co ciekawe, wspotczesni komenta-
torzy, ktorzy sag sktonni interpretowac tez¢ fragmentu B34 przez pryzmat pojecia Gdniog
(Alkmajonowe d@avéa), otwarcie przyznajg si¢ do empirystycznego odczytywania epistemo-
logii Kolofonczyka: ,,I still substantially share the empiristic interpretation of Frankel (1925),
which was corroborated by a series of linguistic observations of unsurpassed sophistication”.
M. Sassi: Where Epistemology and Religion Meet..., s. 295, pkt 26. W takiej interpretacji
pomija si¢ natomiast 1) znaczenie frazy koi doco Aéym mepi mavtov z B34, 2) fakt, ze
Ksenofanes krytykowat réwniez poznanie empiryczne (zob. D.K., 21 B38).

" DK, 21 A24.

" August. De civ. D. XVII 7, 29-31 (ttum. W. Kornatowski) — Augustyn: O Paristwie
Bozym. Przet. 1 oprac. W. Kornatowski. T. 1. De Agostini Polska—Altaya, Warszawa 2003,
s. 455.
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explicite, jak ma to miejsce chociazby w tekstach innych filozofow przed-
sokratejskich, na przyktad Heraklita, Filolaosa oraz Alkmajona z Krotony,
niemniej jednak mozna uzna¢ niemal z calg pewnoscia, ze rozdzwiek po-
migedzy oboma sposobami ujecia poznawczego — tym charakterystycznym
dla bostwa oraz tym danym w udziale istotom $miertelnym — wystepowat
w jego refleksji: jesli nie jako teza stanowigca uzupetnienie ostatniego
wersu B34, jak chcial tego Arejos oraz Warro, to przynajmniej jako
istotne zatozenie epistemologiczne. Zatozenie to, co wigcej, doskonale
wpisywatoby si¢ w Ksenofanesowe pojmowanie d6xog, rozumianego jako
brak mozliwosci syntezy coagég oraz tetedecuévov, czyli jasnej wiedzy
o prawdzie wypowiadanej w jezyku (resp. trafnosci stowa). Wyznaczatoby
ono bowiem idealny typ poznania niedostepny czlowiekowi, podobny do
tego, ktory wystepowat w sceptycyzmie odczytywanym na kartach dziet
epikow. Ksenofanes tym samym opisywal sposob poznawania dostepny
ludziom, odnoszac go do wzoru, jakim bylaby boska cuvOecic: caéc oraz
teteleopévov, przybierajaca w swej optymalnej, przystugujacej tylko bogu,
postaci forme: cvvaicOnoig — synestezji. Co wigcej, stosowany przez poete
zabieg rozwazania ludzkich mozliwo$ci poznawczych przez pryzmat idealnej,
boskiej wiedzy uzna¢ mozna za charakterystyczny rys greckiego namystu
gnoseologicznego. Jak zauwazyt Adam Krokiewicz: ,,Grecy wierzyli od
najdawniejszych czaséw, ze w posiadaniu absolutnej prawdy i doskonatej
madro$ci oraz wiedzy sa w przeciwienstwie do omylnych ludzi nieomylni
bogowie [...]. Silne uczuciowo, ale intelektualnie mgliste pojecie absolutnej
prawdy powstato na podlozu upokarzajacej cztowieka swiadomosci, ze jego
mniemania i domysty s3 po najwigkszej czesci fatlszywe. Powiedzenie »bogo-
wie posiadajg doskonata wiedzg« ma sens raczej negatywny niz pozytywny,

a mianowicie — »ludzie nie posiadajg doskonatej wiedzy«”".

12 Wspolcze$nie dokonywano préob dopasowania stow przekazu Didymosa do miary
wierszowej stosowanej przez Ksenofanesa. Zauwazono, ze wykorzystywana przez dokso-
grafa fraza: ,,0e0¢ pév oide v dAndeiav”, uzupetniona o stowo pévog tworzy trymetr
jambiczny, a zatem metrum che¢tnie stosowane przez Kolofonczyka w jego XiAlot. Zob.
P. Steinmetz: Xenophanesstudien. ,,Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie — Neue Folge” 1966,
Bd. 109, H. 1, s. 40.

B A. Krokiewicz: Sceptycyzm grecki: od Filona do Sekstusa. Instytut Wydawniczy Pax,
Warszawa 1966, s. 68—69, pkt 11. Stad tez, o ile badacze moga r6zni¢ si¢ w interpretacjach
teologii Ksenofanesa, faktem pozostaje, ze postrzeganie jej w aspekcie réoznicy migdzy bo-
ska i1 ludzka wiedzg budzi wérdd komentatorow najmniej kontrowersji. Zob. H.A.T. Reiche:
Empirical Aspects of Xenophanes’ Theology. W: Essays in Ancient Greek Philosophy. Ed.
G.L. Kustas. State University of New York Press, Albany 1971, s. 88; takze: M.K. McCoy:
Xenophanes’ Epistemology: Empiricism Leading to Skepticism. W: lonian Philosophy.
Ed. K.J. Boudouris. International Association for Greek Philosophy and International Center
for Greek Philosophy and Culture, Athens 1989, s. 237.
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Nadmieni¢ jednak nalezy, ze jesli chce si¢ interpretowac epistemologicz-
ny przekaz Kolofonczyka z perspektywy tego, czym bytaby wiedza boska,
nalezy wykroczy¢ poza tre$§¢ fragmentu B34, kierujgc analizy w strong
tych wersow, w ktorych Kolofonczyk opisywal pojecie boga, przynajmniej
w aspekcie gnoseologicznym. Szczegdlnie fragmenty B23, B24 i B25 moga
okaza¢ si¢ pomocne w zrozumieniu, w jaki sposob poeta przedstawial boski
typ poznania, co oznacza, ze winno si¢ je uzna¢ za uzupetnienie epistemo-
logicznych dywagacji filozofa z Kolofonu.

Teza fragmentu B34 dotyczy¢ miata kazdego czlowieka (ovtic avnp
Z wersu pierwszego oraz micilz z wersu czwartego). W sposob kategoryczny
wykluczona zostala mozliwos¢, by wskazywany przez Ksenofanesa zakres
tematyczny mogl stanowi¢ przedmiot wiedzy ludzi — zar6wno obecnych,
jak 1 tych, ktérzy si¢ dopiero narodzg (obtic 1dev 00d€ Tic EoTan €OMC).
Z tego tez wzgledu Sekstus Empiryk, komentujac pdzniej fragment B34,
rozumiat wystepujaca tam kategorie avrp jako pojecie gatunkowe. Chociaz
intuicje lekarza-sceptyka uznac nalezy za stuszne i Kolofonczykowi chodzi-
to o wszystkich ludzi bez wyjatku (wlaczajac w to osobg samego filozofa,
ktéry nie stawia si¢ w pozycji epistemicznie wyrdznionego poety na wzor
Hezjoda), to na podstawie innych wersow Jonczyka mozna z powodze-
niem zaryzykowac stwierdzenie, ze wyszczegdlnienie gatunku czlowieka
nastepowato w refleksji tego filozofa raczej przede wszystkim w opozycji
do boga/bogéw', a nie innych $miertelnych istot zywych. Widoczne to
jest chociazby w slowach fragmentu BI18, ktory zbudowany jest na kilku
rownorzgdnych parach przeciwienstw, a jedng z nich jest opozycja: bogowie
(Beot) — Smiertelni (Bvntol):

obtol am Aapyilg mavta Beol Bvntoic’ vIEdeEay,
AALG xpdVveL {NTodVTEG EPEVPIGKOVGTY BUEVOV.

Nie od razu wszystko bogowie $miertelnym objawili,
Lecz z czasem, szukajgcy znajdujg to, co lepsze'.

To, co w tym stwierdzeniu odréznia cztowieka od boga, to koniecznosé¢
podjecia trudu, jesli ludzkie ambicje poznawcze maja by¢ realizowane (nie
natomiast: ,,zrealizowane”, co oznaczatoby, wbrew tezie fragmentu B34,
ujednolicenie pozioméw oca@éc oraz teteleopévov). Smiertelni zmuszeni
sa do szukania, aby znajdowac to, co lepsze, oraz umie¢ znajdowac lepiej

14 Zob. Hes. Theog. 22-34.

15 Podobnie uwaza K. Deichgriaber — zob. K. Deichgraber: Xenophanes I[IEPI ®YXEQX.
,»Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie” 1938, Bd. 28, s. 22.

1 DK., 21 BIS.
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(Gpewov)’. Tylko przy zatozeniu aktywnosci podmiotu poznajacego mozliwe
jest przetamanie pesymizmu poznawczego i usprawiedliwienie warunkowej
(tylko) wizji postepu, jaki staje si¢ udzialem istoty $miertelnej. Wynika to
z doksalnej sytuacji, w ktorg uwiktani sg (wszyscy) ludzie. Brak jakiej-
kolwiek formy ukazania, objawienia (bm6oe1&ic) zmusza ich do mozolnego
odkrywania prawdy o wiasnych sitach® i, o ile to tylko jest mozliwe, w ra-
mach ludzkiej ograniczonej kondycji poznawczej. Ludzki trud poznawczy,
ktorego glowna charakterystyka musi zawsze uwzglednia¢ stopniowalno$¢
rozumiang kazdorazowo przynajmniej w granicach: ,.gorzej” — ,lepiej”,
nigdy za$ ,,najlepiej”’, mozna w tym wzgledzie porownaé¢ do catosciowego
sposobu ujmowania rzeczy, jaki miatby, wedtug Ksenofanesa, przystugiwac
wylacznie bogu:

obAoc Opdit, 0DAOG 88 voel, odlog 88 T° dKoVEL.
Caty widzi, caty pojmuje, caty styszy".

Nie moze dziwi¢ fakt krytyki Ksenofanesowego pojmowania wiedzy, jaka
wystosowal Heraklit we fragmencie B40. Efezyjczyk atakowat tam przeciez
poete za moAvpadin, ktora nie prowadzi badacza natury do rozumu — do voog,
a uwagi Heraklita mogly by¢ zasadne choc¢by tylko dlatego, ze Ksenofanes
przypisywat voog wylgcznie bogu, nigdy za$ ludziom?. Nawet wtedy, kiedy
sktonny byt wymienia¢c w kontekScie poznawczego uposazenia czlowieka
jaka$ form¢ myslenia, ktére mogloby wigzaé si¢ z pojeciem voog, to tylko
z waznym zastrzezeniem, ze cztowiecza mysl (vonuo) pozostaje radykalnie

17 Stowo @pewvov mozna tu rozumie¢ zarébwno jako rzeczownik w neutrum (,to, co lep-
sze”), jak i przystowek (,,lepiej”), ale bardzo czgsto pomija si¢ fakt, ze oba te znaczenia nie
muszg si¢ wyklucza¢. Wszak szukajac lepiej, znajduje si¢ to, co lepsze, i odwrotnie: znajdo-
wanie tego, co lepsze, zaktada lepszg sprawno$¢ czynno$ci znajdywania. W tym sensie moz-
na zaryzykowaé prob¢ odczytywania tego stowa w wyzej wymienionym, dwojakim sensie.

18 Tnaczej uwazajg Verdenius oraz Lumpe, ktorzy podkreslaja, ze Ksenofanes nie mogt
wykluczaé boskiej vmode1€ig. Zob. W.I. Verdenius: Xenophanes frag. 18. ,,Mnemosyne —
Fourth Series” 1955, vol. 8, fasc. 3, s. 221; takze: A. Lumpe: Die Philosophie des Xenophanes
von Kolophon. In Kommission M. Engl. Diss. Miinchen 1952, s. 45.

¥ DK, 21, B24.

20 Zob. K. von Fritz: Nous, Noein, and Their Derivatives in Pre-Socratic Philosophy
(Excluding Anagxagoras). W: The Pre-Socratics: a collection of critical essays.
Ed. A.P.D. Mourelatos. Anchor Press, New York 1974, s. 34.
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rozna od jej boskiego odpowiednika*. O swoim bogu pisal bowiem
Kolofonczyk, ze:

obtL dépag Bvntoicty Opoilog 0vdE vomua.
ani postacig $miertelnym niepodobny, ani tez mysla*.

W propozycji filozoficznej Ksenofanesa, w ktorej walka z rozpowszech-
nionym owczesnie antropomorfizmem stanowila sktadnik — jesli nie nad-
rzedny, to przynajmniej jeden z najistotniejszych — powodzenia realizacji
reformatorskiego planu poety, bog zawsze okazywatl si¢ zupetnie czyms$
innym niz cztowiek?. Poeta, wbrew niektérym przekazom doksograficznym,
zwlaszcza za$ wbrew traktatowi O Melissosie, Ksenofanesie i Gorgiaszu, nie
konstruowat pojgcia boga na sposob charakterystyczny dla dialektyki eleac-
kiej. W przypisywanej Ksenofanesowi czesto tzw. konstruktywnej teologii**
wiasciwie na kazdym etapie rozumowania dostrzec mozna duzg role negacji,
ktora skierowana jest przeciw antropomorficznym uroszczeniom ludzi. Stad
tez w miejsce ,,wielu bogow” klasycznej mitologii pojawia si¢ jeden bog, ale

2! Tylko na pozor identyczne stwierdzenie mozna znalez¢ w X VI ksiedze [liady, gdzie
poeta twierdzit, ze: GAX aiel te A0 kpeiocmv voog NE mep avopdv — Hom. 71. XVI 688.
Roéznica wzgledem Ksenofanesowego fragmentu B23 jest zauwazalna w dwoch istotnych
punktach. Po pierwsze, jak wida¢ w przytoczonym wersie, u Homera cztowiek mogt
jeszeze dysponowaé wiladzg voog i przypadki takie nie byly odosobnione, podczas gdy
Ksenofanes sugerowat wyltacznie, ze $§miertelnym moze przystugiwac¢ (inna niz bogu) vonpua.
Po drugie, we fragmencie B23 Ksenofanesa pojawia si¢ zupetnie nowy typ podziatu na
intelektualng wtadze cztowieka i wiadze boga, bo nie chodzi juz tylko o rdéznice iloSciowa
mig¢dzy rozumem boskim a $miertelnym, jak bylo to w Iliadzie Homera (kpgicowv v60c),
tylko o radykalne niepodobienstwo — niesprowadzalno$¢ jednego sposobu poznawania do
drugiego (0poitog 00dE vomua).

2 DK, 21 B23, 2.

2 Prywatywny, a wrecz apofatyczny charakter teologii Ksenofanesa zostat rozpozna-
ny i szczegdtowo opisany przez E. Heitscha: Das Wissen des Xenophanes. ,,Rheinisches
Museum fiir Philologie — Neue Folge” 1966, Bd. 109, s. 219. W polskiej literaturze przed-
miotu podobnie koncepcje Ksenofanesowego boga traktuje J. Gajda-Krynicka — J. Gajda-
-Krynicka: Filozofia przedplatonska. Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN, Warszawa 2007, s. 112;
zob. takze: D. Kubok: Ksenofanes z Kolofonu i greckie zrodta problemu poznania. ,,Analiza
1 Egzystencja” 2013, nr 23, s. 18. Krytyka interpretacji apofatycznej — zob. H.A.T. Reiche:
Empirical Aspects of Xenophanes’ Theology..., s. 91.

2* Terminu tego uzywaja na przyktad Kirk i Raven oraz Guthrie. G.S. Kirk, J.E. Raven:
The Presocratic Philosophers: a Critical History with a Selection of Texts. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 1957, s. 169; W.K.C. Guthrie: History of Greek Philosophy.
Vol. 1: The Earlier Presocratics and the Pythagoreans. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge 1985, s. 373.
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wcigz wyrdzniony wsrdd innych (8v 1€ Ogoiot kai avOpdTols1>), w miejsce
jego mobilnosci — spoczynek (aigl &’ €v ToaOTOL pipvel Kvovpevoc®), a za-
miast mozotu, od ktérego w eposie nawet bogowie nie byli jeszcze wolni,
Ksenofanes postulowal bezproblemowos¢, z jaka bog dziala (Gmévevbe
novoto [...] mhvta kpadaiver’’), w tym spelnia (tetehecuévov) swoje pozna-
nie. Mozna zatem zaryzykowac stwierdzenie, ze Kolofonczyk stosowat przy
realizacji projektu swojej ,,nowej” teologii zasade antyantropomorfizmu?®,
Dlatego tez jasne jest, ze to, w jaki sposob bog poznaje, musi w filozofii
Ksenofanesa r6zni¢ si¢ zasadniczo od metod zdobywania wiedzy praktyko-
wanych przez $miertelnych (6vnrot).

Kolofonczyk nawigzywat do tradycji rozdzwicku pomiedzy wiedza boska
a wiedza ludzka, ale rzecz w tym, ze nie moze by¢ okreslony po prostu mia-
nem epigona tej tradycji. Po pierwsze bowiem, korzysta ze znanego mu dosko-
nale z epiki pojmowania statusu mozliwosci poznawczych cztowieka, tworczo
dostosowuje jednak owo pojmowanie do warunkéw filozoficznego dyskursu.
Po drugie zas, eksploatacja rd6znicy pomi¢dzy wiedza boska a wiedzg ludzka,
chociaz pelni istotng funkcje¢ w argumentacji Ksenofanesa, nie wyczerpu-
je jej w zupetnosci; nie jest jej docelowym punktem czy tez teza, ktorg
poeta, wychowany podobnie jak kazdy Grek tamtych czasé6w na Homerze
i Hezjodzie®, chcialby przede wszystkim udowodni¢. Bezrefleksyjne powie-
lanie schematow po fundujacej dwczesng mentalno$¢ epice byloby zreszta
ostatnig rzecza, jakiej mozna by si¢ spodziewa¢ po ,surowym szydercy
z bredni Homera”, jak pozniej okresli¢ miat Kolofonczyka Tymon z Fliuntu®.

» DK, 21 B23, 1.

% D.K., 21 B26, 1.

7 DK., 21 B25.

2 Stwierdzenie takie znajduje uzasadnienie nie tylko w oryginalnych fragmentach
tworczos$ci poety, lecz takze w, skadingd surowej, ocenie filozofii Kolofonczyka, dokonane;j
przez Tymona z Fliuntu. Ocena ta jednocze$nie wyznacza trafne podsumowanie trescio-
wej zawarto$ci pojecia boga Ksenofanesa: 60 an’ avOponwv 0edg — ,,bog znadz nieludzki”,
jak ttumaczy Adam Krokiewicz. Zob. Sext.Emp. Pyr. 1 224, 13. Polskie ttumaczenie: Sekstus
Empiryk: Zarysy pirronskie. Przel. i wstgpem poprzedzit A. Krokiewicz. Wydawnictwo
AKME, Warszawa 1998, s. 59.

% Jak trafnie zauwaza sam Kolofofczyk w jednym z fragmentéw (D.K., 22 BI10):
€€ apyfic ka®” “Ounpov €nel pepadnKoct TavTeG.

3 Sext.Emp. Pyr. 1 224, 12 (thum. A. Krokiewicz) — Sekstus Empiryk: Zarysy pir-
ronskie..., s. 59. Co ciekawe, w przywoltywanych wersach uczen Pirrona okresla tez
Ksenofanesa jako opnpomdtng (Krokiewicz ttumaczy: ,poltrzezwego”), ale wynika to
nie z tego, ze Kolofonczyk miat zatrzymywac si¢ w krytyce w potowie drogi Homera, tylko
z niekonsekwentnego, zdaniem Tymona, realizowania programu sceptycyzmu. Ksenofanes
mial mianowicie zastapi¢ wizje epickiego boga jego zintelektualizowana, filozoficzng
i z tego wzgledu dogmatyczng wersjg. Wiecej na ten temat zob. D. Kubok: O péitrzezwosci
Ksenofanesa. ,,Studia Antyczne i Mediewistyczne” 2010, nr 8 (43), s. 3—15.



fp.15313 5. 10 z 18 Sebastian Spiewak

Trudno zatem zgodzi¢ si¢ z interpretacjami, wedle ktorych wiasciwy punkt
cigzkosci filozofii Ksenofanesa lezy wlasnie w przeciwstawieniu wiedzy
boskiej i ludzkiej!. Roznica ta jest natomiast istotng z punktu widzenia
analiz epistemologicznych efektywna strategia charakteryzowania sytuacji
poznawczej, w ktora uwiklany jest czlowiek. Funkcjonuje w jego refleks;ji
jako swoista hipoteza pomocnicza, pozwalajaca lepiej przedstawi¢ ludzkie
ograniczenia poznawcze, zidentyfikowa¢ ich glowne zrodlo (subiektywnos¢
poznania) oraz przedstawic¢ perspektywy i rekomendacje, za sprawa ktorych
staloby si¢ mozliwe przetamanie pesymizmu poznawczego, bedacego niemal
naturalng konsekwencja poréwnania mozliwosci czlowieka z mozliwosciami
bogdéw. Za sprawa epickiej diastazy wiedzy boskiej i ludzkiej poeta-filozof
mogt przede wszystkim okresli¢, ze ta ostatnia nie jest tym, czym jest ta
pierwsza, albo — moéwigc nieco precyzyjniej — ze wiedza boska jest tym,
czym wiedza ludzka nigdy nie moze by¢.

Przede wszystkim réznica dzielaca istot¢ niesSmiertelng w jej sposobie po-
znawania rzeczywistosci od wiedzy cztowieka nie miata juz dla Ksenofanesa
wylacznie charakteru ilosciowego®, jak bylo to jeszcze w przypadku
wszystkowiedzacych, bo wszgdzie obecnych Muz w lliadzie czy tez, w po-
dobny sposob charakteryzujgcych swojg wiedze, Syren w Odysei®. Poeta
wszak nie twierdzit, ze bog wszystko widzi, wszystko rozumie, wszystko
styszy, co bytoby typowym sposobem opisu boskiego ideatu poznawczego
epiki (Homerowe: vueig Oeai ioté 1¢ mavta). Umyka zwykle komentato-
rom znamienny fakt, ze podkreslenie wyrdznionej pozycji epistemicznej
Ksenofanesowego boga dokonuje si¢ nie za sprawa dopetnienia blizszego
czasownika oznaczajacego jaki$ akt poznawczy, a zatem dokonuje si¢ nie
dzieki wskazaniu na obszar poznawczy, ktory stanowilyby mévta (wszystkie
rzeczy), lecz przez zastosowanie rzadko wystepujacego u Homera (i niewy-
stepujacego w ogole u Hezjoda™) przymiotnika okre$lajacego sam podmiot
poznajacy, czyli boga — oblog. Innymi stowy, boska istota nie tyle pozna-
je wszystko (to typowa charakterystyka wiedzy boskiej w epice), ile poznaje
calg soba — ona jest samym aktem poznania w swej petni. To niewatpliwe

3t Zob. np. K. Deichgriaber: Xenophanes IIEPI ®YXEQX..., s. 23-24. Zob. tak-
ze: B. Snell: The Discovery of The Mind. The Greek Origins of European Thought.
Transl. T.G. Rosenmeyer. Harvard University Press, Oxford 1953, s. 139; P. Steinmetz:
Xenophanesstudien..., s. 40. Krytyka tych stanowisk w: A. Finkelberg: Studies in Xenophanes.
»Studies in Classical Philology” 1990, vol. 93, s. 134, pkt 83.

2 Podobnie uwaza Jenny Bryan — J. Bryan: Likeness and Likelihood in the Presocratics
and Plato. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2012, s. 51.

3 Zob. Hom. II. 11 485—-486; takze: Hom. Od. XII, 189-191.

3% Zob. C.J. Classen: Xenophanes and the Tradition of Epic Poetry. W: lonian Philosophy.
Ed. K.J. Boudouris. International Association for Greek Philosophy and International Center
for Greek Philosophy and Culture, Athens 1989, s. 93.
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przesunigcie akcentu w podejsciu do rozumienia ideatu gnoseologicznego
mozna uzna¢ za najswiezszy owoc $wiadomosci potrzeby przedefiniowania
epickich wyobrazen dotyczacych problemu poznania — §wiadomosci, warto
doda¢, obecnej nie tylko w wersach Kolofonczyka, lecz takze w pismach
wszystkich tych filozofow oraz filozoficznie zorientowanych poetow pod-
kreslajacych znaczenie mozliwosci poznawczych, do ktorych odsyta funkcja
desygnowana przez czasownik voeiv’. Juz bowiem Homer moégt stawic
bostwo taka oto formuta:

"HéMog 07, g vt €popdc kol AV £TAKOVELS
ty, ktory wszystko dostrzegasz i styszysz wszystko, ty, Stonce®.

— co niewatpliwie mozna uzna¢ za bliskie Ksenofanesowemu fragmentowi
B24, w ktorym rowniez pojawia si¢ zestawienie i zespolenie funkcji stuchu
oraz wzroku. Dopiero jednak Kolofonczyk czyni boskie poznanie doskona-
tym potaczeniem nie tylko roznych od siebie aspektéw zmystowosci, lecz
takze funkcji rozumnosci.

Zdaniem poety z Kolofonu to nie cztowiek, lecz bostwo ujmuje czy
tez rozumie (voeiv), przy czym dla sensu pojgcia vOog uzywanego przez
Ksenofanesa obowiazuje zastrzezenie, ze rozum (vOog) jest jeszcze wyraznie
niedyskursywna wladza swego rodzaju wgladu intelektualnego, ktéra to wita-
dza zachowuje wciaz bliski zwiazek z poznaniem zmystowym, chociaz z cata
pewnoscig si¢ z nim nie utozsamia®’. Charakterystyczne w tym wzgledzie
jest juz dokonane przez Ksenofanesa we fragmencie B24 zestawienie trzech
heteronomicznych funkcji poznawczych (0pdv, voelv, dkovew), jak gdyby
nie byto migdzy nimi wigkszej rdznicy o charakterze jakoSciowym. Jeszcze
bardziej dajacy do myslenia jest przekaz Diogenesa Laertiosa, ktory para-
frazujac stowa Kolofonczyka okolo siedemset lat po napisaniu jego dzieta,
nie zachowat porzagdku wymienienia owych wladz, a nawet czul si¢ w obo-
wigzku oddzieli¢ to, co dotyczy poznania zmyslowego, od intelektualnej
wladzy pojmowania przynaleznej bogu®®: 6Lov 8¢ 6pav kai SLov dkovew [...]

5 Dlatego tez, odnoszac si¢ najprawdopodobniej do Ksenofanesowej wizji boga jed-
noczacego rozne aspekty poznania w ich bezposredniosci, doda po6zniej, by¢é moze nieco
z przekasem, Epicharm, ze: vodg 6pfjt kol vodg dicover Al ko@d kol ToeAé. — D.K.,
23 BI2.

* Hom. /1. 111 277 (ttum. K. Jezewska) — Homer: [liada. Przet. K. Jezewska. Wstgpem
1 przypisami opatrzyt J. Lanowski. Wyd. 3. zupet., w tej ed. 2. Proszynski i S-ka, Warszawa
2005, s. 71.

37 Zob. K. von Fritz: Nous, Noein, and Their Derivatives in Pre-Socratic Philosophy...,
s. 32.

% Zob. ibidem, s. 32-33.
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oOUmaVTA TE slvan vodv kai ppdvnon’. Nooc w wersji Laertiosa polaczony
zostaje nie z Opdv oraz dxovew, lecz z ppovNnoic, co istotnie wptywa na
sposob postrzegania boskiego poznania. Wszystko zatem wskazuje na to,
ze to, co przez pozniejszych, ale jednak wcigz starozytnych, komentatorow
byto rozumiane jako inne od organéw poznania zmyslowego — wzroku, stu-
chu — w opinii Ksenofenesa, podobnie zresztg jak Heraklita i Parmenidesa,
realizowato si¢ na zasadach zblizonych do zasad percepcji zmystowej, ktora
niejako bezposrednio przenika to, co jest przez nig uyymowane. W tym sen-
sie Ksenofanesowy bog, ktory, jak to przekazat Diogenes, w catosci swego
bycia* (cOumavtd te givor) jest rozumieniem i mysla oraz caty sobg widzi
i styszy, jednoczy (czyli syntetyzuje) w sobie cale mozliwe poznanie o bez-
posrednim charakterze. Natomiast za sprawg bliskosci funkcji vogiv z o6pav
oraz akovewv, jak rowniez z uwagi na fakt, ze funkcje te w bogu stanowia
jedno$¢ tego, czym on jest, a nie sa po prostu oddzielonymi od siebie orga-
nami poznawczymi, mozna taki boski typ osiggania wiedzy okresli¢ mianem
synestezji (cvvaiocOnoig)*, a zatem poznania w najwyzszym stopniu noetycz-

¥ D.L., IX 19, 8-10.

4 W tym sensie, jak zauwaza Deichgriber, Ksenofanes mogt wnosi¢ z osobliwosci bytu
(oDLoc) boga o jego wszechwiedzy. Wynika ona z tego, ze postaé (8éuac) boga nie jest
zwigzana z zadnym z organdéw poznawczych, ktore maja ograniczony zasi¢g skutecznosci.
Zob. K. Deichgriber: Xenophanes IIEPI ®YXEQX..., s. 26.

' Termin ovvaioOnoig uzyty tu zostaje w stosunku do Ksenofanesowego ideatu po-
znawczego wylacznie na potrzeby techniczne, jako stowo najpetniej oddajace tresc¢ przekazu
fragmentu B24. Znaczenie tego terminu odbiega tym samym od znaczenia wystepujacego
w uzusie jezykowym oraz od znaczenia najczgsciej przywotywanego przez stowniki jezykow
nowozytnych (na przyktad ‘zaburzenie neurologiczne’). Przyjety sens poje¢cia cuvaicOnoig
jest w niniejszej pracy bardzo dostowny i, z tego tez wzgledu, og6lny: ‘wspolpostrzeganie’,
‘wspotodbieranie’. Co istotne jednak, greckie stowo cvveicOncig moglto w pdzniejszym
uzyciu (na przyktad u Flawiusza Arriana, Plutarcha, Proklosa czy tez Plotyna) oznaczaé
$Swiadomo$é, a nawet samoswiadomos¢, a zatem forme ,,percepcji” wykraczajaca poza
zwykle spostrzezenie zmystowe (0icOnoig). Zob. H.G. Liddel et al.. A Greek-English
Lexicon: With a Revised Supplement. Clarendon, Oxford 1996, s. 1693. Dlatego tez nie-
ktérzy komentatorzy sktonni sa rozumie¢ boska syntez¢ stuchu, wzroku i rozumu, o kto-
rej mowit Ksenofanes, wlasnie jako $wiadomos¢ (,,awareness”). Czyni tak na przyktad
Sarah Broadie — S. Broadie: Rational Theology. W: The Cambridge Companion to Early
Greek Philosophy. Ed. A.A. Long. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1999, s. 211,
a takze Adam Drozdek — zob. A. Drozdek: Greccy filozofowie jako teolodzy. Wydawnictwo
IFiS PAN, Warszawa 2011, s. 58. Pojecia synestezji w kontekscie boskiej wiedzy w refleksji
Ksenofanesa uzywa natomiast Harald A.T. Reiche. Zob. H.A.T. Reiche: Empirical Aspects
of Xenophanes’ Theology..., s. 91-92. Nie mozna jednak zgodzi¢ si¢ z wizja proponowana
przez Friankla, ktory dopatrywat si¢ w Ksenofanesowym pojeciu boga czystego ducha (jako
wyniku zanegowania cielesnosci cztowieka). Uczony pisal na przyktad: ,,Xenophanes selbst
begniigt sich noch damit, Gott wichtige Eigenschaften korperlicher Wesen abzuerkennen
(Aufabu aus spezifischen differenzierten Organen, Fortbewegung) und ihm dafiir All- und
Ganzheiten und ein rein geistiges Wirken zuzuschreiben”. H. Frinkel: Xenophanesstudien.
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nego, przekraczajacego to, co moze zaoferowa¢ zwyktemu $miertelnikowi
jego rozum i mysl (véoc/vomua), skazane, o czym mowa w ostatnim wersie
B34, na mrok mniemania. Aby uja¢ sprawg w sposob $cislejszy, nalezatoby
uku¢ neologizm 1 stwierdzi¢, ze synestezja boga okazuje si¢ w przypadku
projektu Ksenofanesowej teologii syn(noe)stezja. Bytby to catlosciowy sposob
ujecia poznawczego, w ktérym konieczne z perspektywy ludzkiego sposobu
zdobywania wiedzy rozroznienie danych zmystowych i rozumowych staje
si¢ po prostu zbgdne. Tylko bowiem taka posta¢ syntetycznego, a znaczy
to tyle, co ujednolicajgcego rézne (dla czlowieka) aspekty, poznania, moze
gwarantowaé to, czego Smiertelnym zawsze brakowato, brakuje i bedzie
brakowac¢ (B34) — pewnos¢ (capéc). Prawdopodobnie wlasnie ten mocno
wygorowany sens boskiego poznania miat na mysli Tymon, kiedy zalit sig,
ze Ksenofanes wykreowat boga:

VOEPMTEPOV NE VOT|LLOL.
umystowego bodaj ze bardziej nizli sam umyst*.

Uwaga ucznia Pirrona nabiera znaczenia zwlaszcza wtedy, gdy pa-
migta si¢, ze dla Kolofonczyka przypisanie bogu optymalnej aktywnosci
poznawczej — nieporownywalnej z niczym ani nikim intelektualnej sity
(Bvntoicwy Opoiog ovdE vonua) — nie tylko byto sprawa tego, co i jak bog
mogt wiedzie¢ w porownaniu z — silg rzeczy — niedoskonatym mniemaniem
$miertelnych, lecz takze stanowito o boskiej wszechmocy, o czym doktad-
nych informacji dostarcza fragment B25. Ksenofanes bowiem, wzorujac si¢
W oczywisty sposob na wymownym epickim przedstawieniu Zeusa zarza-
dzajacego wszystkim skinieniem glowy*, ponownie wprowadzit kategorie

»Hermes” 1928, Bd. 60, s. 192, pkt 1. Fragment B23, w ktérym poeta twierdzi wprost,
ze bog ma inne dépag niz ludzie, dowodzi jednoznacznie btedu Friankla.

4 Sext.Emp. Pyr. 1 224, 14 (ttum. A. Krokiewicz) — Sekstus Empiryk: Zarysy pirroin-
skie..., s. 59.

 Wyobrazenie Zeusa przypieczetowujgcego swoim skinieniem to, co ma by¢ spetnione,
obecne jest juz w Iliadzie. Zob. Hom. I1. 1 524-527. Uzna¢ je jednak mozna za tradycyjnie
epickie, bo wystepuje rowniez w Hymnach homeryckich. Zob. Hymn. Hom. Ap. Cer. 466;
takze: Hymn. Hom. Ap. Merc. 395-396. Bog Ksenofanesa jest w tym sensie wzorowany
na Zeusie epiki, z waznym zastrzezeniem, ze poeta staral si¢ ,,0czy$ci¢” obraz najwyz-
szego boga (gl péyiotog 0e6c) z wszelkich niedoskonatoéci, ktére wystepowaty jeszcze
u Homera czy tez nawet u — przeciez zgola inaczej usposobionego w stosunku do potegi
Zeusa — Hezjoda. Racj¢ zatem mieli autorzy ksigzki The Presocratic Philosophers, gdy
pisali: ,,Xenophanes’ god is more Homeric (in a negative direction) than it seems”. G.S. Kirk,
JE. Raven: The Presocratic Philosophers..., s. 171. Podobnie, w kontekscie rzekomego
monoteizmu Ksenofanesa, uwaza Michael C. Stokes — zob. M.C. Stokes: One and Many
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voog jako jeden z najwazniejszych atrybutow swojego boga, ktory, inaczej
niz Homerowy ojciec wszystkich bogéw*, nie musi juz jednak wykonywac
zadnych gestow, zeby zrealizowata si¢ jego wola — bogu Ksenofanesa wy-
starczy sama potega rozumu:

GAX dmdvevbe TOVOL0 VOOU QpeVi TAVTO KPUdOiveEL.

Lecz bez trudu wstrzgsa wszystkim my$lg rozumu®.

in Presocratic Philosophy. Center for Hellenic Studies; distributed by Harvard University
Press, Cambridge—Washington 1971, s. 78.

4 W greckiej epice starano si¢ podkresla¢ potege Zeusa, chociaz niewatpliwie zauwa-
zalny jest pewien postep w dziedzinie pojmowania wladzy ojca bogow, ktory to postep
przebiegat od Zeusa z Iliady przez Zeusa z Odysei po rzeczywistego wladce wszechrzeczy
w wersji Hezjoda. Dopiero jednak Ksenofanes uwienczyt ten postep koncepcja boga, kto-
ry caly jest uyjmowaniem/poznawaniem, a przez to sprawuje rowniez peina kontrolg¢ nad
wszystkim. Zob. S. Broadie: Rational Theology..., s. 211. W tym sensie okazuje si¢, ze dla
Ksenofanesowego boga petnia wiedzy jest petnig wladzy, co oznacza, ze gnoseologiczna
charakterystyka pojecia boga stanowi istotny element jego boskosci. Postugujac si¢ trescia
oryginalnych fragmentéw teologicznych Kolofonczyka, mozna si¢ pokusi¢ o probe rekon-
strukcji takiej charakterystyki: eic péyiotog 0gdc, dc oDAoC Opdit, odLOG 88 VOel, oDAOC
8¢ T dxovel kol dmdvevbe Tovolo voov epevi mavta kpadaiver (= B23, 1 + B24 + B25).
W rzeczy samej wizja Ksenofanesowego boga wykracza daleko poza to, co do powiedzenia
0 Zeusie mieli epicy.

% D.K., 21 B25. Pewne problemy interpretacyjne moze tu stwarza¢ pleonastyczna
fraza voov @pevi, w ktdrej wykorzystane zostaly dwie kategorie od najdawniejszych cza-
sOw laczone z aktywnoscig intelektualng i wolicjonalng — zob. K. von Fritz: Nous, Noein,
and Their Derivatives in Pre-Socratic Philosophy..., s. 34; takze: Sh. Darcus Sullivan: An
Analysis of ppéves in the Greek Lyric Poets (Excluding Pindar and Bacchylides). ,,Glotta”
1988, Bd. 66, H. 1/2, s. 27. Co wigcej, juz u Homera @péveg mogto bardzo czesto wigzaé
sie z innymi ,,jednostkami psychicznymi”, na przyktad z Qvpdc, «fip, qrop, ale rowniez
z voO¢ — zob. ibidem, s. 54. Jedna zasadnicza roznica, ktora dzieli ppéveg oraz vodg, polega
na tym, ze pierwszy z wymienionych ,,organdéw psychicznych” wiaze si¢ zawsze w jaki$
sposob z zapoczatkowaniem czynnosci, ktora, pozostajac w $cistym zwiazku z rozumnoscia,
nie wymyka si¢ spod kontroli swego sprawcy. Zob. K. von Fritz: Nous, Noein, and Their
Derivatives in Pre-Socratic Philosophy..., s. 34. Ten intelektualny aspekt zamiaru zawarty
W pojeciu gprv wykorzystywany jest szczeg6lnie pdzniej przez Ajschylosa — zob. Aesch.
Supp. 595-599. Prawdopodobnie fraza voov @pevi we fragmencie B25 Kolofonczyka miata
podkresla¢ intelektualny walor sprawowania wtadzy boga, tak ze czynno$¢ xpadaivewv
bytaby wynikiem czystej rozumnosci (voog) przebiegajacej przez i realizowanej dzigki opnyv.
Nota bene, forma opevi to dativus instrumentalis, a nie locativus, chociaz epicka wersja
tego ,,organu” czesto stuzyla jako lokacja szeregu czynnosci psychicznych. Ksenofanes
jednak wyraznie przeczyl, by bog miat posta¢ cztowieczg (B23, 2), w szczegdlnosci zas
jakie$ poszczegdlne organy poznawcze (B24). Zob. J.H. Lesher: Xenophanes of Colophon:
Fragments: A Text and Translation with a Commentary. University of Toronto Press,
Toronto—Buffalo—London 1992, s. 108.



Wiedza boska a wiedza ludzka... fp.15313 5. 15 z 18

Mozna zatem rzec, ze to wlasnie boska jednos$¢ calosciowego poznania,
przybierajaca, zgodnie z przekazem fragmentéw B23, B24 i B25, forme sy-
nestezji, tworzy w refleksji Kolofonczyka przeciwwage dla mozolnego i stop-
niowalnego poszukiwania typowego dla $miertelnika. Nietrudno si¢ domysli¢,
ze w przypadku tak cato$ciowego ujecia poznawczego nie moze by¢ mowy
o jakichkolwiek brakach i, dostownie rzecz biorgc, nie-do-méwieniach,
czyli o nietrafnos$ci sadu*®. Przede wszystkim nie moze jednak zachodzi¢
sytuacja charakterystyczna wlasnie dla cztowieka — sytuacja, ktora w zwig-
zlej argumentacji zostata przedstawiona we fragmencie B34: bog, ktorego
byt sprowadza si¢ do absolutnej pelni bezposredniosci poznania (myslenie
realizowane na zasadach poznania zmystowego; resp. wglad intelektualny),
nie moze nie mie¢ jasnosci odnosnie do tego, co twierdzi, ze jest praw-
da. W przypadku boga zachodziloby zatem pozadane przez czltowicka
optimum poznawcze, polegajace na ujednoliceniu poziomoéw ca@éc oraz
teteleopévov — lub, innymi stowy, to, co $miertelni starajg si¢ w swoich
poszukiwaniach realizowa¢ na drodze d6xoc, dla boga byloby faktycznie
zrealizowane na drodze prawdy, ktora wszelki 66koc, a zatem niescistos$¢
1 niepewnos$¢, wykluczataby niejako automatycznie, wyrzucala poza nawias
porzadku poznawczego®’.

¢ Interesujaca i przekonujaca interpretacje wszechwiedzy boga Ksenofanesa proponuje
réwniez Heitsch. Zauwaza on, ze spetnialno$¢ celu (téhoc) zatozona w pojeciu tetehespuévov
jest w greckiej epice, a takze w liryce, zawsze rzecza boga, a nie cztowieka, w przypadku
ktorego przywolanie tetelecpévov moze stanowi¢ ewentualnie najsilniejszg forme¢ przy-
rzeczenia, obietnicy 1 grozby. Stowa, ktore ,,opieczetowane” sg pojeciem TETEAEGUEVOV,
wymagaja do pewnosci swojej realizacji mocy boskiej, a nie ludzkiej, bo to od boga, przede
wszystkim za$ od Zeusa, zalezy téhoc. E. Heitsch: Das Wissen des Xenophanes..., s. 227,
takze: Idem: Xenophanes: Die Fragmente. Artemis Verlag, Miinchen—Ziirich 1983, s. 180.
Interpretacje t¢ nalezy uznac za istotng, bo pokazuje, ze Ksenofanes mogt pojmowac ideat
gnoseologiczny nie tylko od strony coa@éc — pewnosci poznania (boska synestezja), lecz
rowniez w perspektywie tetedecpuévov — osiggalnosci zamierzonego celu, a zatem mozli-
wosci realizacji prawdy w stowie. Rzecz w tym, ze Ksenofanes, jak pokazuje to fragment
B34, nie przeczyl, ze czlowiek moze osiaggnacé tetehesuévov. To, co zostaje odmowione
ludziom, to synteza ca@ég i tetelecpuévov. Niemniej jednak warto podkresli¢, ze w bogu
poznanie byloby spetnione optymalnie w obu tych aspektach: od strony zarowno pewnosci,
jak 1 trafnosci sadu.

4 W nieco inny sposob relacje 80xog do wiedzy w przypadku boga opisuje McCoy,
ktory uwaza, ze obszar boskiego mniemania jest rownozakresowy w stosunku do obszaru
boskiego doswiadczenia. M.K. McCoy: Xenophanes’ Epistemology..., s. 238. Schematycznie
mozna wyrazi¢ interpretacje McCoya za pomoca nastepujacego réwnania, w ktorym ujete
zostaja obydwie kategorie na oznaczenie prawdy wystepujace w B34: Ogod SéKo¢ = oida
(capég + teteleopévov). Zasadniczo mozna zgodzi¢ si¢ z pomystem McCoya, problema-
tyczna pozostaje jedynie kwestia mozliwosci przypisania bogu Ksenofanesa jakiejkolwiek
formy mniemania. Miejscem realizacji 66kog jest bowiem ludzkie doswiadczenie.
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