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For Heinrich 

after twenty-five years 

Preface: The Gap Between 
Past and Future 

Notre héritage n9est précédé d9aucun testament4<our inheri- 
tance was left to us by no testament=4this is perhaps the 
strangest of the strangely abrupt aphorisms into which René 
Char, French poet and writer, compressed the gist of what four 
years in the résistance had come to mean to a whole generation 
of European writers and men of letters.9 The collapse of France, 
to them a totally unexpected event, had emptied, from one day 
to the next, the political scene of their country, leaving it to the 
puppet-like antics of knaves or fools, and they who as a matter 
of course had never participated in the official business of the 
Third Republic were sucked into politics as though with the 
force of a vacuum. Thus, without premonition and probably 
against their conscious inclinations, they had come to constitute 
willy-nilly a public realm where4without the paraphernalia of 
officialdom and hidden from the eyes of friend and foe4all rel- 
evant business in the affairs of the country was transacted in 
deed and word. 

It did not last long. After a few short years they were liber- 
ated from what they originally had thought to be a <burden= 
and thrown back into what they now knew to be the weightless 
irrelevance of their personal affairs, once more separated from 
<the world of reality= by an épaisseur triste, the <sad opaque- 
ness= of a private life centered about nothing but itself. And if 
they refused <to go back to [their] very beginnings, to [their] 
most indigent behavior,= they could only return to the old 
empty strife of conflicting ideologies which after the defeat of 
the common enemy once more occupied the political arena to 
split the former comrades-in-arms into innumerable cliques 
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which were not even factions and to engage them in the endless 

polemics and intrigues of a paper war. What Char had fore- 

seen, clearly anticipated, while the real fight was still on4<If I 

survive, I know that I shall have to break with the aroma of 

these essential years, silently reject (not repress) my treasure= 4 

had happened. They had lost their treasure. _ 

What was this treasure? As they themselves understood it, it 

seems to have consisted, as it were, of two interconnected parts: 

they had discovered that he who <joined the Resistance, found 

himself,= that he ceased to be <in quest of [himself] without 

mastery, in naked unsatisfaction,= that he no longer suspected 

himself of <insincerity,= of being <a carping, suspicious actor 

of life,= that he could afford <to go naked.= In this nakedness, 

stripped of all masks4of those which society assigns to its 

members as well as those which the individual fabricates for 

himself in his psychological reactions against society4they had 

been visited for the first time in their lives by an apparition of 

freedom, not, to be sure, because they acted against tyranny 

and things worse than tyranny4this was true for every soldier 

in the Allied armies4but because they had become <chal- 

lengers,= had taken the initiative upon themselves and there- 

fore, without knowing or even noticing it, had begun to create 

that public space between themselves where freedom could ap- 

pear. <At every meal that we eat together, freedom is invited to 

sit down. The chair remains vacant, but the place is set.= 

The men of the European Resistance were neither the first 

nor the last to lose their treasure. The history of revolutions4 

from the summer of 1776 in Philadelphia and the summer of 

1789 in Paris to the autumn of 1956 in Budapest4which po- 

litically spells out the innermost story of the modern age, could 

be told in parable form as the tale of an age-old treasure which, 

under the most varied circumstances, appears abruptly, unex- 

pectedly, and disappears again, under different mysterious con- 

ditions, as though it were a fata morgana. There exist, indeed, 

many good reasons to believe that the treasure was never a real- 

ity but a mirage, that we deal here not with anything substan- 

tial but with an apparition, and the best of these reasons is that 

the treasure thus far has remained nameless. Does something 
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exist, not in outer space but in the world and the affairs of men 
on earth, which has not even a name? Unicorns and fairy 
queens seem to possess more reality than the lost treasure of the 
revolutions. And yet, if we turn our eyes to the beginnings of 
this era, and especially to the decades preceding it, we may dis- 
cover to our surprise that the eighteenth century on both sides 
of the Atlantic possessed a name for this treasure, a name long 
since forgotten and lost4one is tempted to say4even before 
the treasure itself disappeared. The name in America was <pub- 
lic happiness,= which, with its overtones of <virtue= and 
<glory,= we understand hardly better than its French counter- 
part, <public freedom=; the difficulty for us is that in both in- 
stances the emphasis was on <public.= 

However that may be, it is the namelessness of the lost trea- 
sure to which the poet alludes when he says that our inheritance 
was left us by no testament. The testament, telling the heir what 
will rightfully be his, wills past possessions for a future. Without 
testament or, to resolve the metaphor, without tradition4which 
selects and names, which hands down and preserves, which in- 
dicates where the treasures are and what their worth is4there 
seems to be no willed continuity in time and hence, humanly 
speaking, neither past nor future, only sempiternal change of 
the world and the biological cycle of living creatures in it. Thus 
the treasure was lost not because of historical circumstances 
and the adversity of reality but because no tradition had fore- 
seen its appearance or its reality, because no testament had 
willed it for the future. The loss, at any rate, perhaps inevitable 
in terms of political reality, was consummated by oblivion, by a 
failure of memory, which befell not only the heirs but, as it 
were, the actors, the witnesses, those who for a fleeting moment 
had held the treasure in the palms of their hands, in short, the 
living themselves, For remembrance, which is only one, though 
one of the most important, modes of thought, is helpless out- 
side a pre-established framework of reference, and the human 
mind is only on the rarest occasions capable of retaining some- 
thing which is altogether unconnected. Thus the first who failed 
to remember what the treasure was like were precisely those 
who had possessed it and found it so strange that they did not 
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even know how to name it. At the time this did not bother 

them; if they did not know their treasure, they knew well 

enough the meaning of what they did and that it was beyond 

victory and defeat: <Action that has a meaning for the living 

has value only for the dead, completion only in the minds that 

inherit and question it.= The tragedy began not when the liber- 

ation of the country as a whole ruined, almost automatically, 

the small hidden islands of freedom that were doomed anyhow, 

but when it turned out that there was no mind to inherit and to 

question, to think about and to remember. The point 8of the 

matter is that the <completion,= which indeed every enacted 

event must have in the minds of those who then are to tell the 

story and to convey its meaning, eluded them; and without this 

thinking completion after the act, without the articulation ac- 

complished by remembrance, there simply was no story left that 

could be told. 
There is nothing in this situation that is altogether new. We are 

only too familiar with the recurring outbursts of passionate exas- 

peration with reason, thought, and rational discourse which are 

the natural reactions of men who know from their own experi- 

ences that thought and reality have parted company, that reality 

has become opaque for the light of thought, and that thought, no 

longer bound to incident as the circle remains bound to its focus, 

is liable either to become altogether meaningless or to rehash old 

verities which have lost all concrete relevance. Even the antici- 

pating recognition of the predicament has by now become fa- 

miliar. When Tocqueville returned from the New World, which 

he so superbly knew how to describe and to analyze that his 

work has remained a classic and survived more than a century 

of radical change, he was well aware of the fact that what Char 

called the <completion= of act and event had still eluded him; 

and Char9s <Our inheritance was left to us by no testament= 

sounds like a variation of Tocqueville9s <Since the past has ceased 

to throw its light upon the future, the mind of man wanders in 

obscurity.=? Yet the only exact description of this predicament is 

to be found, as far as I know, in one of those parables of Franz 

Kafka which, unique perhaps in this respect in literature, are 

real mopo,BoAos, thrown alongside and around the incident like 
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rays of light which, however, do not illuminate its outward ap- 

pearance but possess the power of X rays to lay bare its inner 
structure that, in our case, consists of the hidden processes of 
the mind. 

Kafka9s parable reads as follows:? 

He has two antagonists: the first presses him from behind, from 
the origin. The second blocks the road ahead. He gives battle to 
both. To be sure, the first supports him in his fight with the sec- 
ond, for he wants to push him forward, and in the same way the 

second supports him in his fight with the first, since he drives him 
back. But it is only theoretically so. For it is not only the two an- 

tagonists who are there, but he himself as well, and who really 
knows his intentions? His dream, though, is that some time in an 

unguarded moment4and this would require a night darker than 
any night has ever been yet4he will jump out of the fighting line 
and be promoted, on account of his experience in fighting, to the 

position of umpire over his antagonists in their fight with each 

other. 

The incident which this parable relates and penetrates follows, 
in the inner logic of the matter, upon the events whose gist we 
found contained in René Char9s aphorism. It begins, in fact, at 
precisely the point where our opening aphorism left the se- 
quence of events hanging, as it were, in mid-air. Kafka9s fight 
begins when the course of action has run its course and when 
the story which was its outcome waits to be completed <in the 

minds that inherit and question it.= The task of the mind is to 

understand what happened, and this understanding, according 
to Hegel, is man9s way of reconciling himself with reality; its 
actual end is to be at peace with the world. The trouble is that if 
the mind is unable to bring peace and to induce reconciliation, 

it finds itself immediately engaged in its own kind of warfare. 
However, historically speaking, this stage in the development 

of the modern mind was preceded, at least in the twentieth cen- 

tury, by two, rather than one, previous acts. Before the generation 

of René Char, whom we have chosen here as its representative, 

found itself thrown out of literary pursuits into the commitments 
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of action, another generation, only slightly older, had turned to 
politics for the solution of philosophic perplexities and had tried 
to escape from thought into action. It was this older generation 
which then became the spokesmen and creators of what they 
themselves called existentialism; for existentialism, at least in its 
French version, is primarily an escape from the perplexities of 
modern philosophy into the unquestioning commitment of ac- 
tion. And since, under the circumstances of the twentieth century, 
the so-called intellectuals4writers, thinkers, artists, men of let- 
ters, and the like4could find access to the public realm only in 
time of revolution, the revolution came'to play, as Malraux once 
noticed (in Man9s Fate), <the role which once was played by eter- 
nal life=: it <saves those that make it.= Existentialism, the rebel- 
lion of the philosopher against philosophy, did not arise when 
philosophy turned out to be unable to apply its own rules to the 
realm of political affairs; this failure of political philosophy as 
Plato would have understood it is almost as old as the history of 
Western philosophy and metaphysics; and it did not even arise 
when it turned out that philosophy was equally unable to per- 
form the task assigned to it by Hegel and the philosophy of his- 
tory, that is, to understand and grasp conceptually historical 
reality and the events that made the modern world what it is. The 
situation, however, became desperate when the old metaphysical 
questions were shown to be meaningless; that is, when it began to 
dawn upon modern man that he had come to live in a world in 
which his mind and his tradition of thought were not even capa- 
ble of asking adequate, meaningful questions, let alone of giving 
answers to its own perplexities, In this predicament action, with 
its involvement and commitment, its being engagée, seemed to 
hold out the hope, not of solving any problems, but of making it 
possible to live with them without becoming, as Sartre once put 
it, a salaud, a hypocrite. 

The discovery that the human mind had ceased, for some mys- 
terious reasons, to function properly forms, so to speak, the first 
act of the story with which we are concerned here, I mentioned it 
here, however briefly, because without it the peculiar irony of 
what was to follow would be lost on us, René Char, writing dur- 
ing the last months of the Resistance, when liberation4which in 
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our context meant liberation from action4loomed large, con- cluded his reflections with an appeal to thought for the prospec- tive survivors no less urgent and no less Passionate than the appeal to action of those who preceded him. If one were to write the intellectual history of our century, not in the form of succes- sive generations, where the historian must be literally true to the sequence of theories and attitudes, but in the form of the biogra- phy of a single person, aiming at no more than a metaphorical approximation to what actually happened in the minds of men, this person9s mind would stand revealed as having been forced to turn full circle not once but twice, first when he escaped from thought into action, and then again when action, or rather hay- ing acted, forced him back into thought. Whereby it would be of some relevance to notice that the appeal to thought arose in the odd in-between period which sometimes inserts itself into histor- ical time when not only the later historians but the actors and witnesses, the living themselves, become aware of an interval in time which is altogether determined by things that are no longer and by things that are not yet, In history, these intervals have shown more than once that they may contain the moment of truth, 
We now may return to Kafka, who in the logic of these mat- ters, though not in their chronology, occupies the last and, as it were, the most advanced position. (The riddle of Kafka, who in more than thirty-five years of growing posthumous fame has es- tablished himself as one of the foremost writers9 writers, is still unsolved; it consists primarily in a kind of breath-taking reversal of the established relationship between experience and thought, While we find it a matter of course to associate richness of con- crete detail and dramatic action with the experience of a given reality and to ascribe to mental Processes abstract pallor as the Price exacted for their order and precision, Kafka, by sheer force of intelligence and spiritual imagination, created out of a bare, <abstract= minimum of experience a kind of thought-landscape which, without losing in precision, harbors all the riches, vari- eties, and dramatic elements characteristic of <real= life. Be- cause thinking to him was the most vital and the liveliest part of reality, he developed this uncanny gift of anticipation which even 
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today, after almost forty years full of unprecedented and unfore- 
seeable events, does not cease to amaze us.) The story in its utter 
simplicity and brevity records a mental phenomenon, something 
which one may call a thought-event. The scene is a battleground 
on which the forces of the past and the future clash with each 
other; between them we find the man whom Kafka calls <he,= 
who, if he wants to stand his ground at all, must give battle to 
both forces, Hence, there are two or even three fights going on 
simultaneously: the fight between <his= antagonists and the fight 
of the man in between with each of them. However, the fact that 
there is a fight at all seems due exclusively to the presence of the 
man, without whom the forces of the past and of the future, one 
suspects, would have neutralized or destroyed each other long 
ago. 

The first thing to be noticed is that not only the future4<the 
wave of the future=4but also the past is seen as a force, and 
not, as in nearly all our metaphors, as a burden man has to 
shoulder and of whose dead weight the living can or even must 
get rid in their march into the future. In the words of Faulkner, 
<the past is never dead, it is not even past.= This past, moreover, 

reaching all the way back into the origin, does not pull back but 
presses forward, and it is, contrary to what one would expect, 
the future which drives us back into the past. Seen from the 
viewpoint of man, who always lives in the interval between past 
and future, time is not a continuum, a flow of uninterrupted 
succession; it is broken in the middle, at the point where <he= 
stands; and <his= standpoint is not the present as we usually 
understand it but rather a gap in time which <his= constant 
fighting, <his= making a stand against past and future, keeps in 
existence. Only because man is inserted into time and only to 
the extent that he stands his ground does the flow of indifferent 
time break up into tenses; it is this insertion4the beginning of 
a beginning, to put it into Augustinian terms4which splits up 
the time continuum into forces which then, because they are fo- 
cused on the particle or body that gives them their direction, 
begin fighting with each other and acting upon man in the way 
Kafka describes. 

Without distorting Kafka9s meaning, I think one may go a 
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step further. Kafka describes how the insertion of man breaks 
up the unidirectional flow of time but, strangely enough, he 
does not change the traditional image according to which we 
think of time as moving in a straight line. Since Kafka retains 
the traditional metaphor of a rectilinear temporal movement, 
<he= has barely enough room to stand and whenever <he= 
thinks of striking out on <his= own <he= falls into the dream of 
a region over and above the fighting-line4and what else is this 
dream and this region but the old dream which Western meta- 
physics has dreamed from Parmenides to Hegel of a timeless, 
spaceless, suprasensuous realm as the proper region of thought? 
Obviously what is missing in Kafka9s description of a thought- 
event is a spatial dimension where thinking could exert itself 
without being forced to jump out of human time altogether. 
The trouble with Kafka9s story in all its magnificence is that it is 
hardly possible to retain the notion of a rectilinear temporal 
movement if its unidirectional flow is broken up into antago- 
nistic forces being directed toward and acting upon man. The 
insertion of man, as he breaks up the continuum, cannot but 
cause the forces to deflect, however lightly, from their original 
direction, and if this were the case, they would no longer clash 
head on but meet at an angle. In other words, the gap where 
<he= stands is, potentially at least, no simple interval but re- 
sembles what the physicists call a parallelogram of forces. 

Ideally, the action of the two forces which form the paral- 
lelogram of forces where Kafka9s <he= has found his battle- 
field should result in a third force, the resultant diagonal whose 
origin would be the point at which the forces clash and upon 
which they act. This diagonal force would in one respect differ 
from the two forces whose result it is. The two antagonistic 
forces are both unlimited as to their origins, the one coming 
from an infinite past and the other from an infinite future; but 
though they have no known beginning, they have a terminal 
ending, the point at which they clash. The diagonal force, on 
the contrary, would be limited as to its origin, its starting-point 
being the clash of the antagonistic forces, but it would be infi- 
nite with respect to its ending by virtue of having resulted from 
the concerted action of two forces whose origin is infinity. This 
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diagonal force, whose origin is known, whose direction is de- 
termined by past and future, but whose eventual end lies in in- 
finity, is the perfect metaphor for the activity of thought. If 

Kafka9s <he= were able to exert his forces along this diagonal, 
in perfect equidistance from past and future, walking along this 
diagonal line, as it were, forward and backward, with the slow, 

ordered movements which are the proper motion for trains of 

thought, he would not have jumped out of the fighting-line and 
be above the melee as the parable demands, for this diagonal, 

though pointing toward the infinite, remains bound to and is 
rooted in the present; but he would have discovered4pressed as 

he was by his antagonists into the only direction from which he 

could properly see and survey what was most his own, what had 
come into being only with his own, self-inserting appearance4 

the enormous, ever-changing time-space which is created and 

limited by the forces of past and future; he would have found 
the place in time which is sufficiently removed from past and 
future to offer <the umpire= a position from which to judge the 
forces fighting with each other with an impartial eye. 

But, one is tempted to add, this is <only theoretically so.= 

What is much more likely to happen4and what Kafka in other 

stories and parables has often described4is that the <he,= un- 

able to find the diagonal which would lead him out of the 
fighting-line and into the space ideally constituted by the paral- 
lelogram of forces, will <die of exhaustion,= worn out under 

the pressure of constant fighting, oblivious of his original inten- 
tions, and aware only of the existence of this gap in time which, 
as long as he lives, is the ground on which he must stand, though 

it seems to be a battlefield and not a home. 
To avoid misunderstandings: the imagery I am using here to 

indicate metaphorically and tentatively the contemporary con- 

ditions of thought can be valid only within the realm of mental 

phenomena. Applied to historical or biographical time, none of 

these metaphors can possibly make sense because gaps in time 

do not occur there. Only insofar as he thinks, and that is insofar 
as he is ageless4a <he= as Kafka so rightly calls him, and not 

a <somebody=4does man in the full actuality of his concrete 

being live in this gap of time between past and future. The gap, 
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I suspect, is not a modern phenomenon, it is perhaps not even a 
historical datum but is coeval with the existence of man on 
earth. It may well be the region of the spirit or, rather, the path 
paved by thinking, this small track of non-time which the activ- 
ity of thought beats within the time-space of mortal men and 
into which the trains of thought, of remembrance and anticipa- 
tion, save whatever they touch from the ruin of historical and 
biographical time. This small non-time-space in the very heart 
of time, unlike the world and the culture into which we are 
born, can only be indicated, but cannot be inherited and handed 
down from the past; each new generation, indeed every new hu- 
8man being as he inserts himself between an infinite past and an 
infinite future, must discover and ploddingly pave it anew. 

The trouble, however, is that we seem to be neither equipped 
nor prepared for this activity of thinking, of settling down in 
the gap between past and future. For very long times in our his- 
tory, actually throughout the thousands of years that followed 
upon the foundation of Rome and were determined by Roman 
concepts, this gap was bridged over by what, since the Romans, 
we have called tradition. That this tradition has worn thinner 
and thinner as the modern age progressed is a secret to nobody. 
When the thread of tradition finally broke, the gap between 
past and future ceased to be a condition peculiar only to the ac- 
tivity of thought and restricted as an experience to those few 
who made thinking their primary business. It became a tangible 
reality and perplexity for all; that is, it became a fact of politi- 
cal relevance. 

Kafka mentions the experience, the fighting experience 
gained by <him= who stands his ground between the clashing 
waves of past and future. This experience is an experience in 
thinking4since, as we saw, the whole parable concerns a men- 
tal phenomenon4and it can be won, like all experience in do- 
ing something, only through practice, through exercises. (In 
this, as in other respects, this kind of thinking is different from 
such mental processes as deducing, inducing, and drawing con- 
clusions whose logical rules of non-contradiction and inner 
consistency can be learned once and for all and then need only 
to be applied.) The following eight essays are such exercises, 
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and their only aim is to gain experience in how to think; they 
do not contain prescriptions on what to think or which truths 
to hold. Least of all do they intend to retie the broken thread of 
tradition or to invent some newfangled surrogates with which 
to fill the gap between past and future, Throughout these exer- 
cises the problem of truth is kept in abeyance; thé concern is 
solely with how to move in this gap4the only region perhaps 
where truth eventually will appear. 

More specifically, these are exercises in political thought as it 
arises out of the actuality of political incidents (though such in- 
cidents are mentioned only occasionally), and my assumption is 
that thought itself arises out of incidents of living experience and must remain bound to them as the only guideposts by 
which to take its bearings. Since these exercises move between 
past and future, they contain criticism as well as experiment, 
but the experiments do not attempt to design some sort of 
utopian future, and the critique of the past, of traditional con- 
cepts, does not intend to <debunk,= Moreover, the critical-and 
the experimental parts of the following essays are not sharply 
divided, although, roughly speaking, the first three chapters are 
more critical than experimental and the last five chapters are 
more experimental than critical. This gradual shift of emphasis 
is not arbitrary, because there is an element of experiment in 
the critical interpretation of the past, an interpretation whose 
chief aim is to discover the real origins of traditional concepts in order to distill from them anew their original spirit which 
has so sadly evaporated from the very key words of political 
language4such as freedom and justice, authority and reason, responsibility and virtue, power and glory4leaving behind 
empty shells with which to settle almost all accounts, regardless 
of their underlying phenomenal reality. 

It seems to me, and I hope the reader will agree, that the essay 
as a literary form has a natural affinity to the exercises I have in 
mind. Like all collections of essays, this book of exercises obvi- 
ously could contain more or fewer chapters without for that 
reason changing its character. Their unity4which to me is the justification of publishing them in book form4is not the unity of a whole but of a sequence of movements which, as in a 
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musical suite, are written in the same or related keys. The se- 
quence itself is determined by content. In this respect, the book 
is divided into three parts. The first part deals with the modern 
break in tradition and with the concept of history with which 
the modern age hoped to replace the concepts of traditional 
metaphysics. The second part discusses two central and interre- 
lated political concepts, authority and freedom; it presupposes 
the discussion of the first part in the sense that such elementary 
and direct questions as What is authority? What is freedom? 
can arise only if no answers, handed down by tradition, are 
available and valid any longer. The four essays of the last part, 
finally, are frank attempts at applying the kind of thinking that 
was tried out in the first two parts of the book to immediate, 
topical problems with which we are daily confronted, not, to 
be sure, in order to find definite solutions but in the hope of 
clarifying the issues and gaining some assurance in confronting 
specific questions.
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WHAT IS FREEDOM? 

To raise the question, what is freedom? seems to be a hopeless 

enterprise. It is as though age-old contradictions and antino- 

mies were lying in wait to force the mind into dilemmas of log- 

ical impossibility so that, depending which horn of the dilemma 

you are holding on to, it becomes as impossible to conceive of 
freedom or its opposite as it is to realize the notion of a square 

circle. In its simplest form, the difficulty may be summed up as 

the contradiction between our consciousness and conscience, 

telling us that we are free and hence responsible, and our every- 

day experience in the outer world, in which we orient ourselves 

according to the principle of causality. In all practical and espe- 

cially in political matters we hold human freedom to be a self- 

evident truth, and it is upon this axiomatic assumption that 

laws are laid down in human communities, that decisions are 

taken, that judgments are passed. In all fields of scientific and 

theoretical endeavor, on the contrary, we proceed according to 

the no less self-evident truth of nihil ex nibilo, of nihil sine 

causa, that is, on the assumption that even <our own lives are, 

in the last analysis, subject to causation= and that if there 

should be an ultimately free ego in ourselves, it certainly never 

makes its unequivocal appearance in the phenomenal world, 

and therefore can never become the subject of theoretical ascer- 

tainment. Hence freedom turns out to be a mirage the moment 

psychology looks into what is supposedly its innermost do- 

main; for <the part which force plays in nature, as the cause of 

motion, has its counterpart in the mental sphere in motive as 
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the cause of conduct.=! It is true that the test of causality4the 
predictability of effect if all causes are known4cannot be ap- 
plied to the realm of human affairs; but this practical unpre- 
dictability is no test of freedom, it signifies merely that we are 
in no position ever to know all causes which come into play, 
and this partly because of the sheer number of factors involved, 
but also because human motives, as distinguished from natural 
forces, are still hidden from all onlookers, from inspection by 
our fellow men as well as from introspection. 

The greatest clarification in these obscure matters we owe to 
Kant and to his insight that freedom is no more ascertainable to 
the inner sense and within the field of inner experience than it is 
to the senses with which we know and understand the world. 
Whether or not causality is operative in the household of nature 
and the universe, it certainly is a category of the mind to bring 
order into all sensory data, whatever their nature may be, and 
thus it makes experience possible. Hence the antinomy between 
practical freedom and theoretical non-freedom, both equally 
axiomatic in their respective fields, does not merely concern a 
dichotomy between science and ethics, but lies in everyday life 
experiences from which both ethics and science take their re- 
spective points of departure. It is not scientific theory but 
thought itself, in its pre-scientific and pre-philosophical under- 
standing, that seems to dissolve freedom on which our practical 
conduct is based into nothingness. For the moment we reflect 
upon an act which was undertaken under the assumption of 
our being a free agent, it seems to come under the sway of two 
kinds of causality, of the causality of inner motivation on one 
hand and of the causal principle which rules the outer world on 
the other. Kant saved freedom from this twofold assault upon it 
by distinguishing between a <pure= or theoretical reason and a 
<practical reason= whose center is free will, whereby it is im- 
portant to keep in mind that the free-willing agent, who is prac- 
tically all-important, never appears in the phenomenal world, 
neither in the outer world of our five senses nor in the field of 
the inner sense with which I sense myself. This solution, pitting 
the dictate of the will against the understanding of reason, is in- 
genious enough and may even suffice to establish a moral law
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whose logical consistency is in no way inferior to natural laws. 
But it does little to eliminate the greatest and most dangerous 
difficulty, namely, that thought itself, in its theoretical as well as 
its pre-theoretical form, makes freedom disappear4quite apart 
from the fact that it must appear strange indeed that the faculty 
of the will whose essential activity consists in dictate and com- 
mand should be the harborer of freedom. 

To the question of politics, the problem of freedom is crucial, 
and no political theory can afford to remain unconcerned with 
the fact that this problem has led into <the obscure wood 
wherein philosophy has lost its way.= It is the contention of 
the following considerations that the reason for this obscurity is 
that the phenomenon of freedom does not appear in the realm 
of thought at all, that neither freedom nor its opposite is experi- 
enced in the dialogue between me and myself in the course of 
which the great philosophic and metaphysical questions arise, 
and that the philosophical tradition, whose origin in this re- 
spect we shall consider later, has distorted, instead of clarifying, 
the very idea of freedom such as it is given in human experience 
by transposing it from its original field, the realm of politics 
and human affairs in general, to an inward domain, the will, 
where it would be open to self-inspection. As a first, prelimi- 
nary justification of this approach, it may be pointed out that 
historically the problem of freedom has been the last of the 
time-honored great metaphysical questions4such as being, 
nothingness, the soul, nature, time, eternity, etc.4to become a 
topic of philosophic inquiry at all. There is no preoccupation 
with freedom in the whole history of great philosophy from the 
pre-Socratics up to Plotinus, the last ancient philosopher, And 
when freedom made its first appearance in our philosophical 
tradition, it was the experience of religious conversion4of Paul 
first and then of Augustine4which gave rise to it. 

The field where freedom has always been known, not as a 
problem, to be sure, but as a fact of everyday life, is the politi- 
cal realm, And even today, whether we know it or not, the ques- 
tion of politics and the fact that man is a being endowed with 
the gift of action must always be Present to our mind when 
we speak of the problem of freedom; for action and politics, 
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among all the capabilities and potentialities of human life, are the only things of which we could not even conceive without at least assuming that freedom exists, and we can hardly touch a single political issue without, implicitly or explicitly, touching upon an issue of man9s liberty, Freedom, moreover, is not only one among the many problems and Phenomena of the political realm properly speaking, such as justice, or power, or equality; freedom, which only seldom4in times of crisis or revolution4 becomes the direct aim of political action, is actually the reason that men live together in political organization at all, Without it, political life as such would be meaningless, The raison d9étre of politics is freedom, and its field of experience is action, This freedom which we take for granted in all political theory and which even those who Praise tyranny must still take into ac- count is the very opposite of <inner freedom,= the inward space into which men may escape from external coercion and feel free. This inner feeling remains without outer manifestations and hence is by definition Politically irrelevant. Whatever its legiti- macy may be, and however eloquently it may have been de- scribed in late antiquity, it is historically a late phenomenon, and it was originally the result of an estrangement from the world in which worldly experiences were transformed into experiences within one9s own self, The experiences of inner freedom are de- rivative in that they always presuppose a retreat from the world, where freedom was denied, into an inwardness to which no other has access. The inward space where the self is sheltered against the world must not be mistaken for the heart or the mind, both of which exist and function only in interrelationship with the world. Not the heart and not the mind, but inwardness as a place of absolute freedom within one9s own self was discov- ered in late antiquity by those who had no place of their own in the world and hence lacked a worldly condition which, from early antiquity to almost the middle of the nineteenth century, was unanimously held to be a Prerequisite for freedom. The derivative character of this inner freedom, or of the the- ory that <the appropriate region of human liberty= is the <in- ward domain of consciousness,=? appears more clearly if we go back to its origins. Not the modern individual with his desire to
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unfold, to develop, and to expand, with his justified fear lest so- 

ciety get the better of his individuality, with his emphatic insis- 

tence <on the importance of genius= and originality, but the 

popular and popularizing sectarians of late antiquity, who have 

hardly more in common with philosophy than the name, are 

representative in this respect. Thus the most persuasive argu- 

ments for the absolute superiority of inner freedom can still be 

found in an essay of Epictetus, who begins by stating that free is 

he who lives as he wishes,* a definition which oddly echoes a 

sentence from Aristotle9s Politics in which the statement <Free- 

dom means the doing what a man likes= is put in the mouths of 

those who do not know what freedom is.9 Epictetus then goes 

on to show that a man is free if he limits himself to what is in 

his power, if he does not reach into a realm where he can be 

hindered.® The <science of living=9 consists in knowing how to 

distinguish between the alien world over which man has no 

power and the self of which he may dispose as he sees fit. 

Historically it is interesting to note that the appearance of the 

problem of freedom in Augustine9s philosophy was thus pre- 

ceded by the conscious attempt to divorce the notion of free- 

dom from politics, to arrive at a formulation through which one 

may be a slave in the world and still be free. Conceptually, 

however, Epictetus9s freedom, which consists in being free from 

one9s own desires, is no more than a reversal of the current an- 

cient political notions; and the political background against 

which this whole body of popular philosophy was formulated, 

the obvious decline of freedom in the late Roman Empire, man- 

ifests itself still quite clearly in the role which such notions as 

power, domination, and property play in it. According to an- 

cient understanding, man could liberate himself from necessity 

8only through power over other men, and he could be free only 

\if he owned a place, a home in the world. Epictetus transposed 

these worldly relationships into relationships within man9s own 

self, whereby he discovered that no power is so absolute as that 

which man yields over himself, and that the inward space where 

man struggles and subdues himself is more entirely his own, 

namely, more securely shielded from outside interference, than 

any worldly home could ever be. 
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Hence, in spite of the great influence the concept of an inner, 
nonpolitical freedom has exerted upon the tradition of thought, 
it seems safe to say that man would know nothing of inner free- 
dom if he had not first experienced a condition of being free as 
a worldly tangible reality. We first become aware of freedom or 
its opposite in our intercourse with others, not in the intercourse 
with ourselves. Before it became an attribute of thought or a 
quality of the will, freedom was understood to be the free man9s 
status, which enabled him to move, to get away from home, to 
go out into the world and meet other people in deed and word. 
This freedom clearly was preceded by liberation: in order to be 

' free, man must have liberated himself from the necessities of 
life. But the status of freedom did not follow automatically 
upon the act of liberation. Freedom needed, in addition to mere 
liberation, the company of other men who were in the same 
state, and it needed a common public space to meet them4a po- 
litically organized world, in other words, into which each of the 
free men could insert himself by word and deed. 

Obviously not every form of human intercourse and not 
every kind of community is characterized by freedom. Where 
men live together but do not form a body politic4as, for ex- 
ample, in tribal societies or in the privacy of the household4 
the factors ruling their actions and conduct are not freedom but 
the necessities of life and concern for its preservation. More- 
over, wherever the man-made world does not become the scene 
for action and speech4as in despotically ruled communities 
which banish their subjects into the narrowness of the home 
and thus prevent the rise of a public realm4freedom has no 
worldly reality. Without a politically guaranteed public realm, 
freedom lacks the worldly space to make its appearance. To be 
sure it may still dwell in men9s hearts as desire or will or hope 
or yearning; but the human heart, as we all know, is a very dark 
place, and whatever goes on in its obscurity can hardly be 
called a demonstrable fact. Freedom as a demonstrable fact and 
politics coincide and are related to each other like two sides of 
the same matter. 

Yet it is precisely this coincidence of politics and freedom 
which we cannot take for granted in the light of our present 
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political experience. The rise of totalitarianism, its claim to 

having subordinated all spheres of life to the demands of poli- 
tics and its consistent nonrecognition of civil rights, above all 
the rights of privacy and the right to freedom from politics, 
makes us doubt not only the coincidence of politics and free- 
dom but their very compatibility. We are inclined to believe that 
freedom begins where politics ends, because we have seen that 

! freedom has disappeared when so-called political considera- 
tions overruled everything else. Was not the liberal credo, <The 
less politics the more freedom,= right after all? Is it not true 
that the smaller the space occupied by the political, the larger 
the domain left to freedom? Indeed, do we not rightly measure 

the extent of freedom in any given community by the free scope 
it grants to apparently nonpolitical activities, free economic en- 
terprise or freedom of teaching, of religion, of cultural and in- 
tellectual activities? Is it not true, as we all somehow believe, 
that politics is compatible with freedom only because and inso- 
far as it guarantees a possible freedom from politics? 

This definition of political liberty as a potential freedom 
from politics is not urged upon us merely by our most recent 
experiences; it has played a large part in the history of political 
theory. We need go no farther than the political thinkers of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, who more often than not 
simply identified political freedom with security. The highest 
purpose of politics, <the end of government,= was the guaranty 
of security; security, in turn, made freedom possible, and the 
word <freedom= designated a quintessence of activities which 
occurred outside the political realm. Even Montesquieu, though 
he had not only a different but a much higher opinion of the 
essence of politics than Hobbes or Spinoza, could still occa- 
sionally equate political freedom with security.9 The rise of the 
political and social sciences in the nineteenth and twentieth cen- 
turies has even widened the breach between freedom and poli- 
tics; for government, which since the beginning of the modern 
age had been identified with the total domain of the political, 
was now considered to be the appointed protector not so much 
of freedom as of the life process, the interests of society and its 
individuals. Security remained the decisive criterion, but not the 
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individual9s security against <violent death,= as in Hobbes 
(where the condition of all liberty is freedom from fear), but a 
security which should permit an undisturbed development of 
the life process of society as a whole. This life process is not 
bound up with freedom but follows its own inherent necessity; 
and it can be called free only in the sense that we speak of a 
freely flowing stream. Here freedom is not even the nonpolitical 
aim of politics, but a marginal phenomenon4which somehow 
forms the boundary government should not overstep unless life 
itself and its immediate interests and necessities are at stake. 

_ Thus not only we, who have reasons of our own to distrust 
politics for the sake of freedom, but the entire modern age has 
separated freedom and politics. I could descend even deeper into 
the past and evoke older memories and traditions. The pre- 
modern secular concept of freedom certainly was emphatic in its 
insistence on separating the subjects9 freedom from any direct 
share in government; the people9s <liberty and freedom con- 
sisted in having the government of those laws by which their life 
and their goods may be most their own: 9tis not for having share 
in government, that is nothing pertaining to them=4as Charles I 
summed it up in his speech from the scaffold. It was not out of a 
desire for freedom that people eventually demanded their share 
in government or admission to the political realm, but out of 
mistrust in those who held power over their life and goods. The 
Christian concept of political freedom, moreover, arose out of 
the early Christians9 suspicion of and hostility against the public 
realm as such, from whose concerns they demanded to be ab- 
solved in order to be free. And this Christian freedom for the sake 
of salvation had been preceded, as we saw before, by the philoso- 
phers9 abstention from politics as a prerequisite for the highest 
and freest way of life, the vita contemplativa. 

Despite the enormous weight of this tradition and despite the 
perhaps even more telling urgency of our own experiences, both 
pressing into the same direction of a divorce of freedom from 
politics, I think the reader may believe he has read only an old 
truism when I said that the raison d9étre of politics is freedom 
and that this freedom is primarily experienced in action, In the / 
following I shall do no more than reflect on this old truism. | 
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Freedom as related to politics is not a phenomenon of the will. 

We deal here not with the liberum arbitrium, a freedom of 

choice that arbitrates and decides between two given things, 

one good and one evil, and whose choice is predetermined by 

motive which has only to be argued to start its operation4 

<And therefore, since I cannot prove a lover,/ To entertain these 

fair well-spoken days,/ I am determined to prove a villain,/ And 

hate the idle pleasures of these days.= Rather it is, to remain 

with Shakespeare, the freedom of Brutus: <That this shall be or 

we will fall for it,= that is, the freedom to call something into 

being which did not exist before, which was not given, not even 

as an object of cognition or imagination, and which therefore, 

strictly speaking, could not be known. Action, to be free, must 

be free from motive on one side, from its intended goal as a pre- 

dictable effect on the other. This is not to say that motives and 

aims are not important factors in every single act, but they are 

its determining factors, and action is free to the extent that it is 

able to transcend them. Action insofar as it is determined is 

guided by a future aim whose desirability the intellect has 

grasped before the will wills it, whereby the intellect calls upon 

the will, since only the will can dictate action4to paraphrase a 

characteristic description of this process by Duns Scotus.'? The 

aim of action varies and depends upon the changing circum- 

stances of the world; to recognize the aim is not a matter of 

freedom, but of right or wrong judgment. Will, seen as a dis- 

tinct and separate human faculty, follows judgment, i.e., cogni- 

tion of the right aim, and then commands its execution. The 

power to command, to dictate action, is not a matter of free- 

dom but a question of strength or weakness. 

Action insofar as it is free is neither under the guidance of 

the intellect nor under the dictate of the will4although it 

needs both for the execution of any particular goal4but springs 

from something altogether different which (following Mon- 

tesquieu9s famous analysis of forms of government) I shall call 

a principle. Principles do not operate from within the self as 
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motives do4<mine own deformity= or my <fair proportion= 4 
but inspire, as it were, from without; and they are much too 
general to prescribe particular goals, although every particular 
aim can be judged in the light of its principle once the act has 
been started. For, unlike the judgment of the intellect which 
precedes action, and unlike the command of the will which ini- 
tiates it, the inspiring principle becomes fully manifest only in 
the performing act itself; yet while the merits of judgment lose 
their validity, and the strength of the commanding will exhausts 
itself, in the course of the act which they execute in coopera- 
8tion, the principle which inspired it loses nothing in strength or 
validity through execution. In distinction from its goal, the 
principle of an action can be repeated time and again, it is inex- 
haustible, and in distinction from its motive, the validity of a 
principle is universal, it is not bound to any particular person or 
to any particular group. However, the manifestation of princi- 
ples comes about only through action, they are manifest in the 
world as long as the action lasts, but no longer. Such principles 
are honor or glory, love of equality, which Montesquieu called 
virtue, or distinction or excellence4the Greek del dpiotevetv 
(<always strive to do your best and to be the best of all=), but 
also fear or distrust or hatred. Freedom or its opposite appears 
in the world whenever such principles are actualized; the ap- 
pearance of freedom, like the manifestation of principles, coin- 
cides with the performing act. Men are free4as distinguished 
from their possessing the gift for freedom4as long as they act, 
neither before nor after; for to be free and to act are the same. 

Freedom as inherent in action is perhaps best illustrated by 
Machiavelli9s concept of virtu, the excellence with which man 
answers the opportunities the world opens up before him in the 
guise of fortuna. Its meaning is best rendered by <virtuosity,= 
that is, an excellence we attribute to the performing arts (as dis- 
tinguished from the creative arts of making), where the accom- 
plishment lies in the performance itself and not in an end 
product which outlasts the activity that brought it into exis- 
tence and becomes independent of it. The virtuoso-ship of 
Machiavelli9s virtt somehow reminds us of the fact, although 
Machiavelli hardly knew it, that the Greeks always used such
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metaphors as flute-playing, dancing, healing, and seafaring to 
distinguish political from other activities, that is, that they drew 
their analogies from those arts in which virtuosity of perfor- 
mance is decisive. 

Since all acting contains an-element of virtuosity, and be- 
cause virtuosity is the excellence we ascribe to the performing 
arts, politics has often been defined as an art. This, of course, is 
not a definition but a metaphor, and the metaphor becomes 
completely false if one falls into the common error of regarding 
the state or government as a work of art, as a kind of collective 
masterpiece. In the sense of the creative arts, which bring forth 
something tangible and reify human thought to such an extent 
that the produced thing possesses an existence of its own, poli- 
tics is the exact opposite of an art4which incidentally does not 
mean that it is a science. Political institutions, no matter how 
well or how badly designed, depend for continued existence 
upon acting men; their conservation is achieved by the same 
means that brought them into being. Independent existence 
marks the work of art as a product of making; utter depend- 
ence upon further acts to keep it in existence marks the state 
as a product of action. 

The point here is not whether the creative artist is free in the 
process of creation, but that the creative process is not displayed 
in public and not destined to appear in the world. Hence the ele- 
ment of freedom, certainly present in the creative arts, remains 
hidden; it is not the free creative process which finally appears 
and matters for the world, but the work of art itself, the end 
product of the process. The performing arts, on the contrary, 
have indeed a strong affinity with politics. Performing artists4 
dancers, play-actors, musicians, and the like4need an audience 
to show their virtuosity, just as acting men need the presence of 
others before whom they can appear; both need a publicly orga- 
nized space for their <work,= and both depend upon others for 
the performance itself. Such a space of appearances is not to be 
taken for granted wherever men live together in a community. 
The Greek polis once was precisely that <form of government= 
which provided men with a space of appearances where they 
could act, with a kind of theater where freedom could appear. 
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To use the word <political= in the sense of the Greek polis is 
neither arbitrary nor far-fetched. Not only etymologically and not only for the learned does the very word, which in all Euro- 
pean languages still derives from the historically unique organi- 
zation of the Greek city-state, echo the experiences of the 
community which first discovered the essence and the realm of the political. It is indeed difficult and even misleading to talk 
about politics and its innermost Principles without drawing to 
some extent upon the experiences of Greek and Roman antiq- 
uity, and this for no other reason than that men have never, ei- 
ther before or after, thought so highly of political activity and 
bestowed so much dignity upon its realm. As regards the rela- 
tion of freedom to politics, there is the additional reason that 
only ancient political communities were founded for the ex- 
Press purpose of serving the free4those who were neither 
slaves, subject to coercion by others, nor laborers, driven and 
urged on by the necessities of life. If, then, we understand the political in the sense of the polis, its end or raison d9étre would 
be to establish and keep in existence a space where freedom as 
virtuosity can appear. This is the realm where freedom is a 
worldly reality, tangible in words which can be heard, in deeds 
which can be seen, and in events which are talked about, re- 
membered, and turned into stories before they are finally jnieae- 
porated into the great storybook of human history. Whatever 
occurs in this space of appearances is political by definition, 
even when it is not a direct product of action, What remains 
outside it, such as the great feats of barbarian empires, may be 
impressive and noteworthy, but it is not political, strictly 
speaking. 

Every attempt to derive the concept of freedom from experi- 
ences in the political realm sounds strange and startling because 
all our theories in these matters are dominated by the notion 
that freedom is an attribute of will and thought much rather 
than of action. And this priority is not merely derived from the 
notion that every act must psychologically be preceded by a 
cognitive act of the intellect and a command of the will to carry 
out its decision, but also, and perhaps even primarily, because it 
is held that <perfect liberty is incompatible with the existence of
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society,= that it can be tolerated in its perfection only outside 

the realm of human affairs. This current argument does not 

hold4what perhaps is true4that it is in the nature of thought 
to need more freedom than does any other activity of men, but 
rather that thinking in itself is not dangerous, so that only ac- 

tion needs to be restrained:.<No one pretends that actions 

should be as free as opinions.=!! This, of course, belongs among 
the fundamental tenets of liberalism, which, its name notwith- 

standing, has done its share to banish the notion of liberty from 

the political realm. For politics, according to the same philoso- 

phy, must be concerned almost exclusively with the mainte- 

nance of life and the safeguarding of its interests. Now, where 
life is at stake all action is by definition under the sway of ne- 

cessity, and the proper realm to take care of life9s necessities is 

the gigantic and still increasing sphere of social and economic 
life whose administration has overshadowed the political realm 

ever since the beginning of the modern age. Only foreign af- 

fairs, because the relationships between nations still harbor 

hostilities and sympathies which cannot be reduced to eco- 

nomic factors, seem to be left as a purely political domain. And 

even here the prevailing tendency is to consider international 

power problems and rivalries as ultimately springing from eco- 
nomic factors and interests. 

Yet just as we, despite all theories and isms, still believe that 

to say <Freedom is the raison d9étre of politics= is no more than 

a truism, so do we, in spite of our apparently exclusive concern 

with life, still hold as a matter of course that courage is one of 

the cardinal political virtues, although4if all this were a matter 
of consistency, which it obviously is not4we should be the first 

to condemn courage as the foolish and even vicious contempt 
for life and its interests, that is, for the allegedly highest of all 

goods. Courage is a big word, and I do not mean the daring of 

adventure which gladly risks life for the sake of being as thor- 

oughly and intensely alive as one can be only in the face of dan- 

ger and death. Temerity is no less concerned with life than is 

cowardice. Courage, which we still believe to be indispensable 
for political action, and which Churchill once called <the first 

of human qualities, because it is the quality which guarantees 
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all others,= does not gratify our individual sense of vitality but 
is demanded of us by the very nature of the public realm. For 
this world of ours, because it existed before us and is meant to 
outlast our lives in it, simply cannot afford to give primary con- 
cern to individual lives and the interests connected with them; 
as such the public realm stands in the sharpest possible contrast 
to our private domain, where, in the protection of family and 
home, everything serves and must serve the security of the life 
process. It requires courage even to leave the protective security 
of our four walls and enter the public realm, not because of par- 

8ticular dangers which may lie in wait for us, but because we 
have arrived in a realm where the concern for life has lost its va- 
lidity. Courage liberates men from their worry about life for the 
freedom of the world. Courage is indispensable because in pol- 
itics not life but the world is at stake. 

III 

Obviously this notion of an interdependence of freedom and 
politics stands in contradiction to the social theories of the 
modern age. Unfortunately it does not follow that we need only 
to revert to older, pre-modern traditions and theories. Indeed, 
the greatest difficulty in reaching an understanding of what 
freedom is arises from the fact that a simple return to tradition, 
and especially to what we are wont to call the great tradition, 
does not help us. Neither the philosophical concept of freedom 
as it first arose in late antiquity, when freedom became a phe- 
nomenon of thought by which man could, as it were, reason 
himself out of the world, nor the Christian and modern notion 
of free will has any ground in political experience. Our philo- 
sophical tradition is almost unanimous in holding that freedom 
begins where men have left the realm of political life inhabited 
by the many, and that it is not experienced in association with 
others but in intercourse with one9s self4whether in the form 
of an inner dialogue which, since Socrates, we call thinking, or 
in a conflict within myself, the inner strife between what I 
would and what I do, whose murderous dialectics disclosed first
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to Paul and then to Augustine the equivocalities and impotence 

of the human heart. ; 
For the history of the problem of freedom, Christian tradi- 

tion has indeed become the decisive factor. We almost automat- 
ically equate freedom with free will, that is, with a faculty 
virtually unknown to classical antiquity. For will, as Christian- 

ity discovered it, had so little in common with the well-known 

capacities to desire, to intend, and to aim at, that it claimed at- 

tention only after it had come into conflict with them. If free- 

dom were actually nothing but a phenomenon of the will, we 
would have to conclude that the ancients did not know free- 
dom. This, of course, is absurd, but if one wished to assert it he 

could argue what I have mentioned before, namely, that the 

idea of freedom played no role in philosophy prior to Augus- 

tine. The reason for this striking fact is that, in Greek as well as 

Roman antiquity, freedom was an exclusively political concept, 

indeed the quintessence of the city-state and of citizenship. Our 

philosophical tradition of political thought, beginning with 
Parmenides and Plato, was founded explicitly in opposition to 

this polis and its citizenship. The way of life chosen by the 

philosopher was understood in opposition to the Biog moAitiK6¢, 
the political way of life. Freedom, therefore, the very center of 
politics as the Greeks understood it, was an idea which almost 
by definition could not enter the framework of Greek philoso- 

phy. Only when the early Christians, and especially Paul, dis- 
covered a kind of freedom which had no relation to politics, 

could the concept of freedom enter the history of philosophy. 

Freedom became one of the chief problems of philosophy when 

it was experienced as something occurring in the intercourse 

between me and myself, and outside of the intercourse between 

men. Free will and freedom became synonymous notions, '? and 

the presence of freedom was experienced in complete solitude, 

<where no man might hinder the hot contention wherein I had 
engaged with myself,= the deadly conflict which took place in 

the <inner dwelling= of the soul and the dark <chamber of the 
heart.=' : 

Classical antiquity was by no means inexperienced in the 

phenomena of solitude; it knew well enough that solitary man 
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is no longer one but two-in-one, that an intercourse between 
me and myself begins the moment the intercourse between me 
and my fellow men has been interrupted for no matter what 
reason. In addition to this dualism which is the existential con- 
dition of thought, classical philosophy since Plato had insisted 
on a dualism between soul and body whereby the human fac- 
ulty of motion had been assigned to the soul, which was sup- 
posed to move the body as well as itself, and it was still within 
the range of Platonic thought to interpret this faculty as a ruler- 
ship of the soul over the body. Yet the Augustinian solitude of 

. <hot contention= within the soul itself was utterly unknown, 
for the fight in which he had become engaged was not between 
reason and passion, between understanding and @uydc,"* that 
is, between two different human faculties, but it was a conflict 
within the will itself. And this duality within the self-same fac- 
ulty had been known as the characteristic of thought, as the di- 
alogue which I hold with myself. In other words, the two-in-one 
of solitude which sets the thought process into motion has the 
exactly opposite effect on the will: it paralyzes and locks it 
within itself; willing in solitude is always velle and nolle, to will 
and not to will at the same time. 

The paralyzing effect the will seems to have upon itself 
comes all the more surprisingly as its very essence obviously is 
to command and be obeyed. Hence it appears to be a <mon- 
strosity= that man may command himself and not be obeyed, a 
monstrosity which can be explained only by the simultaneous 
presence of an I-will and an I-will-not.'5 This, however, is al- 
ready an interpretation by Augustine; the historical fact is that 
the phenomenon of the will originally manifested itself in the 
experience that what I would, I do not; that there is such a thing 
as I-will-and-cannot. What was unknown to antiquity was not 
that there is a possible. I-know-but-I-will-not, but that I-will 
and I-can are not the same4non hoc est velle, quod posse.'* 
For the I-will-and-I-can was of course very familiar to the an- 
cients. We need only remember how much Plato insisted that 
only those who knew how to rule themselves had the right to 
tule others and be freed from the obligation of obedience. And 
it is true that self-control has remained one of the specifically 
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political virtues, if only because it is an outstanding phenome- 
non of virtuosity where I-will and I-can must be so well attuned 
that they practically coincide. 

Had ancient philosophy known of a possible conflict be- 
tween what I can and what I will, it would certainly have un- 
derstood the phenomenon of freedom as an inherent quality of 
the I-can, or it might conceivably have defined it as the coinci- 
dence of I-will and I-can; it certainly would not have thought of 
it as an attribute of the I-will or I-would. This assertion is no 
empty speculation; even the Euripidean conflict between reason 
and @uy6¢, both simultaneously present in the soul, is a rela- 
tively late phenomenon. More typical, and in our context more 
relevant, was the conviction that passion may blind men9s rea- 
son but that once reason has succeeded in making itself heard 
there is no passion left to prevent man from doing what he 
knows is right. This conviction still underlies Socrates9 teaching 
that virtue is a kind of knowledge, and our amazement that 
anybody could ever have thought that virtue was <rational,= 
that it could be learned and taught, arises from our acquain- 
tance with a will which is broken in itself, which wills and 
wills-not at the same time, much rather than from any superior 
insight in the alleged powerlessness of reason. 

In other words, will, will-power, and will-to-power are for us 
almost identical notions; the seat of power is to us the faculty 
of the will as known and experienced by man in his intercourse 
with himself. And for the sake of this will-power we have 
emasculated not only our reasoning and cognitive faculties but 
other more <practical= faculties as well. But is it not plain even 
to us that, in the words of Pindar, <this is the greatest grief: to 
stand with his feet outside the right and the beautiful one 
knows [forced away], by necessity= ?!= The necessity which pre- 
vents me from doing what I know and will may arise from the 
world, or from my own body, or from an insufficiency of tal- 
ents, gifts, and qualities which are bestowed upon man by birth 
and over which he has hardly more power than he has over 
other circumstances; all these factors, the psychological ones 
not excluded, condition the person from the outside as far as 
the I-will and the I-know, that is, the ego itself, are concerned; 
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the power that meets these circumstances, that liberates, as it 
were, willing and knowing from their bondage to necessity is 
the I-can. Only where the I-will and the Lcan coincide does 
freedom come to pass. 

There exists still another way to check our current notion of 
free will, born of a religious predicament and formulated in philosophical language, against the older, strictly political ex- 
periences of freedom. In the revival of political thought which 
accompanied the rise of the modern age, we may distinguish between those thinkers who can truly be called the fathers of 
political <science,= since they took their cue from the new dis- 
coveries of the natural sciences4their greatest representative is 
Hobbes4and those who, relatively undisturbed by these typi- 
cally modern developments, harkened back to the political 
thought of antiquity, not out of any predilection for the past as 
such but simply because the separation of church and state, of 
religion and politics, had given rise to an independent secular, 
political realm such as had been unknown since the fall of the 
Roman Empire. The greatest representative of this political sec- 
ularism was Montesquieu, who, though indifferent to problems 
of a strictly philosophic nature, was deeply aware of the inade- 
quacy of the Christian and the philosophers9 concept of free- 
dom for political purposes. In order to get rid of it, he expressly 
distinguished between philosophical and political freedom, and 
the difference consisted in that philosophy demands no more of 
freedom than the exercise of the will (Vexercice de la volonté), 
independent of circumstances and of attainment of the goals the will has set. Political freedom, on the contrary, consists in being 
able to do what one ought to will (Ia liberté ne peut consister 
qu9 a pouvoir faire ce que l9on doit vouloir4the emphasis is on pouvoir).'® For Montesquieu as for the ancients it was obvious that an agent could no longer be called free when he lacked the 
capacity to do4whereby it is irrelevant whether this failure is 
caused by exterior or by interior circumstances. 

I chose the example of self-control because to us this is 
clearly a phenomenon of will and of will-power. The Greeks, 
more than any other people, have reflected on moderation and 
the necessity to tame the steeds of the soul, and yet they never
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became aware of the will as a distinct faculty, separate from 
other human capacities. Historically, men first discovered the 
will when they experienced its impotence and not its power, 
when they said with Paul: <For to will is present with me; but 
how to perform that which is good I find not.= It is the same 
will of which Augustine complained that it seemed <no mon- 
strousness [for it] partly to will, partly to nill=; and although he 
points out that this is <a disease of the mind,= he also admits 
that this disease is, as it were, natural for a mind possessed of a 
will: <For the will commands that there be a will, it commands 
not something else but itself. .. . Were the will entire, it would 
not even command itself to be, because it would already be,=!9 
In other words, if man has a will at all, it must always appear as 
though there were two wills present in the same man, fighting 
with each other for power over his mind. Hence, the will is both 
powerful and impotent, free and unfree, 
When we speak of impotence and the limits set to will- 

power, we usually think of man9s powerlessness with respect to 
the surrounding world. It is, therefore, of some importance to 
notice that in these early testimonies the will was not defeated 
by some overwhelming force of nature or circumstances; the 
contention which its appearance raised was neither the conflict 
between the one against the many nor the strife between body 
and mind. On the contrary, the relation of mind to body was 
for Augustine even the outstanding example for the enormous 
power inherent in the will: <The mind commands the body, and 
the body obeys instantly; the mind commands itself, and is re- 
sisted.=?° The body represents in this context the exterior 
world and is by no means identical with one9s self. It is within 
one9s self, in the <interior dwelling= (interior domus), where 
Epictetus still believed man to be an absolute master, that the 
conflict between man and himself broke out and that the will 
was defeated. Christian will-power was discovered as an organ 
of self-liberation and immediately found wanting. It is as though 
the I-will immediately paralyzed the I-can, as though the mo- 
ment men willed freedom, they lost their capacity to be free. In 
the deadly conflict with worldly desires and intentions from 
which will-power was supposed to liberate the self, the most 
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willing seemed able to achieve was oppression. Because of the will9s impotence, its incapacity to generate genuine power, its constant defeat in the struggle with the self, in which the power of the I-can exhausted itself, the will-to-power turned at once into a will-to-oppression. I can only hint here at the fatal con- sequences for political theory of this equation of freedom with the human Capacity to will; it was one of the causes why even today we almost automatically equate power with oppression or, at least, with rule over others, 
However that may be, what we usually understand by will and will-power has grown out of this conflict between a willing and a performing self, out of the experience of an I-will-and- cannot, which means that the Lwill, no matter what is willed, remains subject to the self, strikes back at it, spurs it on, incites it further, or is ruined by it. However far the will-to-power may reach out, and even if somebody possessed by it begins to con- quer the whole world, the I-will can never rid itself of the self; it always remains bound to it and, indeed, under its bondage. This bondage to the self distinguishes the I-will from the I-think, which also is carried on between me and myself but in whose dialogue the self is not the object of the activity of thought. The fact that the I-will has become So power-thirsty, that will and will-to-power have become practically identical, is perhaps due to its having been first experienced in its impotence, Tyranny at any rate, the only form of government which arises directly out of the I-will, owes its greedy cruelty to an egotism utterly ab- sent from the utopian tyrannies of reason with which the philosophers wished to coerce men and which they conceived on the model of the I-think, 

T have said that the philosophers first began to show an inter- est in the problem of freedom when freedom was no longer ex- Perienced in acting and in associating with others but in willing and in the intercourse with one9s self, when, briefly, freedom had become free will. Since then, freedom has been a philo- sophical problem of the first order; as such it was applied to the political realm and thus has become a political problem as well. Because of the philosophic shift from action to will-power, from freedom as a state of being manifest in action to the
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liberum arbitrium, the ideal of freedom ceased to be virtuosity 

in the sense we mentioned before and became sovereignty, the 

ideal of a free will, independent from others and eventually pre- 

vailing against them. The philosophic ancestry of our current 

political notion of freedom is still quite manifest in eighteenth- 

century political writers, when, for instance, Thomas Paine in- 

sisted that <to be free it is sufficient [for man] that he wills it,= 

a word which Lafayette applied to the nation-state: <Pour 

qu'une nation soit libre, il suffit qu9elle veuille l9étre.= 

Obviously such words echo the political philosophy of Jean- 

Jacques Rousseau, who has remained the most consistent repre- 

sentative of the theory of sovereignty, which he derived directly 

from the will, so that he could conceive of political power in the 

strict image of individual will-power. He argued against Mon- 

tesquieu that power must be sovereign, that is, indivisible, be- 

cause <a divided will would be inconceivable.= He did not shun 

the consequences of this extreme individualism, and he held 

that in an ideal state <the citizens had no communications one 

with another,= that in order to avoid factions <each citizen 

should think only his own thoughts.= In reality Rousseau9s the- 

ory stands refuted for the simple reason that <it is absurd for 

the will to bind itself for the future=;?! a community actually 

founded on this sovereign will would be built not on sand but 

on quicksand. All political business is, and always has been, 

transacted within an elaborate framework of ties and bonds 

for the future4such as laws and constitutions, treaties and 

alliances4all of which derive in the last instance from the fac- 

ulty to promise and to keep promises in the face of the essential 

uncertainties of the future. A state, moreover, in which there is 

no communication between the citizens and where each man 

thinks only his own thoughts is by definition a tyranny. That 

the faculty of will and will-power in and by itself, unconnected 

with any other faculties, is an essentially nonpolitical and even 

anti-political capacity is perhaps nowhere else so manifest as in 

the absurdities to which Rousseau was driven and in the curi- 

ous cheerfulness with which he accepted them. 

Politically, this identification of freedom with sovereignty is 

perhaps the most pernicious and dangerous consequence of the 
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philosophical equation of freedom and free will. For it leads ei- 
ther to a denial of human freedom4namely, if it is realized that 
whatever men may be, they are never sovereign4or to the in- 
sight that the freedom of one man, or a group, or a body politic 
can be purchased only at the price of the freedom, i.e., the sov- 
ereignty, of all others. Within the conceptual framework of tra- 
ditional philosophy, it is indeed very difficult to understand 
how freedom and non-sovereignty can exist together or, to put 
it another way, how freedom could have been given to men un- 
der the condition of non-sovereignty. Actually it is as unrealistic 
to deny freedom because of the fact of human non-sovereignty 
as it is dangerous to believe that one can be free4as an individ- 
ual or as a group4only if he is sovereign. The famous sover- 
eignty of political bodies has always been an illusion, which, 
moreover, can be maintained only by the instruments of vio- 
lence, that is, with essentially nonpolitical means. Under human 
conditions, which are determined by the fact that not man but 
men live on the earth, freedom and sovereignty are so little 
identical that they cannot even exist simultaneously. Where men 
wish to be sovereign, as individuals or as organized groups, 
they must submit to the oppression of the will, be this the indi- 
vidual will with which I force myself, or the <general will= of 
an organized group. If men wish to be free, it is precisely sover- 
eignty they must renounce. 

IV 

Since the whole problem of freedom arises for us in the horizon 
of Christian traditions on one hand, and of an originally anti- 
political philosophic tradition on the other, we find it difficult 
to realize that there may exist a freedom which is not an attrib- 
ute of the will but an accessory of doing and acting. Let us 
therefore go back once more to antiquity, i.e., to its political 
and pre-philosophical traditions, certainly not for the sake of 
erudition and not even because of the continuity of our tradi- 
tion, but merely because a freedom experienced in the process 
of acting and nothing else4though, of course, mankind never 
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lost this experience altogether4has never again been articu- 

lated with the same classical clarity. 

However, for reasons we mentioned before and which we 

cannot discuss here, this articulation is nowhere more difficult 

to grasp than in the writings of the philosophers. It would of 

course lead us too far to try to distill, as it were, adequate 

concepts from the body of non-philosophical literature, from 

poetic, dramatic, historical, and political writings, whose ar- 

ticulation lifts experiences into a realm of splendor which is not 

the realm of conceptual thought. And for our purposes this is 

not necessary. For whatever ancient literature, Greek as well as 

Latin, has to tell us about these matters is ultimately rooted in 

the curious fact that both the Greek and the Latin language 

possess two verbs to designate what we uniformly call <to act.= 

The two Greek words are dpyetv: to begin, to lead, and, finally, 

to rule; and mpdttetv: to carry something through. The corre- 

sponding Latin verbs are agere: to set something in motion; and 

gerere, which is hard to translate and somehow means the en- 

during and supporting continuation of past acts whose results 

are the res gestae, the deeds and events we call historical. In 

both instances action occurs in two different stages; its first 

stage is a beginning by which something new comes into the 

world. The Greek word &pyetv which covers beginning, lead- 

ing, ruling, that is, the outstanding qualities of the free man, 

bears witness to an experience in which being free and the ca- 

pacity to begin something new coincided. Freedom, as_we 

would say today, was experienced in spontaneity. The manifold 

meaning of &pyetv indicates the following: only those could be- 

gin something new who were already rulers (i.e., household 

heads who ruled over slaves and family) and had thus liberated 

themselves from the necessities of life for enterprises in distant 

lands or citizenship in the polis; in either case, they no longer 

ruled, but were rulers among rulers, moving among their peers, 

whose help they enlisted as leaders in order to begin something 

new, to start a new enterprise; for only with the help of others 

could the &pyav, the ruler, beginner and leader, really act, 

mpattetv, carry through whatever he had started to do. 

In Latin, to be free and to begin are also interconnected, 
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though in a different way. Roman freedom was a legacy be- 
queathed by the founders of Rome to the Roman people; their 
freedom was tied to the beginning their forefathers had estab- 
lished by founding the city, whose affairs the descendants had 
to manage, whose consequences they had to bear, and whose 
foundations they had to <augment.= All these together are the 
res gestae of the Roman republic, Roman historiography there- 
fore, essentially as political as Greek historiography, never was 
content with the mere narration of great deeds and events; un- 
like Thucydides or Herodotus, the Roman historians always 
felt bound to the beginning of Roman history, because this be- 
ginning contained the authentic element of Roman freedom and 
thus made their history political; whatever they had to relate, 
they started ab urbe condita, with the foundation of the city, 
the guaranty of Roman freedom. 

T have already mentioned that the ancient concept of freedom 
played no role in Greek philosophy precisely because of its ex- 
clusively political origin. Roman writers, it is true, rebelled oc- 
casionally against the anti-political tendencies of the Socratic 
school but their strange lack of philosophic talent apparently 
prevented their finding a theoretical concept of freedom which 
could have been adequate to their own experiences and to the 
great institutions of liberty present in the Roman res publica. If 
the history of ideas were as consistent as its historians some- 
times imagine, we should have even less hope of finding a valid 
political idea of freedom in Augustine, the great Christian 
thinker who in fact introduced Paul9s free will, along with its 
perplexities, into the history of philosophy. Yet we find in Au- 
gustine not only the discussion of freedom as liberum arbi- 
trium, though this discussion became decisive for the tradition, 
but also an entirely differently conceived notion which charac- 
teristically appears in his only political treatise, in De Civitate 
Dei. In the City of God Augustine, as is only natural, speaks 
more from the background of specifically Roman experiences 
than in any of his other writings, and freedom is conceived 
there not as an inner human disposition but as a character of 
human existence in the world. Man does not possess freedom 
so much as he, or better his coming into the world, is equated
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with the appearance of freedom in the universe; man is free be- 
cause he is a beginning and was so created after the universe 
had already come into existence: [Initium] ut esset, creatus est 
homo, ante quem nemo fuit.=* In the birth of each man this ini- 
tial beginning is reaffirmed, because in each instance something 
new comes into an already existing world which will continue 
to exist after each individual9s death. Because he is a beginning, 
man can begin; to be human and to be free are one and the 
same. God created man in order to introduce into the world the 
faculty of beginning: freedom. 

The strong anti-political tendencies of early Christianity are so 
familiar that the notion of a Christian thinker9s having been the 
first to formulate the philosophical implications of the ancient 
political idea of freedom strikes us as almost paradoxical. The 
only explanation that comes to mind is that Augustine was a Ro- 
man as well as a Christian, and that in this part of his work he 
formulated the central political experience of Roman antiquity, 
which was that freedom qua beginning became manifest in the 
act of foundation. Yet I am convinced that this impression would 
considerably change if the sayings of Jesus of Nazareth were 
taken more seriously in their philosophic implications. We find in 
these parts of the New Testament an extraordinary understand- 
ing of freedom, and particularly of the power inherent in human 
freedom; but the human capacity which corresponds to this 
power, which, in the words of the Gospel, is capable of removing 
mountains, is not will but faith. The work of faith, actually its 
product, is what the gospels called <miracles,= a word with 
many meanings in the New Testament and difficult to under- 
stand. We can neglect the difficulties here and refer only to those 
passages where miracles are clearly not supernatural events but 
only what all miracles, those performed by men no less than 
those performed by a divine agent, always must be, namely, in- 
terruptions of some natural series of events, of some automatic 
process, in whose context they constitute the wholly unexpected. 

No doubt human life, placed on the earth, is surrounded by 
automatic processes4by the natural processes of the earth, 
which, in turn, are surrounded by cosmic processes, and we 
ourselves are driven by similar forces insofar as we too are a 
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part of organic nature. Our political life, moreover, despite its 
being the realm of action, also takes place in the midst of pro- 
cesses which we call historical and which tend to become as au- 
tomatic as natural or cosmic processes, although they were 
started by men. The truth is that automatism is inherent in all 
Processes, no matter what their origin may be4which is why 
no single act, and no single event, can ever, once and for all, de- 
liver and save a man, or a nation, or mankind. It is in the nature 
of the automatic processes to which man is subject, but within 
and against which he can assert himself through action, that 
they can only spell ruin to human life. Once man-made, histor- 
ical processes have become automatic, they are no less ruinous 
than the natural life process that drives our organism and which 
in its own terms, that is, biologically, leads from being to non- 
being, from birth to death. The historical sciences know only 
too well such cases of petrified and hopelessly declining civi- 
lizations where doom seems foreordained, like a biological ne- 
cessity, and since such historical processes of stagnation can 
last and creep on for centuries, they even occupy by far the 
largest space in recorded history; the periods of being free have 
always been relatively short in the history of mankind. 

What usually remains intact in the epochs of petrification 
and foreordained doom is the faculty of freedom itself, the 
sheer capacity to begin, which animates and inspires all human 
activities and is the hidden source of production of all great and 
beautiful things. But so long as this source remains hidden, 
freedom is not a worldly, tangible reality; that is, it is not politi- 
cal. Because the source of freedom remains present even when 
political life has become petrified and political action impotent 
to interrupt automatic processes, freedom can so easily be mis- 
taken for an essentially nonpolitical phenomenon; in such cir- 
cumstances, freedom is not experienced as a mode of being 
with its own kind of <virtue= and virtuosity, but as a supreme 
gift which only man, of all earthly creatures, seems to have re- 
ceived, of which we can find traces and signs in almost all his 
activities, but which, nevertheless, develops fully only when ac- 
tion has created its own worldly space where it can come out of 
hiding, as it were, and make its appearance. 
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Every act, seen from the perspective not of the agent but of 
the process in whose framework it occurs and whose automa- 
tism it interrupts, is a <miracle=4that is, something which 
could not be expected. If it is true that action and beginning are 
essentially the same, it follows that a capacity for performing 
miracles must likewise be within the range of human faculties, 
This sounds stranger than it actually is. It is in the very nature 
of every new beginning that it breaks into the world as an <in- 
finite improbability,= and yet it is precisely this infinitely improb- 
able which actually constitutes the very texture of everything we 
call real. Our whole existence rests, after all, on a chain of mira- 
cles, as it were4the coming into being of the earth, the devel- 
opment of organic life on it, the evolution of mankind out of 
the animal species. For from the viewpoint of the processes in 
the universe and in nature, and their statistically overwhelming 
probabilities, the coming into being of the earth out of cosmic 
processes, the formation of organic life out of inorganic pro- 
cesses, the evolution of man, finally, out of the processes of or- 
ganic life are all <infinite improbabilities,= they are <miracles= 
in everyday language. It is because of this element of the <mirac- 
ulous= present in all reality that events, no matter how well an- 
ticipated in fear or hope, strike us with a shock of surprise once 
they have come to pass. The very impact of an event is never 
wholly explicable; its factuality transcends in principle all antic- 
ipation. The experience which tells us that events are miracles is 
neither arbitrary nor sophisticated; it is, on the contrary, most 
natural and, indeed, in ordinary life almost commonplace. 
Without this commonplace experience, the part assigned by re- 
ligion to supernatural miracles would be well-nigh incompre- 
hensible. 

I chose the example of natural processes which are inter- 
rupted by the advent of some <infinite improbability= in order 
to illustrate that what we call real in ordinary experience has 
mostly come into existence through coincidences which are 
stranger than fiction. Of course the example has its limitations 
and cannot be simply applied to the realm of human affairs. It 
would be sheer superstition to hope for miracles, for the <infi- 
nitely improbable,= in the context of automatic historical or 
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political processes, although even this can never be completely excluded. History, in contradistinction to nature, is full of events; here the miracle of accident and infinite improbability occurs so frequently that it seems strange to speak of miracles at all. But the reason for this frequency is merely that historical Processes are created and constantly interrupted by human ini- tiative, by the initium man is insofar as he is an acting being. Hence it is not in the least superstitious, it is even a counsel of realism, to look for the unforeseeable and unpredictable, to be Prepared for and to expect <miracles= in the political realm. And the more heavily the scales are weighted in favor of disas- ter, the more miraculous will the deed done in freedom appear; for it is disaster, not salvation, which always happens automat- ically and therefore always must appear to be irresistible. Objectively, that is, seen from the outside and without taking into account that man is a beginning and a beginner, the chances that tomorrow will be like yesterday are always overwhelming, Not quite so overwhelming, to be sure, but very nearly so as the chances were that no earth would ever rise out of cosmic occur- rences, that no life would develop out of inorganic processes and that no man would emerge out of the evolution of animal life. The decisive difference between the <infinite improbabili- ties= on which the reality of our earthly life rests and the mirac- ulous character inherent in those events which establish historical reality is that, in the realm of human affairs, we know the author of the <miracles,= It is men who perform them4men who because they have received the twofold gift of freedom and action can establish a reality of their own.
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study with the same methods we use to study the behavior of 
rats. Seen from a sufficient distance, the cars in which we travel 
and which we know we built ourselves will look as though they 
were, as Heisenberg once put it, <as inescapable a part of our- 
selves as the snail9s shell is to its occupant.= All our pride in 
what we can do will disappear into some kind of mutation of 
the human race; the whole of technology, seen from this point, 
in fact no longer appears <as the result of a conscious human 
effort to extend man9s material powers, but rather as a large- 
scale biological process.=2= Under these circumstances, speech 
and everyday language would indeed be no longer a meaningful 
utterance that transcends behavior even if it only expresses it, 
and it would much better be replaced by the extreme and in it- 
self meaningless formalism of mathematical signs. 

The conquest of space and the science that made it possible 
have come perilously close to this point. If they ever should 
reach it in earnest, the stature of man would not simply be low- 
ered by all standards we know of, but have been destroyed. 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Cf. H. Arendt, The Promise of Politics, ed. J. Kohn (New York: 
Schocken Books, 2005) 173-198. Virgil9s Aeneid is a far more po- 
litical story of Rome9s founding than that of Romulus. 

2. Cf. Physica Il, 8: 199a 10-15. 
3. History is something like a living god to Marx, the only one he be- 

lieved in, the only thing in which his faith never wavered, Certainly 
countless thousands have regarded Marx as History9s messiah. 

4. Quoted by Arendt in The Jewish Writings of Hannah Arendt, forth- 
coming from Schocken Books. 

5. The Human Condition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958) 
247. 

6. The Human Condition, 74-78. 
7. Eichmann Interrogated, ed. J. von Lang, tr. R. Manheim (Toronto: 

Lester and Orpen Dennys, 1983) 281. 
8. In an unpublished document. That is now in the Library of Con- 

gress, Arendt analyzes concepts of time from Plato to Augustine to 
Hegel to Kafka, and argues that Kafka9s parable, after the break in 
the tradition, accurately reflects our mental experience of time. 

PREFACE 

1. For this quotation and the following, see René Char, Feuillets a 
Hypnos, Paris, 1946. Written during the last year of the Resis- 
tance, 1943 to 1944, and published in the Collection Espoir, ed- 
ited by Albert Camus, these aphorisms, together with later pieces, 
appeared in English under the title Hypnos Waking; Poems and 
Prose, New York, 1956. 

2. The quotation is from the last chapter of Democracy in America, 
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New York, 1945, vol. II, p. 331. It reads in full: <Although the 
revolution that is taking place in the social condition, the laws, the 
opinions, and the feelings of men is still very far from being termi- 
nated, yet its results already admit of no comparison with any- 
thing that the world has ever before witnessed. I go back from age 
to age up to the remotest antiquity, but I find no parallel to what is 
occurring before my eyes; as the past has ceased to throw its light 
upon the future, the mind of man wanders in obscurity.= These 
lines of Tocqueville anticipate not only the aphorisms of René 
Char; curiously enough, if one reads them textually, they also an- 
ticipate Kafka9s insight (see the following) that it is the future that 
sends man9s mind back into the past <up to the remotest antiquity.= 

3. The story is the last of a series of <Notes from the year 1920,= un- 
der the title <HE.= Translated from the German by Willa and Ed- 
win Muir, they appeared in this country in The Great Wall of 
China, New York, 1946. I followed the English translation except 
in a few places where a more literal translation was needed for my 
purposes. The German original4in vol. 5 of the Gesammelte 
Schriften, New York, 19464reads as follows: 
Er hat zwei Gegner: Der erste bedriingt ibn von hinten, vom Ur- 

sprung her. Der zweite verwebrt ihm den Weg nach vorn. Er 
kampft mit beiden. Eigentlich unterstiitgt ihn der erste im Kampf 
mit dem Zweiten, denn er will ibn nach vorn drangen und ebenso 
unterstitzt ibn der zweite im Kampf mit dem Ersten; denn er 
treibt ibn doch zurtick. So ist es aber nur theoretisch. Denn es sind 
ja nicht nur die zwei Gegner da, sondern auch noch er selbst, und 
wer kennt eigentlich seine Absichten? Immerhin ist es sein Traum, 
dass er einmal in einem unbewachten Augenblick4dazu gehort 
allerdings eine Nacht, so finster wie noch keine war4aus der 
Kampflinie ausspringt und wegen seiner Kampfeserfabrung zum 
Richter tiber seine miteinander kampfenden Gegner erhoben wird. 

1. TRADITION AND THE MODERN AGE 

1. Laws, 775. 
2. For Engels, see his Anti-Diihring, Ziirich, 1934, p. 275. For Nietz- 

sche, see Morgenréte, Werke, Miinchen, 1954, vol. I, aph. 179. 
3. The statement occurs in Engels9 essay on <The Part played by 

Labour in the Transition from Ape to Man,= in Marx and Engels, 
Selected Works, London, 1950, vol. II, p. 74. For similar formula- 
tions by Marx himself, see especially <Die heilige Familie= and 
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<Nationaldkonomie und Philosophie= in Jugendschriften, Stuttgart, 
1953. 

4. Quoted here from Capital, Modern Library Edition, p. 824. 
5. See Gétzenddmmerung, ed. K. Schlechta, Miinchen, vol. Il, p. 963. 
6. In Das Kapital, Ziirich, 1933, vol. Il, Pp. 870. 
7. I refer here to Heidegger9s discovery that the Greek word for truth 

means literally <disclosure=4d-An@acr, 
8. Op. cit., Ziirich, p. 689. 
9. Ibid., pp. 697-698. 

to. That <the Cave is comparable with Hades= is also suggested by F. 
M. Cornford in his annotated translation of The Republic, New 
York, 1956, p. 230, 

11. See Jugendschriften, p. 274. 

2. THE CONCEPT OF HISTORY 

1, Cicero. De legibus 1, 5; De oratore II, 55. Herodotus, the first his- 
torian, did not yet have at his disposal a word for history. He used 
the word iotopetv, but not in the sense of <historical narrative.= 
Like ei5évon, to know, the word 8otopia is derived from i5, <to 
see,= and fotwp means originally <eyewitness,= then the one who 
examines witnesses and obtains truth through inquiry. Hence, io4 
topeiv has a double meaning: to testify and to inquire. (See Max 
Pohlenz, Herodot, der erste Geschichtsschreiber des Abendlandes, 
Leipzig and Berlin, 1937, p. 44.) For recent discussion of 
Herodotus and our concept of history, see especially C. N. 
Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture, New York, 1944, 
ch. 12, one of the most stimulating and interesting pieces in the lit- 
erature on the subject. His chief thesis, that Herodotus must be re- 
garded as belonging to the Ionian school of philosophy and a 
follower of Heraclitus, is not convincing. Contrary to ancient 
sources, Cochrane construes the science of history as being part of 
the Greek development of philosophy. See note 6, and also Karl 
Reinhardt, <Herodots Persegeschichten= in Von Werken und For- 
men, Godesberg, 1948. 

2. <The Gods of most nations claim to have created the world. The 
Olympian gods make no such claim. The most they ever did was to 
conquer it= (Gilbert Murray, Five Stages of Greek Religion, An- 
chor edition, p. 45). Against this statement one sometimes argues 
that Plato in the Timaeus introduced a creator of the world, But 
Plato9s god is no real creator; he is a demiurge, a world-builder 
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40. Duo quippe sunt... quibus principaliter mundus hic regitur, : 

auctoritas sacra pontificum et regalis potestas. In Migne, PL, vol. 

59> P. 42a. 
41. Eric Voegelin, A New Science of Politics, Chicago, 1952, p. 78. 

42. See Phaedo 80 for the affinity of the invisible soul with the tradi- 
tional place of invisibility, namely, Hades, which Plato construes 

etymologically as <the invisible.= 

43. Ibid., 64-66. 
44. With the exception of the Laws, it is characteristic of Plato9s po- 

litical dialogues that a break occurs somewhere and the strictly ar- 

gumentative procedure has to be abandoned. In The Republic, 
Socrates eludes his questioners several times; the baffling question 

is whether justice is still possible if a deed is hidden from men and 
gods. The discussion of what justice is breaks down at 372a and is 
taken up again in 427d, where, however, not justice but wisdom 
and evBovdia are defined. Socrates comes back to the main ques- 
tion in 403d, but discusses owdpoovvn instead of justice. He then 
starts again in 433b and comes almost immediately to a discussion 

of the forms of government, 445d ff., until the seventh book with 
the cave story puts the whole argument on an entirely different, 

nonpolitical level. Here it becomes clear why Glaukon could not 
receive a satisfactory answer: justice is an idea and must be per- 

ceived; there is no other possible demonstration. 

The Er-myth, on the other hand, is introduced by a reversion of 

the whole argument. The task had been to find justice as such, 
even if hidden from the eyes of gods and men. Now (612) Socrates 
wishes to take back his initial admission to Glaukon that, at least 

for the sake of the argument, one would have to assume that <the 

just man may appear unjust and the unjust just= so that no one, 

neither god nor man, could definitely know who is truly just. And 

in its stead, he puts the assumption that <the nature both of the 
just and the unjust is truly known to the gods.= Again, the whole 

argument is put on an entirely different level4this time on the 

level of the multitude and outside the range of argument altogether. 

The case of Gorgias is quite similar. Once more, Socrates is inca- 

pable of persuading his opponent. The discussion turns about the 
Socratic conviction that it is better to suffer wrong than to do 
wrong. When Kallikles clearly cannot be persuaded by argument, 
Plato proceeds to tell his myth of a hereafter as a kind of ultima 
ratio, and, in distinction to The Republic, he tells it with great dif- 

fidence, clearly indicating that the teller of the story, Socrates, does 

not take it seriously. 
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45. Imitation of Plato seems to be beyond doubt in the frequent cases 
where the motif of apparent death recurs, as in Cicero and Plutarch. 
For an excellent discussion of Cicero9s Somnium Scipionis, the myth 
which concludes his De Re Publica, see Richard Harder, <Ueber Ci- 
ceros Somnium Scipionis= (Kleine Schriften, Miinchen, 1960), who 
also shows convincingly that neither Plato nor Cicero followed 
Pythagorean doctrines. 

46. This is especially stressed by Marcus Dods, Forerunners of Dante, 
Edinburgh, 1903. 

47. See Gorgias, 524. 
48. See Gorgias, 522/3 and Phaedo, 110. In The Republic, 614, Plato 

even alludes to a tale told by Ulysses to Alcinous. 
49. The Republic, 379a. 
50. As Werner Jaeger once called the Platonic god in Theology of the 

Early Greek Philosophers, Oxford, 1947, p. 194n. 
51. The Republic, 61 5a. 
§2. See especially the Seventh Letter for Plato9s conviction that truth is 

beyond speech and argument. 
53. Thus John Adams in Discourses on Davila, in Works, Boston, 

1851, vol. VI, p. 280. 
54. From the draft Preamble to the Constitution of Massachusetts, 

Works, vol. IV, 221. 
55. John Stuart Mill, On Liberty, ch. 2. 
56. The Prince, ch. 15. 
57. The Prince, ch. 8. 
58. See especially the Discourses, book II, ch. 1. 
59. It is curious to see how seldom Cicero9s name occurs in Machi- 

avelli9s writings and how carefully he avoided him in his interpre- 
tations of Roman history. 

60. De Re Publica, V1, 12. 
61. Laws, 7114. 

62. These assumptions, of course, could be justified only by a detailed 
analysis of the American Revolution. 

63. The Prince, ch. 6. 

4. WHAT IS FREEDOM? 

1. I follow Max Planck, <Causation and Free Will= (in The New Sci- 
ence, New York, 1959) because the two essays, written from the 
standpoint of the scientist, possess a classic beauty in their non- 
simplifying simplicity and clarity. 
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2. Ibid. 
3. John Stuart Mill, On Liberty. 
4. See <On Freedom= in Dissertationes, book IV, 1, § 1. 
5. 1310425 ff. 
6, Op. cit., § 75. 
7. Ibid., § 118. 
8. §§ 81 and 83. 
9. See Esprit des Lois, XII, 2: <La liberté philosophique consiste 

dans l9exercice de la volonté. .. . La liberté politique consiste dans 
la sttreté.= 

to. Intellectus apprehendit agibile antequam voluntas illud velit; sed 
non apprehendit determinate hoc esse agendum quod apprehen- 
dere dicitur dictare. Oxon. IV, d. 46, qu. 1, no, 10, 

1. John Stuart Mill, op. cit. 
12. Leibniz only sums up and articulates the Christian tradition when 

he writes: <Die Frage, ob unserem Willen Freibeit zukommt, be- 
deutet eigentlich nichts anderes, als ob ibm Willen zukommt. Die 
Ausdriicke 8frei9 und 8willensgemiiss9 besagen dasselbe.= (Schriften 
zur Metaphysik I, <Bemerkungen zu den cartesischen Prinzipien.= 
Zu Artikel 39.) 

13. Augustine, Confessions, book VIII, ch.8. 
14. We find this conflict frequently in Euripides. Thus Medea, before 

murdering her children, says: <and I know which evils I am about 
to commit, but @vydg is stronger than my deliberations= (1078 
ff.); and Phaedra (Hippolytus, 376 ff.) speaks in a similar vein. 
The point of the matter is always that reason, knowledge, insight, 
etc., are too weak to withstand the onslaught of desire, and it may 
not be accidental that the conflict breaks out in the soul of women, 
who are less under the influence of reasoning than men, 

15. <Insofar as the mind commands, the mind wills, and insofar as the 
thing commanded is not done, it wills not,= as Augustine put it, in 
the famous ch. 9 of book VIII of the Confessions, which deals 
with the will and its power. To Augustine, it was a matter of 
course that <to will= and <to command= are the same. 

16, Augustine, ibid. 
17. Pythian Ode IV, 287-289: 

gave Séupev 
Tovt9 aviepétatov, KoAd yiwdoKovt9 avayKa 
éxtog Eyeiv moda. 

18. Esprit des Lois, XII, 2 and XI, 3. 
1g. Op. cit., ibid, 
20. Ibid. 
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21. See the first four chapters of the second book of The Social Con- 
tract. Among modern political theorists, Carl Schmitt is the most 
able defender of the notion of sovereignty. He recognizes clearly 
that the root of sovereignty is the will: Sovereign is who wills and 
commands, See especially his Verfassungslebre, Miinchen, 1928, 
pp. 7 ff., 146. 

22. Book XII, ch. 20. 

6. THE CRISIS IN CULTURE 

1. Harold Rosenberg in a brilliantly witty essay, <Pop Culture: 
Kitsch Criticism,= in The Tradition of the New, New York, 19 59. 

2. See Edward Shils, <Mass Society and Its Culture= in Daedalus, 
Spring 1960; the whole issue is devoted to <Mass Culture and 
Mass Media.= 

3. L owe the story to G. M. Young, Victorian England. Portrait of an 
Age, New York, 1954. 

4. For etymological origin and usage of the word in Latin, see, in ad- 
dition to the Thesaurus linguae latinae, A. Walde, Lateinisches Et- 
ymologisches Wérterbuch, 1938, and A. Ernout & A. Meillet, 
Dictionnaire Etymologique de la Langue Latine. Histoire des 
Mots, Paris, 1932. For the history of word and concept since an- 
tiquity, see Joseph Niedermann, Kultur4Werden und Wandlun- 
gen des Begriffes und seiner Ersatzbegriffe von Cicero bis Herder, 
in Biblioteca dell9 Archivum Romanum, Firenze, 1941, vol. 28. 

5- Cicero, in his Tusculan Disputations, I, 13, says explicitly that the 
mind is like a field which cannot be productive without proper 
cultivation4and then declares: Cultura autem animi philosophia est. 

6. By Werner Jaeger in Antike, Berlin, 1928, vol. IV. 
7. See Mommsen, Rémische Geschichte, book I, ch. 14. 
8. See the famous chorus in Antigone, 332 ff. 
9. Thucydides, II, 40. 

10, Cicero, op. cit., V, 9. 
11, Plato, Gorgias, 482. 
12. Critique of Judgment, § 40. 
13. Ibid., introduction, VII 
14. Aristotle, who (Nicomachean Ethics, book 6) deliberately set the 

insight of the statesman against the wisdom of the philosopher, 
was probably following, as he did so often in his political writings, 
the public opinion of the Athenian polis. 

15. Critique of Judgment, §§ 6, 7, 8. 


