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    As a student, I had a room boy who could not easily find his way out of bed. Once 
when it suited me, I achieved it the following way. I always called him the same word
from 5 to 5 minutes "Get up!" to. The first time it had no success; the second time he 
said: "Leave me alone!" The third time: "It does not help you anything!" The fourth 
valley was silent, but it was boiling; the fifth time he began to rant and curse; the 
sixth time he shouted: "It is unbearable!" The seventh time he really could not stand it
any longer, jumped out of bed to attack me; but soon his anger vanished, when he 
himself was glad to find himself out of bed, and did not lie down again.

    So I spoke for the first time to an audience that can not find the bed of old views, 
with the "book of life after death" spoken: "Get up!"; I spoke a second time with the 
"Nanna": "Get up!"; I spoke a third time with the "Zend-Avesta": "Get up!" I spoke a 
fourth time with the moon book: "Get up!" I speak a fifth time now: "Get up!" and, if 
I live, I'll still get a sixth and seventh "Get up!" call, and always it will be the same 
"Get up!" his.

    Now, I do not mean that even with so many calls, I would force myself to stand up 
if the time to get up was not there; but getting up has to come soon, even if I do not 
call at all; I can only do something by my reputation to accelerate it, and do what I 
can in this regard. The call to wake a sleeping world requires a strong breath; I'm just 
a breath in that breath.

    It is believed that machines replace life more and more, railroads and telegraphs 
cover the earth, pointing wisely in a very opposite direction of time. And indeed, if it 
goes away, only one of the two is possible: all the life of the earth is drowned in the 
machines, or all machines are finally going up in a life of the earth. But since one can
not be, only the other can be; and so today's tendency of the time is the one which 
best suits and works in the tendency represented by this Scripture. First you have to 
get hungry, then you reach for the bread.

    It is thought that the one-sidedness of materialism gains so much ground, pointing 
to a very opposite tendency of time. And the very fact that one finds the only means 
of salvation from sinking into the grossest bar of the failed ship of philosophy proves 
that it is a new ship and a new journey.

    Is the wind the ship, is it blowing the ride? If we believe today's idealists, yes. But 
where is the belief in her? Ask for the wind yourself.

    That's what gives materialism so much ground today that it's the only one in 
philosophy that has any bottom. But the soil is everything he has. For where is all 
faith with him? The questions of faith itself are gone with him.

    But here, with the answer to the old questions of faith, a new field of them is 
opened.

    Simple and without a picture, this work gives a brief account of what I have long 
said in the same sense, many things which I have briefly said before, some new 
things which I have not said before; Principles and arguments more precise than 
before, general views more general than before. The first chapter provides 
information about the circumstances of the task, the last chapter concludes with the 



most general points of view. 
  
 

I. The Soul Question in General.

    To ask someone the soul is to ask the most urgent question that can be asked of 
him, what he has in his soul. Deeper is the question which everyone can ask of 
himself, as it is with his soul itself, and more generally the question of how it is 
ordered with the world of the souls to which he belongs; and certainly the most 
urgent and important questions which a soul can ask in general are those which it has 
to ask about itself and the world of souls. So here we have soul issues in the preferred
sense. If only we had someone whom we could ask for our own soul according to 
ours. But who could it be? It is undisputed only one in whom the question after that 
would be only one of what he has in his own soul, one in which all souls live, weave, 
are. But now it is time to ask again, whether there really is such a thing, and how we 
come to it; and who are we supposed to ask after that? The philosophers, the 
theologians? We approach her; Oh, what a bicker! Where is the answer for which 
there's no bickering?

    You can see here about the area, the meaning, the difficulty of the questions, which 
could be here and act in part. But let's go after the order, and first of all count up and 
divide everything as we are accustomed to finally come to the particle that will 
finally be here, and thus to come to many things that one does not just as usual.

    The question of the nature of the soul, the question of the fate of the soul, the 
question of the relation of the soul to the body, the question of the extension of the 
soul-realm through nature, the body-world, can be more closely understood by the 
question of the soul. Basically all just subquests of a more general question that are 
not completely independent of each other. But it can be about the one before the other
act; and that will be the case here with the last one. No matter how much one wants to
grasp the soul question - in this respect I reserve only the freedom that I leave to each
other - the question of the extension of the spiritual realm through nature or the 
physical world is understood here, and if not to the exclusive but to be made the main
object of contemplation.

    Even in this limited meaning, however, the question of the soul is still far enough, 
and for its part has many sub-questions, some of which, of course, one does not do, 
because one already has the answer to the question, or at least thinks it to be.

Are the people animated? 
Are the animals animated? 
Are the plants animated? 
Are the stones animated? 



Are the world bodies animated? 
Is the world animated?

    How far does the soul reach into the human body itself?

    And of these questions, the last alone offers some sub-questions:

Is the whole person animated? 
Is only the nervous system animated? 
Is only the brain animated? 
Is only a part of the brain animated? 
Is only one point in the brain animated? 
Does a headless hull still have soul? 
Does a head without a trunk still have soul? 
Are the different soul functions distributed to different body parts and how? 
 

Questions that need to be preceded by the question: what does the soulfulness of a 
body actually mean? Sitting the soul in a body or body parts?

        There are also some more general questions. 
        Can an organic whole have soulful parts without being entirely enlivened? 
        Can an animated whole be created differently than through an animated whole? 
        Can the whole of the consequences of a soulful whole be something other than 
an ensouled whole again?

These questions are not usually dealt with; but it would be good if they were done, 
and it would be easier to find the answer to some particular questions or to find other 
answers than one finds.

    And further you can ask some counter questions:

        Does God have a body? 
        Do the angels have bodies? 
        Do the otherworldly souls have bodies? 
        Is the higher spiritual in man as well as the lower connected to the corporeality?

Questions to which the question must precede again: Is there a God? Are there 
angels? Are there otherworldly souls? What do you mean by the higher spiritual?

    You see, the questions are many, and they are important questions that go far and 
deep, subordinating to the soul question, even in the narrowest sense in which we 
take it. To treat it fully and thoroughly in context would require a heavy work; I do 
not want to give that here. I limit myself again, by merely making the question of the 
expansion of the soul-realm beyond us, not the how and how far the soul reaches into 
our body, the object of contemplation, and only the question of the soul-giving of the 
corporeal world. does not consider the question of the embodiment of the spiritual 
world, that is, the last main question with its sub-questions and counter-questions left 
entirely aside.



    After I say what I'm going to do about the whole question, there's still something to
say about how I'm going to attack it.

    A double gear is free, from top to bottom, from bottom to top. At the top is the most
general question, the question of the inspiration of the whole world. Does a frog 
without a head have a soul? Yes, says Pfliiger; because he still behaves almost like a 
frog with a head. 1)Does the world have a soul with a thousand heads? Egg no, all 
world means; because she does not behave like a frog or a man with a head. There are
other reasons against it; but some, too, partly from the answers to those questions that
one does not usually do, and from which it would be good if they were done. Enough,
it is a question, and remains the topmost question. The lowest question, on the other 
hand, is that of the lowest level of individual inspiration in the world. Are they the 
animals, are they the plants, are they even the stones? Raising from the topmost 
question one can descend to the bottom, rising from the last lifting to the first. The 
natural philosophy tends to go downstairs, we want to go upstairs. That tires; So it 
will apply again to abbreviate as much as possible.

1) Eduard Pflüger (born 1829) sought in his work "The sensory functions of the spinal cord of vertebrates 
together with a new doctrine on the guiding principles of the reflections, Berlin 1853" to prove that the brain 
can not be considered the exclusive seat of consciousness , His investigations are initially based on the known 
reflex movements of "decapitated" (beheaded) frogs and oppose the opinion that these are unconscious - 
mechanical movements: on the contrary, it is clear that the spinal cord is also the seat of the sensorium. This 

"quarrel about the spinal cord soul" continued in a comprehensive literature. See the following section. 
  
 

    We can not start immediately from below; because we are not directly below; but 
everyone must go from where he stands. Basically, every human being is 
immediately safe only to his own soul. Cogito, ergo sum; there is no denying nor 
doubt, this questionless is the starting point of the whole question. Moreover, no one 
doubts the soul of his brother, though many, whether he should consider the Negro 
for it; and apart from Cartesius and some of the newer ones, everyone is holding the 
singing nightingale in the tree and the roaring lions in the desert for something more 
than acoustic machines. In order to draw our task in the shortest, it should not be 
proved that humans and animals are animated, but that they are regarded as conceded 
and are taken on from there. As we move on from here, we would have been able to 
go from our own inspiration until then. But we like to save ourselves and others the 
part of the way already gone.

    So much of what and how; Now a few words from the basics of treatment.

    Philosophy is quite ready to offer us such as theology to spare it. We reach for the 
first, and begin to presuppose no philosophical foundations as universally familiar 
and valid, in the following chapter with the necessary preliminary discussions on the 
identity and non-identity of being and thinking, the relation of the ideal and the real, 
the relations and stages, through which the Absolute departs into reality, the concept 
of Creation, the relationship between God and the world, nature and spirit, force and 
substance, life, soul, organism, necessity, freedom, finiteness, infinity, all this is quite 
essential with many others to the philosophical preparation of our question, and then 



it will be necessary To briefly and historically and critically review the various 
philosophical views about it in order to make one's own clear and certain in the 
dispute over the points of view. Of course not a very easy task, and with each new 
solution is always difficult. Happy Sisyphus! Your stone rolls down again and 
again; but it remains the old stone familiar to you; the stone which the wise men roll 
also only reaches the top to roll down again, but after each roll it has become so 
heavy again, and the old handles are broken off. Now he's down, and he does not 
want to move again, as much as his arms and breath have been set on starting the new
role. On! Let's start again! Of course not a very easy task, and with each new solution
is always difficult. Happy Sisyphus! Your stone rolls down again and again; but it 
remains the old stone familiar to you; the stone which the wise men roll also only 
reaches the top to roll down again, but after each roll it has become so heavy again, 
and the old handles are broken off. Now he's down, and he does not want to move 
again, as much as his arms and breath have been set on starting the new 
role. On! Let's start again! Of course not a very easy task, and with each new solution
is always difficult. Happy Sisyphus! Your stone rolls down again and again; but it 
remains the old stone familiar to you; the stone which the wise men roll also only 
reaches the top to roll down again, but after each roll it has become so heavy again, 
and the old handles are broken off. Now he's down, and he does not want to move 
again, as much as his arms and breath have been set on starting the new 
role. On! Let's start again! but every time he rolls down he has become so heavy 
again, and the old handles have broken off. Now he's down, and he does not want to 
move again, as much as his arms and breath have been set on starting the new 
role. On! Let's start again! but every time he rolls down he has become so heavy 
again, and the old handles have broken off. Now he's down, and he does not want to 
move again, as much as his arms and breath have been set on starting the new 
role. On! Let's start again!

    But with sadness I see that all those who have followed me so far are looking for 
this proclamation, this call, and in my next chapter I will roll over the philosophers 
'philosophers' philosophers alone and at the same time overcome the antagonism of 
all will have; Well, I prefer to do it differently. Let the philosophers roll their stone, 
and roll against each other, uphill, downhill, and instead simply climb the mountain 
itself, seeking the most comfortable steps, and holding us to the firmest 
prominences. That is, instead of dealing with fluctuating concepts that last only as 
long as we hold them, we seek the path of solid experiential points of view that 
always hold.

    One asks from the outset: Is this way possible? The whole question is not a matter 
of experience. Nevertheless, we want to try it, and, instead of using philosophical 
preliminary discussion as a basis, we seek to base philosophical views on 
ourselves. And if we do not start with a general view of the world, we'll conclude 
with it.

    I am well aware that the question of the soul is nowadays disputed in a different 
sense than that in which I take it here. But why should I carry a drop more into the 
fruitless raging sea? And what does it matter, whether the world should be 



idealistically or materialistically dead, or has a spirit of words or none? With that 
idealism is generous enough; But the real question of life is not whether the world has
a spirit that only we know but knows about us. And this question with its sub-
questions is, in short, what it will be about.

    The following is the overview of the future considerations:

    Some conceptual and principal preliminary discussions. The counter-reasons 
against a generalization of the natural soul beyond humans and animals. The question
of the plant soul as the soul of the lowest level that can be considered, in 
particular. Principle of an experiential foundation of faith in the highest and last 
things. The question about the soul of the stars and the world. Difficulties due to 
freedom and individual survival. Basic view, world view, final view.

II. Conceptual about soul, mind, body, body, nature.

 

    Soul, mind, body, body, nature are all connected in such a way that one can not ask 
one question thoroughly, without asking one after the other. Above all, however, first 
one wonders what all of this is, that is, what we mean by all this.

    What do we mean by that? I do not mean what they are in essence; I have already 
rejected the answer to that by rejecting philosophical preliminary discussions. After 
all, you will not be embarrassed if you ask for an answer, but only in embarrassment, 
which one should adhere to. According to one, it is the absolute, after the other a fluid
concept, after a third a multiplicity of rigid beings, which in the last instance governs 
everything, and hereby also the soul, the body, of nature. Here it will be immaterial to
which of these answers one wants to comply; for we shall only touch the soul, spirit, 
body, body, and nature here in the eye according to their appearance. - "Very 
superficial!" I hear that. Rather superficial, to take the appearance for something 
superficial. But we do not quarrel about this. Already in the second, but only in one of
the last chapters.

    But now it is necessary to point out in the world of phenomena what I want to 
relate to those words which have gradually become more and more incomprehensible
because of the ever-increasing depth of philosophical explanation. It has to be pointed
out. What everyone then wants to look for behind the apparition is up to anyone, only
that he is looking for what is shown here, and for nothing else, we should understand 
each other. In this business of pointing out, of course, I will also speak of beings and 
essence, the soul itself being a being. But it will always only be infofern, as really 
something of it can show up or abstract from the probable.

    By soul, therefore, I understand the unified being, which no one appears as himself,
in himself as elsewhere, wherever such occurs, himself bright, for each outer eye 
dark, at least sensual feelings in themselves, about which according to measure As the
soul level rises higher, the consciousness of higher and higher relationships builds up.



    Under the body of the soul, the material system, which can only be grasped 
externally, what the physicist and physiologist call it.

    I show the soul with one inward, the body with a finger turned outwards, the soul 
with the finger of the soul, the body with the finger of the body.

    Under Body, I understand a body that is in relationship to a soul, as our body to our 
soul.

    Under nature or corporeal world , often even the world par excellence, the whole 
system of the corporeal, which can only be grasped externally, what exists, with all its
movements, conditions, determinations.

    Is now asked: Does a plant have soul? So this means: Appears to what externally to
behold her and what her body is called, to what the botanist calls plant and examined 
with external senses and aids, also something inwardly in the form of sensation, 
feeling and the like, of which the botanist can still abstract everything seen from what
is only in self-appearance comprehensible and similar in a unity, as all determinations
of our own self-appearing soul? In other words, does the plant express an inner 
brightness in which its body appears to us? Or is she dark through all her depth and 
the external appearance is the whole, what is there of her, or at least what appears of 
her?

    Does nature or the world have a soul? means: belongs to the totality of what is 
comprehensible with external senses, which is obvious, tangible, to the total system 
of externally rolling, flowering and blossoming, the world-body carrying the 
creatures and their history as well as a self-appearing unified being, as for Totality of 
what is visible and tangible in man, belongs to the whole system of its blood-waves, 
bones, veins, nerves; a being, which can be seen as little with telescopes, augers, 
scales, chemical reagents and all mathematics in the world, than the corresponding 
character in us with microscopes, scalpels 2) , chemical analysis and mathematics?
        2) Scalpel (scalpellum): a small knife used for anatomical and surgical purposes. 
 

    In short, is there a God in the world, not outside, not behind it, not in a distant 
Beyond, but in the same relationship to the world as our soul has in our body? no 
matter how one wants to grasp this relationship even more closely and more deeply.

    I'm just asking the questions now, not to decide them now, just to make sense of 
them.

    Now it is only necessary to say what I mean by the mind of the soul in order to 
complete the circle of concepts in which we always turn in the following.

    It is well known that almost every one understands the relationship of mind and 
soul differently, and some even so that one can not grasp it. Maybe a few words more
about it than necessary, but useful.

    A picture! Think of a circle and divide it into a right and left, and then again into an
upper and a lower half.



    The one use now is to call the whole circle indifferent spirit or soul; the other, the 
right side spirit, to call the left soul; the third, the upper side spirit, to call the lower 
soul. I speak only of the chief uses, for who can think of all cross and divisional 
divisions?

    In the first sense, mind and soul are, as a whole, confronted as a whole with the 
body or body as a whole, and it is immediately necessary to say: the soul goes to 
heaven, the spirit goes to heaven. It's the whole circle.

    In the second sense, the mind is posited as active, as creating, as witnessing (hence 
the names ingenium and genius ) and the soul as desire, receiving, bearing, in one 
word the spirit as male, the soul as feminine to the side, and thus divides the circle 
into two adjacent halves. Even the product of and the call gender; In this sense too, 
the spirit falls predominantly on the man, the soul on the woman's side.

    Active reason, the active mind, the active will are of the mind, and thus of the 
man's cause; Mind, feeling, feeling, hope, love, longing, traditional, the soul and 
hereby predominantly the woman thing. The spirit builds the house, the city, the 
state; the soul sits in the house, pondering and weaving the long thread, and ensuring 
that the spirit does not starve and die of thirst.

    The spirit is breath, wind (gasps, smoke, pneuma , animus , connected 
with ( anemoz ) , which drifts into the distance and rushes through the woods, the 
soul a lake that surges in itself (probably connected with se i w , The wind has no 
rest, the lake rests as smooth as a mirror, it reflects the moon and the stars, and then 
comes the wind, raising it to waves.

    The spirit is king, the soul queen by his side; the king rules the land, the queen the 
king.

    In the third sense, the mind occupies the upper, the soul the lower.

    The soul in this third sense is the more sensual, more akin to the corporeal, in that it
is wholly or half sunken, and therefore bound, and indeed half-bodied. the mind will 
no longer need what is needed and weaves in higher and freer relationships and 
strivings, and only needs the body as a distant foundation.

    The spirit is still the king, but the soul no longer the queen at his side, but the maid 
at his feet, who cooks and bakes for him.

    The former antithesis is more a matter of the living, of the present more of the 
philosophical use, and in crossing the two ways of use, they are half covered, but 
only half.

    Poor soul, because you do not understand how to philosophize yourself, philosophy
degrades you to a maid!

    Only in the sense of the previous and hereby common use one can speak of a 
beautiful soul; in the present philosophical there is no beautiful soul, for all beauty is 
of the mind.



    Only in the previous sense does the soul go to heaven with the spirit; in the present 
the soul passes with the body and the name bliss in its derivation from soul is a 
mistake. The mind alone is immortal, and the soul in death stretches like a glove.

    A soulful and intelligent eye are in the previous sense only opposite the small 
difference in height of woman and man. But in the present sense there is no soulful 
eye, or soully eye is such, expressing sensual desires and moods. However, the 
philosopher, despite his definition of the soul, is probably afraid to call such a soulful 
one; but the consequence makes such inconsistencies necessary.

    The higher feelings of love, friendship, hope, devotion, they are really in fact the 
soul in the past, but not in the present sense; for they are not more earthly, no more 
sensual, no more akin to the body than thought; and only the sensuous is now the 
soul's thing; but it is right and proper to the present sense that they are called spiritual
feelings to distinguish them from the more sensual feelings.

    This agrees well with the fact that one speaks only of animal souls, but never of 
animal spirits, since the whole animal-soul seems comparable only to the sensory 
support of the human soul; although it is no less correct to the previous sense, since 
the animal souls rather follow instincts, impressions than produce something 
creatively out of themselves. This falls into the corner that coincides with both halves
of the circle.

    Each one now places the partitions a little differently through the circle, the vertical
ones a little more to the right or left, the horizontal ones a little higher or lower; the 
old Christian church fathers z. For example, the gambling rights are quite high, 
according to which the spirit ( pneuma ) meant only the enthusiasm of the Holy 
Spirit. Some people put the wall to a crooked angle, pulling here and there some 
partitions, and tearing into the walls that were pulled by others, saying that now he 
has it.

    Now come to the actual still the improper and the transcendent meanings. To him 
the soul is nothing but life-force, to which it is a simple, rigid being, concerned about 
its self-preservation; to the abstract unity of every thing; it is the center of a 
periphery. He has a soul number 1, 2 and 3. And everyone thinks he has it. The spirit 
coincides in many ways with law, with force, with every generality, even if it can 
only be abstracted from the physical, only conceivable, but not self-thinking. Nature 
has a spirit; but do not think that she has him, we have her mind. God is a spirit, only 
one thinks of nothing that has properties, as a spirit.

    And so, at last, everything is mixed; and every spike on the great quirle means to 
have helped clarify something.

    And what is ultimately the only true and correct meaning of all? I think each one is 
the same. Does every word mean exactly what everyone wants; only that, of course, 
not everyone should want something different from the other and that no one should 
hold the feathers for the flight of the bird. It also applies, because the language use 
fluctuates, to put an end to the wavering by adjusting a screw, which you can solve 
again another time, where strength is needed. And so, in the following, I set the screw



for the use of mind and soul in this writing, not hindering that another put it 
differently for its other purposes.

    It will be the first, the widest use, which I will follow here, by meaning spiritually 
and spiritually the same being to the body or body, which appears to be itself, because
this use is best used for our purpose. For how should I call the whole unity of the self-
appearing being, with all the lower and higher content which appears in it, to the 
externally appearing body and body, if I wanted to distribute the names soul, spirit on
its sides, regions, parts? It is only about the relation of that whole to the body, and 
indeed from the most general point of view, not to the discussion of its internal 
circumstances, that it is here to do; but where there is an active and receptive, a lower
and higher, in the mind, the soul is to be distinguished In verbis simus faciles, in re 
difficiles.

    So, finally, to sum up the previous one:

    Spirit, soul, is an unifying, self-evident entity, characterizable only by phenomena 
and determinations of self-appearance. Body, body , only in external appearance, by 
external senses comprehensible, by conditions, determinations of the external 
appearance characterizable system. Nature the whole system of bodily things, of 
which our little body is a part. Soul question the question of how to connect to the 
entire system and subordinate parts of this system mind, soul, spirits, souls.

    Which is the fundamental relation between body and mind, body and soul, remains 
with those explanations as well as with this question still quite out of 
consideration. These are hints with words to the fact, the factual to find them; this is a
question of the factual, no matter how one interprets this factuality. At those 
explanations one can still be materialist, idealist, dualist, monist, monadist 3)his. In 
every basic view we can ask about the relationship between body and soul: Does the 
plant have a soul, does the earth have a soul in the same or an analogous sense as a 
person has a soul? That's our question. One can then ask further: Is the soul a dot, a 
river, a monas, a result? That is not our question. One can make that question 
dependent on it, and thereby fall into all the darks and quarrels of the latter; one can 
also try to treat them independently, and such treatment is the intent of this document.

3) Monadists called Fechner the followers of the monad theory. Under Monad ( monaz ) = Unity) is understood
to mean a unified, indivisible, so non-spatial, being, as the unity of souls represents. According to some 
idealistic systems, the ultimate elements of reality are to be found in such entities. Through this leap into the 
purely spiritual, one sought to overcome the antinomy (which Kant developed particularly sharply), which lies 
in the concept of an indivisible and yet spatially extended atom; The spatial world was then conceived as the 
mere manifestation of these truly true spiritual beings. The actual founder of the Monad theory is Giordano 
Bruno; Leibnitz gave her her classic form. He is influenced by the two monadists, who are considered here as 
Fechner's contemporaries: Herbart and Lotze. With Herbart Fechner sat down in his essay:27) called Fechner's 
"Theory of Atoms" then brought a chapter: "Relationship of Physical to Herbart's Monadology". See p. 114. 

168. 201. 222. 
  
 



III. Attack of the soul question.

    From the outset it can be confessed that the whole question of the soul is and 
remains a question of faith; and as we begin and how we end up, for nothing we will 
be able to find and deliver accurate evidence. The exact proof rests on experience and
mathematics; but direct experience is possible only from one's own soul, and 
mathematics lacks any approach to prove another.

    It is in this respect no different with the soul of my brother, my father, my mother, 
than with God, with otherworldly, with any souls. It is thought that the existence of 
those souls is self-evident; It is, too, and it is just as little provable, as it is, that the 
existence of these could just as well be founded on them as they are, even though it is
just as little exactly demonstrable.

    My brother is very similar to me, and expresses himself in a similar 
way; Therefore, I firmly believe that he is animated. But where does the similarity to 
the soul-life begin with me and where does it end? Is analogy a strict proof? Did not I
always have to hear again that it is not? My father begot me, the soulful, the mother is
born; Therefore, I firmly believe that they are also animated; but the world has 
created all animated creatures, the earth born; my forefathers, where can they finally 
come from? and does this prove exactly that the world, the earth, is animated?

    Just as little as a proof of such is to lead against the existence of any soul. Can not a
particle of sand, a dot over the i , even a simple atom, or even a simple being be 
animated behind the atom? Everyone is free to have their ideas in this regard; For this
very reason, exact science can have nothing binding against the soul in the dot 
because it has no binding value for the existence of a God in the world and a soul in 
my brother

    Exact science has not found an attack on the whole field of this question since.

    Of course, she can not avoid touching it; but she is like the duck out of the water, 
wanting to cross over to it. The dispute over Pfliiger's spinal cord 4) is still fresh; has 
he found a ground or a principle or an end? What does exact science know since then 
about the causes of the soul as ganglion balls, phosphorus, electricity? And does all 
this have more to do with the soul than the sebum of the candle with the illumination 
of the light?
        4) See note 1) .

    Although it is possible that a doctrine, the elements of which I am describing in 
another scripture, may in the future be used to obtain an exact attack on the soul 
question. This doctrine seeks out the experiential, legal relations between one's own 
soul and the corporeal world, pursues them from the outside into the interior, and 
seeks to fix them by means of composing and linking mathematical expressions and 
to make them fruitful for conclusions. So far, the scope of the laws and expressions 
so far obtained can not be overlooked. But I am not based on distant prospects 



here. The doctrine of this Scripture begins there, with which the doctrine, which is 
only begun in it, will have to cease in the future. 5)

5) This refers to the psychophysics founded by Fechner, ie the theory of the legal (functional) 

connections between the physical and the psychological. It is the most beautiful and fruitful fruit of

Fechner's metaphysical universal discipline. A year before the appearance of the "soul question" he

had developed its basic features in the significant work "Elements of Psychophysics, 2 Parts, 

Leipzig 1860", which follow on from the investigations of EH Weber. 
  
 

    Why not, you ask, leave the whole soul question aside, if not for something safe in 
it for now? But the belief in the existence of the souls of our fellow human beings is 
necessary to us, the belief in the existence of the animal souls naturally, and a world 
view, which includes a general answer to the soul question, a higher need. Thus, 
although exact science can reject the question as long as it can not give an exact 
answer to it; but we can not reject them at all; and, if no exact proof can be found, it 
is necessary to look for substitutes for the exact proof.

    And, in truth, there must be effective substitutes for such, after we are as sure or 
almost as sure of the existence of other human and animal souls as our own. But if, 
for the souls nearest to us, they are capable of raising such a strong faith-confidence 
that we do not even miss the stern proof here, and even the most exact do not even 
ask, why not seek and use the same or related substitutes beyond that?

    In fact, this is the basic point of view from which I proceed as follows: not to claim
any certainty of a character other than that which we have for the existence of the 
souls next to us in the whole question of the soul, but also the means at our disposal 
use.

    The existence of those souls themselves, to whom we are forced by the immediate 
causes to believe, will serve as an example, a foundation and support for the further 
development of the kingdom of souls, except that in proportion as we go on and on 
going up and going up higher, and at the same time increasing the difficulty, extent, 
and height of the circle, and increasing and increasing the circle and the means.

    Some are practical motives; but I leave them here aside; some aspects that are not 
experience, but a reasonable summary of what experience offers.

    In fact, even if no foreign soul can see, grasp, see, grasp, what is related to their 
existence, and by intermeshing it grasp the alien soul.

    Thus, a center, which one can not directly see and reach, can be well recognized 
from the interrelation of the parts of the visible periphery, which are related to it. Of 
course, one must also ask the question, and not seek the sole science of breaking the 
pieces of the visible circle with the microscope into smaller visible parts. That too is 
necessary; But it is not the only thing that is necessary.



    The inference from the visible to the invisible can not be the same as the inference 
from the visible to the visible; rather, he joins him in a coordinated manner.

    The inference of the visible to the visible, the conclusion of natural science, 
completes the circle externally, by deducing from the existence, the connection, and 
the mode of interrelation of the given parts of the visible circle the non-given 
according to the condition that they complement the circle. The inference between the
visible and the invisible, the conclusion of natural philosophy, internally closes the 
circle, opening the invisible point in the midst of the circle out of the connection and 
harmony of all parts of the visible circle.

    Can one end be like the other?

    The materialists want to settle everything with the first inference alone, and so they
do not care what belongs to the second. They only look around in circles, saying they 
have no center; because he really is not to be found in the visible periphery. The 
idealists want to reverse the second inference, find the periphery from the center, but 
do not even know the center to be right, but afterwards wander about in a 
transcendent beyond; For this the periphery of a center is not determined by it as 
much as it is vice versa, and so all its inferences run from the indeterminate to the 
indeterminate.

    It is necessary to seek the periphery of the visible periphery, which at the same time
proves its existence and determines its place; then it is easy to draw radii, and any 
controversy as to whether the midpoint or the periphery is a result of the other is vain.

    But like the goal, so, only in a different sense, is the outcome of the conclusion of 
the visible on the invisible a center in a circle. All the radii of the conclusion run from
this point, the only solid that exists in this field, the only basis of experience that we 
have in this field; all the levers of reasoning are based on that as a base.

    It is the fact: our own bodies are animated.

    We know that, and what we can know and know about the whole question is known
only through this.

    We now ask, what can be further deduced from this, for the embodiment of a bodily
system which is similar to ours according to this or that relation, complements it, 
disagrees with it, stands in relations of connection, origin, purpose?

    Each of these questions can be envisaged and followed from an experiential point 
of view, and by bringing the context of all into the eye, we close the circle.

    From the point of view of the proof, the result remains only probability; from the 
point of view of faith it can be conviction; and so, from the first point of view, we can
lay claim to justifying, with all the following, only the overwhelming probability of 
all that follows, whereas we seek to establish a conviction from the point of view of 
faith.



IV. General counter-reasons against the expansion of the spiritual realm beyond
human and animal life.

    People and animals are animated, nothing else, at least nothing on earth. So 
common opinion, so the opinion of the exact, so the opinion of the philosophers, so 
the opinion of the theologians, so the opinion of the idealists, according to the 
opinion of the materialists, according to the opinion of the monadologists. A compact 
unity, and only sad that it refers to a negation, and the negation of unity in all other 
pieces result. Sad, but natural; for, of course, it seems to me that the spirits can 
become of one mind only in the opinion that a spirit of the world is, and all the spirits
of a spirit; instead, everyone is settling for a gap nowadays, too big to reach over it.

    But what is the reason for restricting the realm of the mind so much, of making of 
life only a parasitic kingdom of the dead? Let's just talk about the most general 
reasons.

    l) The main reason is that one believed to have to lift God so far beyond the world 
that she can no longer dare to appropriate him as a body. Now she stays behind him 
spiritless; all their spirit rests only in our mental contemplation or in their laws and 
powers, in whatever the statue or whatever the machine has. The idealists still call it 
spirit; but this is not about such spirit.

    2) Once the world as a whole is considered soulless, of course, their limbs must 
apply to it. With humans and animals one makes an exception; you must be fine; but, 
of course, seeks to limit exceptions as much as possible. In order to justify it, one 
makes a second exception, and contrasts the human and animal bodies as exceptions 
to the rest of nature; and after having taken all spirit out of nature, it is quite natural 
that she has none left.

    3) The soul is invisible; and so there is nowhere to be seen the least of the soul in 
nature and the natural bodies beyond men and animals, can show nothing of it, take 
nothing; so it's easiest to deny it.

    4) Apart from the animals, all natural bodies are so unlike humans that even the 
analogy does not allow one to believe in the soul beyond men and animals. No 
nervous system, no soul.

    5) Once the opinion has become general and firm, the education helps to preserve 
it.

    However, the first thing to be said is, apart from a transcendent one, an omnipresent
God, and why should he rather penetrate the world like water a sponge, as spirit a 
body?

    The second, one must first have the rule to be able to make exceptions; Now the 
first question is: what is the rule?

    Third, everyone would then have to deny all souls except his own.

    The fourth, we will continue to speak of it.



    As we approach the fifth, in a hundred or thousand years from now the same will 
apply from the opposite view.

    There is still much to be said for the general; but one will already have recognized 
the aspiration to shorten it as far as possible. Who is not tired of the generalities about
these objects today? We hurry to special.

    Yes, if you had the right generalities! These are fundamental facts and laws, rather 
than pending views and concepts.

    But we start with the most special.

V. The plant soul. Counterarguments.

    So many people have objected to my doctrine of the plant-soul that I may well be 
allowed to speak for it again.

    The winds either uproot the tree, or make it rooted firmer and fresher green. As 
with the winds and the plant, it was with the objections and the belief in the soul of 
the plant.

    He stands on six main roots that no wind will uproot; he wears a crown that no 
wind will blow.

    The counter-reasons against the vegetable-soul, of course, are easy, because even 
the lightest of these gives the last of the established general reasons, education, 
habituation its heavy supplement. Or rather, they do not require weight, because the 
balance of the opinion depends anyway on their mind. And so they appear light-
footed enough, but with the confidence that they do not really need to perform.

    Of course, the plant-soul is but a small weak link in the great soul-building of the 
world. And how can you see the ornaments in the house when the whole house is 
dark? Here comes to the last of the first of the established general counter-reasons in 
the game. The others are obedient to the previous ones. Who has ever seen anything 
from a vegetable soul? and the plant body does not look distant and does not behave 
like a human or animal.

    Now I do not want to repeat everything that I am doing in "Nanna" against this, by 
leaving it in the main for the positive reasons, to knock down the counter-
arguments. I will only turn once more to two objections, not because they are the 
most important ones, and therefore would be most convenient in their refutation, nor 
because they are the easiest, and therefore their refutation would most easily fall-for, 
frankly "I know no difference in this respect - but simply because they are the last 
with which a philosophical adversary in a much-read scripture (" body and soul ") has
renewed the attack against it. 6)An adversary who is just as indefatigable in 
dispensing the plant-soul, as I am in defense of it; because for the third time I meet 
him in this regard. Well, we finally try to conclude this subject together. And perhaps 



it is enough to get to know the philosophical reasons against the plant-soul, in order 
to appreciate our experiential reasons for it.

6) The following polemic refers to the Halle Professor of Philosophy Julius Schaller (1810-1868), a 
Hegelian. The quotations are taken from the 10th chapter of his work: "Body and Soul, to the Enlightenment 
on" Köhler's Belief and Science ", 3. augmented edition, Weimar 1858" (pp. 167-176), which bears the title: 
"Are the plants sentient beings? " It culminates in a critique of Fechner's "Nanna"; Like Schleiden, Schaller 
calls Fechner's method a "reckless game with analogies." The earlier writings of the same author mentioned on 
page 43 are the "Letters on Humboldt's Cosmos: A Commentary on This Work for Educated Layers: 2 Parts, 
Leipzig, 1850," which Fechner also frequently cites in "Zend-Avesta." P. 257. Fechner points out on p. 27 that 
for the third time he has collided with the enemy with regard to the vegetable soul. For the first time he dealt 
with him in "Zend-Avesta" I, 200 (3rd ed. I, 123); Already there he took up the aforementioned passage from 
the "Letters on Humboldt's Cosmos". The second meeting was prompted by a review of the "Nanna" in the 
Hallische Allgemeine Literaturzeitung 1849, I, 617 SS, which, although not signed, evidently stems from 
Schaller. Fechner replied to this in his writing: "Professor Schleiden and the Moon" p. 72. In our book he 

comes to Kap.VI. to talk to her again. 
  
 

    Although the opponent also invokes experience, he makes it philosophically useful 
to the concept. His first counter-reason is that traditional of physiology, which comes 
shortly afterwards: the animals need nerves for sensation, so the plants too will need 
nerves for sensation; but they have none. To be sure, I was a little embarrassed to find
that everything that I thought I had done with this objection before had had no other 
success than its repetition on the part of a philosopher. But why not? Taken into the 
hand of a philosopher whose craft is the closing, the throw-in was able to gain a 
completely new power, and of course only to justify its renewal. One only has to 
apologize if I repeat this to his repetition,

    From the outset, I objected to the objection that the conclusion on which he bases 
himself can not be valid, because otherwise one might just as well conclude that the 
violins need strings for sounding; so the flutes will need strings to sound; but they 
have none, and so they can not sound; the candles and wick lamps need wicks to 
burn, so the gas lamps will need wicks to burn, but they have none; so they can not 
burn. But the flutes sound without strings and burn the gas lamps without wicks.

    This has been called a playful analogy, and even the philosophical opponent speaks
of the reckless play of analogy in my reflections. But if one had rather seriously 
justified the conclusion, which they indeed refute playfully. For the plant, I think, no 
other principle of inference can be valid, as for the flute and the lamp. To be sure, one
is so accustomed to seeing in philosophy a sharp distinction between the organic and 
the inorganic, that it is hardly strange to see even a different logic applied to it. But 
the logic of the objection holds in the organic as little as in the inorganic 
thread. Mammals and birds breathe with lungs, and when they are destroyed, they can
breathe as little as animals feel when their nerves are destroyed. But is not there no 
breathing without lungs? On the contrary, there is breathing with gills, with the skin, 
with the intestines. But if fish can breathe worms without lungs, while mammals, 
birds can breathe only with lungs, why not also plants without nerves feel, while 
animals can only feel with nerves?



    The fallacy that is subject to the objection is this: because A can do something only 
with the help of a, B needs an a to do the same. - No, because it's just B, not A, it 
takes b, not a. The animal feels with nerves; Creatures that are constructed quite 
differently than animals may need something completely different from sensation 
nerves. Why must there be nerves of sensation everywhere, when there are not lungs 
to breathe everywhere?

    What is the use of such a thing, replies the opponent, who gives at most a hollow 
possibility, if no positive experience speaks for the reality? With possibilities you can 
not prove the reality. "That by a similar argumentation (as Fechner proposes to refute 
the counter-arguments), we can easily see the sensibility of the stone, the planets, and
any thing as possible, is easily overlooked."

    And in fact, that we really can do that, proves how bad the counter-reasons are, 
because not even the soul of a stone can refute it. The refutation of the objections, 
however, is in fact not meant to prove reality with possibilities, but to counter the 
objection of impossibility; for positive proof the positive arguments are there; I also 
have positive arguments.

    But there is even factually sensation without nerves. The plant animals have no 
nerves and do not need to sensation. Why should the plants need it? and not rather to 
all other similarities with the plant animals also these have that they do not need 
any? Why should the nerves suddenly come back to them, after they have already 
been left aside in the approach to them, without the sensation being left aside? These 
whims are not so easy to dismiss.

    With regard to the unnatural animals, the erroneous conclusion is that if A can do 
something only with the help of a, B can do the same without help of a, then the C, 
which is very similar to B, is the same only with the help of a or even can not do.

    With such beautiful experiences one fights the vegetable soul; and, may I think 
about it as I want, it seems to me that the whole objection to nerves comes last to the 
point.

    To be sure, the previous conclusion does not seem to have quite satisfied my 
philosophical opponent. But did he uncover his mistake later? On the contrary, we'll 
see how he makes it worse.

    The animals in question are at all very uncomfortable to the opponents of the plant-
soul; because they extend itself out already ,With the objection to the nerves at the 
same time to refute almost all other objections to the plant-soul, since these lower 
animals except for a characteristic differently represented in the plants, all that one 
would like to demand for the inspiration of plants by analogy with the higher animals 
no less than the plants. If the plants agree with the plant animals in their missing 
characteristics, they would even be completely animals, but they are not and do not 
want to be. For it is not a question of plants tautologically repeating animal 
animation, as it seems to require, in order to keep it animated at all, as though no 
other souls were possible apart from human and animal souls, but that it was another 
Supplementing with souls



    Let's take a closer look: The plant animals, of which we briefly summarize polyps, 
infusoria and similar animals, have for the most part neither nerves nor central 
organs, nor closed circulation; some do not even have their mouths or stomachs, and 
the plants have almost everything they have, with the exception of free locomotion, 
although many plant animals are stuck and can only move their limbs freely. One 
would like to say that a plant is nothing but a frozen arm polyp. But is she really 
frozen? On the contrary, while the polyp stretches arms all around for prey, and pulls 
itself towards the light, it extends on all sides branches, leaves, blossoms, renews, 
lengthens and multiplies those with inexhaustible motive power, lifts oneself against 
the heaviness, breaks out on all sides in the creation of form and color, and pulls and 
turns and turns to the light, and sends her fragrance to the other flowers. Is this also 
possible for a plant carved out of stone or wood? What supplement this means visibly
to animal and human life in the unseen will later be considered; but now it is enough 
to point out as much as is necessary to prove against.

    I say that these animals, the plant-animals are very uncomfortable to the opponents 
of the vegetable-soul; but as the vegetable-soul is even more inconvenient to them, 
one must know how to eliminate the discomfort, and even in the most uncomfortable 
way. Let's see how it starts.

    To get rid of the plant soul, one can probably reveal some animal souls. The polyp 
has no nerves; so he will probably have no soul, feel nothing.

    As I foresaw this objection, I sought to meet him in advance in "Nanna" (p.246f.) 
As follows.

    "- What gives us the right to find only dubious traces of soul in the polyps, infusoria, and other 
so-called more imperfect, but basically only simpler, animals? Instead of the signs of a dark, dull 
residue of soul, I can only see the signs of a simple and sensual The great susceptibility of these 
lower animals to different stimuli, the clear differentiation they possess, the vivacity and 
decisiveness of their movements, the definite direction which they give to certain ends, the 
character of the arbitrariness to be perceived the resolute reluctance with which they encounter 
encroachments on their natural conditions of life, the struggle they encounter with each other, all 
this speaks against a undecided, dull,in the unconscious natural life still half-rising, soul life of the 
same. "

    "Let us only take a closer look at the phenomena of life of the polyps, and it will appear that the 
apparent indistinctness of their soul is in fact merely dependent on the very indistinctness of their 
contemplation."

    even if you starve him and let it fall on his outstretched arms while he grabs animals that he likes 
to eat at the first touch. This shows a clear differentiation. (Trembley.) "7)

7) This quotation deviates from the original in two places: at the end of the first paragraph, Fechner makes use 
of the expression "sense-life" instead of "soul-life," which in our second ed. has been improved. (See text 
changes.) In the third paragraph, the sentence is omitted: "These are still signs of vivid desires." If one wishes 
to see more than a coincidence in these deviations, one would conclude that in 1861 Fechner transferred the 
main contents of the Polypenseele even more decisively to sensory activity than in 1848. See the discussion on 
pp. 80f. But it is probably only an oversight. - Abraham Trembley (born 1700 in Geneva, died 1784 the.), A 
comrade of Bonnet at the Geneva Library, was the first who studied the behavior of the freshwater polyps in 
detail. This is what his writing is about: " Mémoires pour servir à l'histoire d'un genre de Polypes d'eau douce, 
à bras de forme de corne, 4 °, Leyde 1744; in 12 ° 2 vols. Paris 1844 "German under the title" Treatises on the 
history of a polyp species of sweet water with horn-shaped arms, from the Franz. and with a few 

additions. v. Joh. Aug. Ephr. Goeze. Quedlinburg 1775. "Cf. Nouvelle Biographie générale Bd. XLV, p. 613. 



  
 

    "After all, what does one have in the polyp other than a creature of well-developed 
sensuality, if perhaps nothing else?" The whole soul-play of the same revolves around
satisfying this sensuality in the shortest possible way. But sensual sensations and 
desires can be the most pervasive and most decided. and the simplicity of the game in
which they are understood favors rather their strength and decisiveness.look only at 
the simplest and rudest men.do they have less fierce and determined desires than the 
most well-mannered and educated ones? but the light of sensibility can burn so 
brightly in its own way, as the higher light of reason, as fat burns as brightly as 
ether;and a low light illuminates the little room that it covers, only the brighter. "

    "What is true of polyps also applies to infusoria, as far as we can trace their way of life in their 
smallness." Etc.

    I think the facts quoted speak for themselves, and the above view of them is simply
reasonable; and my philosophical opponent knows all this quite well, from my 
writing, and without my writing; but if he were to allow the polyp sensation without 
nerves, he could not deny it to the plants for their insensitivity; and since he knows 
that the plant has no sensation, it is just as reasonable that he does not accept all those
symptoms as much for the sensation of the polyp than for the lack of nerve, even if he
himself says that one does not know, how the nerves affect the sensation.

    It is perhaps said that the polyp gives those signs of sensation; but the plant does 
not give it. In fact, she does not give these, and it will still be wondering if she does 
not give others for it; I refer again to the positive arguments; but you do not mix the 
points of view. At first it is simply a question of whether creatures can feel without 
nerves at all; nothing else. One denies it, the polyp proves it.

    In fact, even the adversary does not dare to take seriously the denial of the 
sensation of the polyp; but insofar as the serious doubt which he raises should prove 
no serious force against facts such as the one above, he knows how to establish that, 
even if one were thereby able to establish the belief in the sensation of the polyps, the
plant would have no advantage of it. For, since there is no plant-soul, it must be 
proved, and the whole philosophy should perish, which, as I shall see, will in fact 
soon be the case with such inferences, if they do not prove it that the case has already 
occurred.

    "In any case, we have to say," says the adversary, "that if we regard these animals 
as unnatural, yet sentient, beings, we have a peculiar condition of feeling, however 
difficult to determine, in the whole nature of their bodies, and that We therefore - 
according to the method of analogy - always have a right to suspect a sensation only 
in such nerve-less individuals, which are otherwise similar in structure and 
development to those unnatural animals. "If we do not hold this, then we lose every 
empirical ground . "

    But the polyp itself refutes the opponent. Is it necessary to remember that every 
conclusion must be based on something universal? Now the polyp proves, by not 



needing the nerves that other creatures need to feel, the falsity of the general 
proposition, that one creature needs the same means of feeling as another; How can 
he at the same time prove that a creature needs the same means as himself?

    Since, however, we lose every empirical ground to the adversary, if we do not 
adhere to this inference, we want to adhere to it everywhere, which, of course, is an 
ineradicable generalization of it, as it was intended only to refute the vegetable soul, 
and so forth certainly will not make any claim to validity.

    Dogs and cats can experience moving only with the help of legs through the 
room; and it is to be concluded that snakes, earthworms, which have no trace of legs, 
can not move through space. But should we still have to grant them this fortune, we 
must at any rate state that we obtain a peculiar condition of locomotion through 
space, though still so difficult to determine, in the whole nature of its body, and that 
we therefore the method of analogy - to have the right to suspect the ability to travel 
through space only in such legless individuals, which are otherwise similar in 
structure to snakes and earthworms ", according to which fish also move through 
space can,

    I wished to know what this conclusion differs from the conclusion of my adversary,
except that its ineffectiveness is palpable. But is she then less accessible to the latter 
with hands?

    The fallacy has now assumed this form: If A needs a for a given power, B for the 
same power a b, then one must not suppose that C needs a c for the same power, but 
that it does this power only with help of a or b or not at all. Otherwise you lose every 
empirical ground.

    But further: In "Nanna" I have emphasized that we have all the less reason to 
require in the plant nerves for sensation as in the animals, when we see so many other
functions performed in the plants without nerves, which in the Animals are possible 
only with nerves, so that the sensory processes only just no exception 
form. 8th)Breathing, metabolism, nutrition, in the animal all under the influence of the
nerves, do not require it in the plant. The organic connection with which the unity of 
souls is so essential, mediates through the nervous system in the animal, exists in the 
plant without any nerves. The orderly play of an imponderable agent, which one is 
accustomed to looking for in the nervous system of the animals and to look upon as 
the next basis for the play of the soul (without of course knowing something clear and
decisive about it), can plant the so powerful and so ordered one , without electric play
unthinkable, chemical processes in it are not missing. But if the plant has all that the 
animal has only nerves, and underneath all that one can think of in the performance 
of the nerves for the soul, without nerves,
        8) VgI. "Nanna" Chapter III: "The Nerve Question".

    Only this inference: If A for u, v, w, x, y, z needs a, but B does not need a for u, v, 
w, x, y, then it must be assumed that z needs an a because A needs an a; otherwise 
you lose every empirical ground.



    All these erroneous conclusions are fundamentally confused: If A has always 
carried a with the widest possible experience, we shall, however, by analogy, have 
reason to suppose that, also where A is still present, a will also carry it Wherever 
there are organic legs in the future, they will have the ability to move through the 
space where lungs occur, to breathe the ability to breathe where nerves occur, to feel 
the power to do so. It only follows from this that A always appears with a, the 
possession of legs with the capacity of locomotion, not in the least, that a conversely 
only with A, the capacity of locomotion occurs only with the possession of legs, etc., 
rather the previous examples experience what is recognized in logic,

    If I must fear also to renew the accusation of suitable analogies, I will once more 
set against the analogies of the philosopher some others in my own way.

    Nature varies in the most manifold way, according to a device extending over the 
whole organic kingdom and all well-recognized functions of organic creatures, so that
they no longer resemble each other's distant creatures. Breathing, locomotion gave 
examples; but the same applies to all organic functions, as far as we have an 
understanding of the means for doing so, and therefore can be presupposed by 
analogy with those where we do not have them; these are the functions to which 
sensation depends. According to this, we may assume that nature has also varied the 
means of these functions in not too narrow limits, and will not have stopped at nerves
alone. And this analogy comes to the aid of another. As little as we know about the 
nature of these functions, Thus, according to the circumstances of all circumstances 
and many a positive assertion (that, for example, the sensations of sound and light are
excited by vibrations), we can not doubt that they are any ordered vibratory processes
which are subject to sensation in us. But ordered oscillatory movements, whether 
they be of the weighable or the unpredictable type, can be produced by the most 
manifold instrumentation; Sound vibrations except through strings, also by flutes, 
bells, rods, cymbals, drums, the siren etc., in the organic by vibrating vocal cords, 
whistling wings and in other ways, light vibrations except by candles also by lamps, 
torches, pitch pans, red-hot metals, electricity etc., and so we can further assume that 
the corresponding thing for the As always, ordered orderly oscillations of the 
weighable or unpredictable, which are subject to sensation, will be the case; for, as 
far as our experience goes, it is a general characteristic of vibratory processes.

    Both aspects support and complement each other. For if the first point of view, that 
nature loves to vary the means for the same ends, could still leave us in doubt 
whether such a variation is possible with regard to the generation of processes 
carrying sensations, they are not an exception justified in their particular essence 
Thus, by subordinating the sensory processes to a class of processes whose 
generation is preferentially capable of variation, the second point of view invalidates 
this reservation; and the plant kingdom, with the transition to it through the nerve-less
plant-animals, finally stands ready to represent what we may presume to be present 
after the coincidence of both aspects, also in reality.

    Now the opponents say, for instance, that if nature should be so eager to vary the 
means to the same functions, and there should be so many means of producing also 



the feelings-bearing vibrations, then why is it merely with two kinds of the same, 
animals and Plants, stopped? Is it a big difference to put one for two? You see, there 
are barriers here anyway.

    Indisputable, and so we want to acknowledge them; but, since we have no means, 
they a priorito determine again, to look in the experience, whether there is no hint for
the determination of such barriers. And look there, we can find it in the same circle of
experiences on which we have just relied, and thereby strengthen the previous 
analogy a little more. In fact, even in the field of the production of sound and of light,
in so many possible modes of production we find only two of principal, indeed of 
great, exclusive application to the instrumentation of the same, but each of them by 
the greatest variety of variations thereby determining two main classes of instruments
for sound as well as light, of which one class makes the material carrier of the 
vibrations more distinct than the other, stringed instruments, Wind instruments in the 
field of sounds, wick lights, gas lights in the field of light. And after the animals in 
the string and wick form of their nerves show the most striking analogy with the one 
major class of these instruments, we can not help but look around for an analogue of 
the second major class with a less pronounced carrier of the vibrations. We can find 
the same in the vegetable kingdom, and only in the vegetable kingdom. But why 
should we not accept what we find here after there was so much reason to seek it, 
now that the positive reasons give us reason to demand it? For I do not think that such
considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions that are not strictly binding are, 
after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what is not proof can help to prove 
it. Gas lights in the field of light. And after the animals in the string and wick form of 
their nerves show the most striking analogy with the one major class of these 
instruments, we can not help but look around for an analogue of the second major 
class with a less pronounced carrier of the vibrations. We can find the same in the 
vegetable kingdom, and only in the vegetable kingdom. But why should we not 
accept what we find here after there was so much reason to seek it, now that the 
positive reasons give us reason to demand it? For I do not think that such 
considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions that are not strictly binding are, 
after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what is not proof can help to prove 
it. Gas lights in the field of light. And after the animals in the string and wick form of 
their nerves show the most striking analogy with the one major class of these 
instruments, we can not help but look around for an analogue of the second major 
class with a less pronounced carrier of the vibrations. We can find the same in the 
vegetable kingdom, and only in the vegetable kingdom. But why should we not 
accept what we find here after there was so much reason to seek it, now that the 
positive reasons give us reason to demand it? For I do not think that such 
considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions that are not strictly binding are, 
after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what is not proof can help to prove 
it. And after the animals in the string and wick form of their nerves show the most 
striking analogy with the one major class of these instruments, we can not help but 
look around for an analogue of the second major class with a less pronounced carrier 
of the vibrations. We can find the same in the vegetable kingdom, and only in the 



vegetable kingdom. But why should we not accept what we find here after there was 
so much reason to seek it, now that the positive reasons give us reason to demand 
it? For I do not think that such considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions 
that are not strictly binding are, after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what 
is not proof can help to prove it. And after the animals in the string and wick form of 
their nerves show the most striking analogy with the one major class of these 
instruments, we can not help but look around for an analogue of the second major 
class with a less pronounced carrier of the vibrations. We can find the same in the 
vegetable kingdom, and only in the vegetable kingdom. But why should we not 
accept what we find here after there was so much reason to seek it, now that the 
positive reasons give us reason to demand it? For I do not think that such 
considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions that are not strictly binding are, 
after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what is not proof can help to prove 
it. we can not help looking for an analogue of the second main class with a less 
pronounced carrier of vibrations. We can find the same in the vegetable kingdom, and
only in the vegetable kingdom. But why should we not accept what we find here after
there was so much reason to seek it, now that the positive reasons give us reason to 
demand it? For I do not think that such considerations are strictly binding; but 
conclusions that are not strictly binding are, after all, to be preferred to the wrong 
ones; and what is not proof can help to prove it. we can not help looking for an 
analogue of the second main class with a less pronounced carrier of vibrations. We 
can find the same in the vegetable kingdom, and only in the vegetable kingdom. But 
why should we not accept what we find here after there was so much reason to seek 
it, now that the positive reasons give us reason to demand it? For I do not think that 
such considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions that are not strictly binding 
are, after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what is not proof can help to 
prove it. What we find here after there was so much reason to seek it now, now that 
the positive reasons give us reason to demand it? For I do not think that such 
considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions that are not strictly binding are, 
after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what is not proof can help to prove 
it. What we find here after there was so much reason to seek it now, now that the 
positive reasons give us reason to demand it? For I do not think that such 
considerations are strictly binding; but conclusions that are not strictly binding are, 
after all, to be preferred to the wrong ones; and what is not proof can help to prove it.

    But the objection of the opponent is not yet over; Let us finish it completely, if 
possible, to let it die altogether, and at least so much to us is to disguise its return.

    The polyp might have nerves that have just been overlooked. - That is 
undeniable; and, if it were, the need for the nerves for the sensation of the plants 
would not be better proved. But apart from the fact that it is somewhat unfortunate to 
assert what the polyp might have under the experiential grounds, it is not even due to 
the scrupulous care with which one has searched for nerves in the polyp and related 
animals probably that such still to find here; and I have emphasized (Zend-Avesta, 
TIS 214) on the basis of good examinations, such as the insensitivity of the polyps, 
infusoria, and even nerveless animals, in solidarity with the absence of muscles and 



the body of a peculiar, gappy, meshed, contractile tissue (sarcodode), according to 
which one can hardly expect to find in the thus constructed animals still nerves. The 
opponent ignores this, but asserts the following point of view: "The substance of the 
animal (polyp) can germinate the nerve elements in an analogous manner, like the 
fluid of the higher animals, which only in the further development settle a real 
nervous system. Then the nervousness of those animals would not be taken in an 
absolute sense. " like the liquid of the higher animals, which only in the course of 
further development set down a real nervous system. Then the nervousness of those 
animals would not be taken in an absolute sense. " like the liquid of the higher 
animals, which only in the course of further development set down a real nervous 
system. Then the nervousness of those animals would not be taken in an absolute 
sense. "

    But excellent! The enemy gives us the weapons in our hands. It is undeniable that 
one can philosophically see of everything that is not there, a germ in what is there, in 
order to prove something that is not there or refute something that is there. In 
ordinary life, the concept of the germ is demanded for its developmental potential; 
indeed, I would believe that both concepts are correlated, but in philosophy and the 
refutation of the vegetable-soul, it is quite possible that the germ of the nerves in the 
polyp may be released or the development to regard the nerves in the higher animals 
as a development of them from the germs in the polyp, so that the polyp somehow 
has nerves, and thereby distinguishes itself from the plant, which has none. Because 
against the plant soul every weapon is good. Only that we now say:

    In short, after the adversary has first shown that, in order to remain on the empirical
ground, we must not attribute to the plant soul without nerves, and has led our way on
this empirical ground, he lifts us with the notion of germ-like nerves finally happy 
above it and gives us the freedom to think what we want. But on our part we prefer to
remain on that ground, and only in the future will we enter and leave it differently 
than the example of our philosophical adversary, whom I deem myself deceived by 
his philosophy.

    The conclusion of the previous one is this: The lack of nerves of the plants can not 
be asserted from the side of experience against the sensibility of the plants, as long as 
no nerves can be empirically detected in the polyp, and yet the sensation can not be 
denied. But ascribing nerves to the polyp because he has sensation, or denying 
sensation, because he has no nerves, is not a matter of experience. But if, in addition, 
nerves are found in the polypus, which is possible, if not probable, there would still 
be no proof that they are necessary beyond the polyp in the plants for sensation. On 
the contrary, the non-drivenness of such an analogical conclusion can be obvious, and
counteracted with a more valid, much more general, analogical conclusion.

    Let us now turn to the second, the more philosophical objections of the 
philosophical opponent.

    "Are, then," he asks, "are the plants in the same way as the animals are self-
contained individuals? -The question is the fundamental question for the decision as 
to their sensibility, but that the plants, in spite of the organic elements that compose it,



do so are not, are shown in their whole inner structure and structure just as much as in
all their processes of life; they emerge above all in indeterminate growth, in which 
the plant body, albeit according to a constant scheme, but without any definite 
measure, is new in itself while it is dying from the other side, it does not regenerate 
itself as a whole, so that it is constantly in the process of arising and passing away, 
without this becoming summarized in one and the same subject. " And in a previous 
writing:

    Ich erwidere: l) Daß, insofern man überhaupt von einem Abschlusse der 
Organismen sprechen kann – bei dem Stoff- und Wirkungswechsel derselben mit der 
Außenwelt ist aber von einem materiellen und Tätigkeitsschlusse derselben nicht die 
Rede –, der Einwand faktisch untriftig ist, sofern jede Pflanze sich mit ebenso 
individuell abgeschlossener Gestalt, Artung und Führung ihres Lebensprozesses der 
übrigen Natur gegenüberstellt, aus der Natur heraushebt, anderen Geschöpfen 
gegenübertritt, als jedes Tier, so daß man, falls dies wirklich die Fundamentalfrage 
für die Empfindungsfähigkeit der Pflanze wäre, solche sofort für entschieden zu 
halten hätte.

    2) That the lack of completion of the growth of the plant does not abolish its 
individual conclusion to the outside world, but only sustains and activates it in a 
successively larger circle. Or is a child during its growth, an ever-growing fish, 
unfinished against the outside world?

    3) That the firm attachment of the plant to the earth can not prove anything against 
its animosity, since many lower animals are just as firmly bound to it, and the plant 
has not even grown together with the earth, but grown only in it, and, meanwhile, 
with it the root splits the earth, raises stones, blows up clusters, strives at the same 
time with stalks and blossoms upwards towards the light, in both proving a sufficient 
relative independence against the earth.

    4) That, however, from a certain point of view, one has to acknowledge a lesser 
independence of the bodily existence of the plant, this can reasonably only be 
interpreted as a lesser independence, not absence of psychic existence, in which 
respect relative differences already suffice in the human and animal kingdoms occur, 
so here the fundamental question can not be searched.

    5) That finally the whole objection is based on such vague points of view and 
relations that it does not even permit a sharp formulation; in that an absolute 
conclusion and an absolute independence do not belong to any organism at all from 
any point of view of the world, but belong only to the world itself, and every 
organism is in some sense fused with the world, after which it then remains a matter 
of arbitrariness and a purely subjective apercus which degree of relative completion 
and relative independence one requires for individual inspiration, and which 
characters one wants to put emphasis on.

    In fact, what is the standard that the opponent applies? I can find no one but subject
to the condition which was to be proved by means of it. Otherwise you call this a 
circle. Why should an earthworm, a frog, a fish be considered complete enough for 



enlivenment, but not a lily, palm, fir? Because the opponent already presupposes that 
lily, fir, palm have no soul.

    Enough finally! If I conclude with the statement that the way in which the opponent
represents the cause of the spirit in his sense against the cause of the soul in our 
sense, has no more regard for his personal merit than my respect for the philosophical
direction he has represents, may heighten, may he see as proof of the firmness of the 
first, as the natural result of the consequences of the latter.

    The sharpness with which I have sought to emphasize these consequences is in fact 
not directed against a person, but against something. My opponent does not step out 
of the philosophical direction to which he belongs with his conclusion, but represents 
it only too well. Hegelian philosophy is, in a certain sense, the art of unlearning a 
proper closure. It is no wonder that so many men of merit and spirit have followed 
this direction, for who, from some point of view, does not want to acknowledge their 
great, even sublime tendency? and one may say: in magnis et voluisse sat est . But 
one must finally say that thisvoluisse is now sat est .

VI. The plant soul. Positive reasons for that.

    And are there any better reasons against the plant's soul? Others enough, and which
I think I have already illuminated enough in my earlier work. But they all fall by 
themselves when the positive reasons strike through. Let us turn to the positive 
reasons.

    But what should actually be proved if I want to prove the existence of a vegetable 
soul? First of all proved nothing, only to be made more credible than the 
opposite. But what I understand by plant-soul, I have already said, and it applies here 
again for said, after having been accused of more than one page, in spite of the very 
specific explanations that I have already given in my earlier writing, I speak of one 
indefinite things, when I speak of the vegetable soul, which of course it is, as long as 
one has not determined about it.

    Then it was said again: I could have made it easier to prove the vegetable soul, if I 
had wanted to understand it differently; as if it were a matter of proving a word, not 
just the thing that I understand as plant-soul!

    For the sake of clarity, I will present the positive reasons for the existence of a 
vegetable soul under six arguments that I as the

        1) the similarity or analogy, 
        2) the supplement, 
        3) the grading, 
        4) the connection, 
        5) the causality, 
        6) the teleology



denote that of which the second and third can be combined under one common 
argument, that of the difference, united to the first, while the last can be subordinated 
and subordinated to the first from a certain point of view instead of a subordinate 
order.

    Notice that none of these arguments count for themselves, but that they are to be 
considered in the context of each other and with the refutation of the opposing. One 
rod of the bundle may well break; but try to break the context of the whole! On the 
other hand, it has been found easier to pull out individual bars, or to throw away the 
bundle at once.

    Not because I believed that the sharpness of the arguments gained anything from it,
or to give them a mathematical semblance, but in order to make the form of them 
easier to grasp and more accessible to the judgment, I am turning every argument into
a one-on-one argument to summarize a short formula, as it happens with the 
arguments of the opponent; then it is free to compare the forms. The corporeal is to 
be denoted by large, the corresponding spiritual or psychical by the corresponding 
small Latin letters, so that if A, B are two bodily systems or bodily processes, a, b 
denote the corresponding souls or soul processes to which one has a zero value can 
resolve where it is soullessness.

    The scope of all the arguments that are presented here basically goes through the 
whole soul question; however, their application to plant soils is the simplest example 
of their application.

l. Argument of similarity or analogy.

    This argument guides us unconsciously and consciously the most in believing in 
the souls of our fellow human beings and animals. We infer the existence of their 
souls, of which we can not directly perceive anything, from the similarity of their 
bodies and their bodily utterances to ours.

    Well, the plants are yes, rather than similar, but as unlike as possible; so that would 
have to speak against her soul. That's the way it seems at first, and that is usually how
it is conceived.

    But is not the worm unlike many and important relationships? But we believe in his
soul, while we do not believe in the soul of the statue, which in some ways is so 
much more similar to the worm. After all, we must stand each other, not every 
resemblance to us and the animals can be existence, but just as little any dissimilarity 
can prove the absence of soul; rather, it is necessary to ask about the essential signs of
the soul in the physical, to find a principle for it.

    To find a principle for it, a beautiful task for philosophy, whose chief task is the 
establishment of principles in this field. Here lies the fundamental question. Now 
look around in the whole of today's philosophy, whether one finds an answer, a clear, 
usable, nice, usable answer to the question. Since I can not find any in her, I search 
for her myself and give the following: I only give her half, so you do not mäkle right 
at the half.



    According to experience and reason, I say, above all we have to regard as the most 
essential signs of the soul-existence in the physical, in which the physical repeats and 
reflects the most essential relations of the soul itself, insofar as the physical can in 
general repeat and reflect the relations of the soul Whatever basic concept one may 
cherish about the relationship between soul and body, yet they both have to exist 
together, to work with and through each other, and therefore, in their circumstances, 
to co-ordinate with one another and to be adapted to one another. In fact, through all 
the differences between soul and body, there are also very important determinations 
and relationships, which are comparable or even common in both, and are found in 
all undoubtedly inspired creatures.

    The body of a soul, like the soul itself, is a self-contained, self-contained, similar, 
yet not identical being, relatively self-contained, stimulating and co-determined from 
the outside, determining and unfolding from the outside, an inexhaustible variety of 
certain Page of a legally determinate being, from another side incalculable new 
effects of own abundance and creative power, which includes relations of secondary, 
superordinate and subordinate order, which, with continuous development, are 
conceived in a periodic process and a rising and falling of activity. Not only the 
human body agrees in all these points with the essential conditions of his soul,

    The essential relation of these signs to the existence of the soul is fully proved by 
the fact that our and the animal's body only has it as long as the soul experiences it, 
but loses it when it loses the soul, and vice versa with the disappearance of these 
signs the soul becomes the body What relation of conditionality we express in 
connection with the previous similarity relationship disappears briefly in saying that 
these physical signs not only reflect but also bear the most general and essential 
qualities of the soul.

    In the union of these signs (not, of course, in the individual), there is an indication 
of the existence of a soul of much more universal significance than in the existence of
a nervous system, central organ, closed circulation, specially constructed sensory 
organs, as which are merely special forms in which Those general and essential signs 
of the soul's existence are expressed in the body, which, however, do not rule out the 
possibility of other forms, and their general necessity for soul-existence is already 
refuted by the fact that they are not generally found again in the animal 
kingdom. Accordingly, they can only refer to particular forms or stages of soul 
existence, but they can not be regarded as essential signs of the soul's existence at all 
and can not be demanded everywhere.

    In short, our argument concludes that the existence of the soul in a natural body is 
not due to its similarity to our own and the animal body, or to any arbitrarily based 
signs, but to its similarity to such relations and to such relationships Relationships 
according to which a body resembles itself to its soul, and which it at the same time 
has and loses with the soul, and claims for the universal of the soul-existence the 
general, for the special forms of the soul-existence the special forms of these 
signs. So it is not just the analogy of one body with another, but at the same time the 



analogy of the body with the soul, which justifies our analogy conclusion. Does 
anyone know a more valid principle of analogy in this question? Yes,

    But the plant-body in all those relations, and after all those relations, which are 
related to the universal of soul-existence, is equal to the human and animal body, and 
differs only in those of him, which are related to particular forms or stages of soul-
existence , So there is reason to believe that the plant has as good a soul as human 
beings and animals, only another form or level of the soul.

    But, in fact, an objection will be raised and we will hasten to prejudge our 
opponents by setting it up ourselves.

    It can be said that the human and animal body indeed loses sensation, 
consciousness with those signs; but he does not necessarily have sensation, 
consciousness with those signs, for they are essentially also to the sleeping and 
embryo, to which one can not attribute any sensation, so let the possibility exist that 
the plant in its persistence on a lower level of the organization merely bring to a life 
of sleep or embryonic life, upon which only the waking life of the animal and man 
ascend, - In fact the plant life is almost generally compared by the opponents of the 
vegetable soul with a sleep life or embryonic life.

    And will not all our very ambitious argument suddenly be destroyed? - It will show
that it will not be destroyed, but that it has not been full yet.

    The first thing to remember from a general point of view is:

    (1) The embryo state of man and beast is essentially a precursor to the awake 
psychic life, and the state of sleep a new state of change with the awake psychic life, 
that with the determination to prepare the awake psychic life, this with the 
determination, the strength and irritability exhausted during waking To restore 
guards, both of them essentially belonging to an awake psychic life, and of the same 
creature to which they belong. Only in this way do they share the general and 
essential signs of psychic life. 2) These characteristics are as much a part of the 
awakened psychic life itself, as they precede it and sustain itself through its 
alternating states, so they have at any rate, as well as the most general and essential 
signs, an attachment to a psychic life full of waking sensation.

    Now it can not by itself be found probable that of what is so essentially connected 
in the animal and human as condition and conditioned, the plant has only one without
the other, the most essential conditions and preconditions for awakening without an 
awakening. However, since the possibility of this always remains conceivable and 
has been philosophically formulated under the assumption of the soullessness of the 
plant itself, the argument will have to be completed by the fact that it contains those 
signs of the awakening, those partial signs and conditions of waking through them 
missing or not explicitly emphasized signs of real awakening and awakening will be 
completed, whereby it will again apply to divorce the essential from the nonessential.

    It seems to me that no more cautious and more appropriate approach to the question
can be taken. According to all the signs of the soul-plant, against whose principle we 
can reasonably argue, we do not allow the probability, but the possibility, that the 



plant-life, which presents those signs, is like a perpetual sleep-life or embryonic 
life; only that it is really the same to him, and not the opposite of it. But one can not, 
on the mere assumption that the plant has no waking soul, contradict all signs 
according to which the awakening and alertness of a soul can be judged, and which 
speak for the fact that it has one. Let's see now.

    The awakening and wakefulness of the soul has two sides, first the inner becoming 
conscious and the inner processes of consciousness, secondly the opening of the soul 
against the external and the clogged with the external. From the first page there are 
no externally visible signs in the physical, except in the signs of the second page; the 
second, however, can be reflected in an opening of the organs of the body against the 
outside world and the free movement of their will, and is not reflected in the human 
and animal, but is also bound to and sustained by it.

    As essential signs of an awakening of creatures, which present the above-
mentioned general signs of the attachment of an awake psychic life, we can now see, 
not that they open animal eyes and eyelids, for these are special forms of awakening, 
but that they have a state in which which they were shut off from the intercourse with
the external sensory stimuli and with other creatures, and which organs either first 
formed or renewed the exhausted power, leaving, with breakthrough of any envelopes
or opening of any occlusion with the sensory stimuli of life in relation, and in the 
general life traffic occur. But the plant not only displays these essential signs of 
awakening once and in a way, but twice and twice,

    Twice; but is not that too much? So it will probably not mean a real awakening. - 
One must be prepared for every objection.

    But we also see the animals twice, only in a different form, once out of the 
embryonic state, and afterwards repeatedly awakening from sleep; only with the 
difference that the animal always opens the same eyes, the plant always new, 
receptive to the light stimulus, eyes.

    This is a formal difference, which is subordinated to the general difference of the 
plant from the animal, that the plant in general inflates and intensifies the later 
developmental forms of its structure and life to the continuance of the former, while 
the animal for the earlier forms into the later forms by internal Training abolishes, 
with the same reversed. Therefore, the stem or stem of the plant thickens more and 
more, twigs more and more branches, and the leaves do not turn into the flower, but 
this occurs above them, while the caterpillar is transformed into the doll, the doll in 
the butterfly. But this difference does not affect any essential feature of the existence 
of psychic life, but may be capable of expressing and supporting a different form of 
the same.

    The cited signs of awakening in the plant would, of course, mean little if they 
occurred abstractly for themselves, instead of in the context and sequence of the 
general signs of the soul-plant. We can open a lot of capsules, develop a lot of closed 
things without the soul awakening. Now, however, the general signs of the soul-
formation discussed above culminate in the course of the development of the germ, 
the plant, only in it. When in the morning we open the store of a house, unfold an 



artificial flower-bud, the general signs of the soul-plantation of the house, the 
artificial bud, have not preceded and are still present, as in the awakening plant. This 
makes the difference between a hollow deaf and a full symbol of the awakening soul, 
ie, one that reflects the awakening soul that reflects it,

    This aspect will also be important to us. For all the individual properties and 
relationships of the invisible soul, symbolizing symbols can be found, which reflect 
them in the visible. Nature, art, mathematics, yes, what does not that offer? Are they 
full or empty symbols? It will always be questionable whether they at the same time 
reflect, with the property in question, the other properties which belong to the general
characteristic of the soul-life and soul-life. The mathematical symbol of a circle is 
very well suited to reflect many important relationships of the soul, the inclusion of 
our own content, the exclusion of the content of other souls, the unifying connection 
of the entire content, the double direction from inside to outside and from outside to 
inside (in the double direction, in which the radii can be traced) etc .; but nothing stirs
in the circle, nothing changes, it works nothing, develops nothing, has no 
periodicity; he is a hollow symbol. Everything is different with the human, animal 
and plant body; they do all essentials that characterize the life of a soul, each in its 
own way, and in so doing also contribute to their awakening; they are full 
symbols; besides, we can not show a body on our earth on which the characters of a 
full symbol fit; and this determinateness, with which the plant, according to a 
thoroughly rational principle, falls to the full symbols, under the equally definite 
exclusion of all the other earthly bodies, is bound to say something. develops nothing,
has no periodicity; he is a hollow symbol. Everything is different with the human, 
animal and plant body; they do all essentials that characterize the life of a soul, each 
in its own way, and in so doing also contribute to their awakening; they are full 
symbols; besides, we can not show a body on our earth on which the characters of a 
full symbol fit; and this determinateness, with which the plant, according to a 
thoroughly rational principle, falls to the full symbols, under the equally definite 
exclusion of all the other earthly bodies, is bound to say something. develops nothing,
has no periodicity; he is a hollow symbol. Everything is different with the human, 
animal and plant body; they do all essentials that characterize the life of a soul, each 
in its own way, and in so doing also contribute to their awakening; they are full 
symbols; besides, we can not show a body on our earth on which the characters of a 
full symbol fit; and this determinateness, with which the plant, according to a 
thoroughly rational principle, falls to the full symbols, under the equally definite 
exclusion of all the other earthly bodies, is bound to say something. each one only in 
his own way, and among them also their awakening; they are full symbols; besides, 
we can not show a body on our earth on which the characters of a full symbol fit; and 
this determinateness, with which the plant, according to a thoroughly rational 
principle, falls to the full symbols, under the equally definite exclusion of all the 
other earthly bodies, is bound to say something. each one only in his own way, and 
among them also their awakening; they are full symbols; besides, we can not show a 
body on our earth on which the characters of a full symbol fit; and this 
determinateness, with which the plant, according to a thoroughly rational principle, 



falls to the full symbols, under the equally definite exclusion of all the other earthly 
bodies, is bound to say something.

    Do the materialists or idealists have a more valid principle of distinguishing the full
symbols from the empty ones? But do they have one at all? And is not it important to 
have one, if one only wants to take one step in the question of the soul or to judge 
one's opinion on it? Among the materialists, among all the talk of force and matter, I 
can not help but see an empty symbol everywhere, where there is no brain, nervous 
system, or anything like that. And the idealists have such a self-sufficient one, so 
little, that they, as we have seen, once they go out of the vagueness of their concepts, 
even borrow that of the materialists from their enemies; and this, as shown, is the 
simple principle of a fallacy.

    The signs of the transition of the plant into a waking life then continue into the 
essential signs of the waking life itself, whereby the plant differs no less than the 
waking animal from the sleeping and the embryo.

    1) The whole life arrangement and life position of the growing and flowering plant 
is expediently calculated on the reception of the same stimuli, which also maintain 
the waking state in the animal by stimulation of sensation; it also enters into equally 
lively intercourse with it, whereas the whole device and life position of the sleeper 
and embryo are as expediently calculated for the conclusion of the stimuli which can 
arouse sensation.

    2) The plant, breaking through its sheaths, not only enters the same kingdom of 
awake life in which the other awake creatures of the earth find themselves, but also in
lively intercourse with it, whereas the sleeper and embryo of all intercourse with 
other waking creatures so much as possible is completed. In particular, the flower and
the insect appear as equal factors of a living interrelationship, to which there is no 
analogy in the relationship of an awake and a sleeping being.

    (3) The plant, no less than the animal, even as it evades and conquers obstacles, 
seeks out the most favorable conditions of external life and stimulation according to 
the change of circumstances in an altered manner by an outward drift, and flees the 
unfavorable with the merely formal differences between the two, that the 
unincorporated animal runs on all sides and with the members formed once and for 
all reaches to all sides, where there is something for the same, the plant grown for 
ever with the unlimited released impulse extends on all sides and drives new 
members in all directions, where there is something for them to obtain; the animal by 
Lokomotion, the plant by entering the shoots withdraws from the unfavorable 
places. Whereas the embryo, which is completely closed in a sheath and folded as 
closely as possible, exhibits neither something analogous to one nor another, but only
a uniform development progressing within this envelope, progressing to a fixed 
limit. No less does the sleeper offer the opposite proportions of the above.

    4) The plant shares with the animal the sexual process in which the animal is most 
distanced from sleep and embryonic state, and manifests the strongest sensations and 
psychic impulses. No embryo is fertile. In addition, the plant is often subject to 
similar special conditions of displacement and subsequent achievement of the 



purpose, as in animals they are related to a play of displaced and finally achieved 
gratification of feelings of need. (Nanna p. 227.)

    5) The plant shows, after the penetration of the seed shells, in the root with its 
branches on the one hand, and the stem with its branches, leaves, and flowers, on the 
other hand, a parallel with the animal opposite of such organs, which sunk into the 
dark depth, from the outer Finished life stimuli, serve only for nutrition, and those 
who dived into the realm of light and air, intended for communication with the 
sensory stimuli, the animal at the same time have the determination to draw from this 
intercourse sensation for the same, whereas the embryo and the sleeping a most 
uniform possible conclusion of all organs takes place from the sensory stimuli.

    But when the plant, after breaking through the seed-sheaths and breaking up the 
buds, shows itself quite analogously to the waking animal, it shows itself just as 
analogous to the sleeping and embryo.

    If we look at the totality of these relationships, it seems indeed difficult to say what
the all-returning, ever again directed against the sensation of the plants, is the 
comparison of the whole plant life with a life of sleep or embryonic life, after the 
plant not only characteristic signs of leaving such a state, but also the very opposite 
signs of the same thereafter, as before the very analog, offers.

    Instead of plant life and animal life complementing each other like embryonic life 
and postpartum life, sleep life, and waking life, which included one thing as the 
precursor of the other or as a transitional state with the other in the same creature, 
which is not the case on the contrary, plant and animal are parallel in both states, 
while in the manner in which they live their waking life, they complement each other,
which viewpoint is brought to language and validity in the following argument.

    Although one may always say from certain points of view: The plant sleeps in 
relation to the animal and man holds; for all higher soul-life sleeps in it, or rather all 
signs of a higher psychic life are missing; but a lower psychic life, arising in 
sensation and sensation, can, as noted, be as intense as a higher one. And one 
unknowingly confuses the signs of the sleep of a higher psychic life with the signs of 
the sleep of psychic life in general.

    Unquestionably, where the concept of the soul-empty plant is once established, 
where one prepares his schema from nature according to this presupposition, without 
questioning nature for the correctness of the presupposition, all the signs of 
conditioning, awakening and awakening of the soul become which divide the plants 
with the animals and the men themselves, only as a hollow imitation, or empty 
premonition of what has been done in the other kingdom. If, however, one asks 
oneself unceremoniously what makes these signs hollower and emptier than the 
corresponding ones in animals and men, one finds nothing but the hollowness and 
voidness of the presupposition.

    After all that, I can not admit what you said * ) that there would always be arbitrary,
what symptoms I would expect to be essential to the animation that the main 
characters have the same be discovered by any empirical abstraction derived only 



from empirical abstraction Analogy of humans and animals to other beings could lead
to nothing here afterwards. It is only as far as I admit that there is no reason in 
empirical abstraction. Even less, however, do I concede that reason, without 
empirical abstraction, misses in this question all the pre-concepts of "the essence of 
soulfulness," the "moving energy of organic unity," and so on, philosophically, in my 
treatment of the question has, ** )to be able to do something. I consider the cited 
signs, abstracted empirically from a rational point of view, to be wholly abstract from
such indefinite, fluctuating concepts, for the most secure ones which one can have 
until now, which must be adhered to, as long as one does perhaps even more precise 
points of view for it knows.

*) Hall. Lit. time. 1849, p. 637. 9)

**) (Ibid., P. 636. 637. 638.

9) Comp. Note 8 
  
 

    For indeed, I do not give it to myself exactly. The group of them is not to be so 
rigorously determined as not to sharply limit the circle of them, and especially not to 
conclude by direct experience as the exact science would require; yet in the nexus of 
those signs, all acknowledging that all this is not or not entirely due to them, lies 
more in it than in all that an a priori philosophy on the one hand and empirical 
physiology on the other hand has offered. Do not forget that this argument is only one
in six.

    Almost in every evaluation of my doctrine of the question of the soul I have heard 
the accusation that I am based only or almost exclusively on analogies, while the 
following arguments always retain that of analogy, and even involve analogies in 
support, because without In the question of the soul it has absolutely nothing to do, 
and indeed no ground to gain, but by no means puts the main point of view through it,
which, in the two following arguments, is posed by the animals rather than the point 
of view of the diversity of the plants.

    And what are the opponents themselves based on otherwise than analogies, if they 
consider their fellow humans and the animals to be animated, and what else if they do
not consider the plants to be animated? Are not they analogies: the animals need 
nerves to the sensation, thus all creatures? Should a polyp be able to feel without 
nerves, then all nerveless creatures must be constructed like polyps? The plant is like 
an embryo fused with the mother, and otherwise resembles the embryo (although it 
rather resembles the opposite of it), so it will resemble him in the insensibility? For 
better or worse, the opponents have to resort to analogies in order to refute my 
analogies. The soul question has no other foundation. Now, it seems to me, my use of
the analogy in this question is a little more cautious, more prudent and subtle than 
that of the adversary, has more its guiding principle, and holds more the general point
of view that matters. With all modesty, it seems to me that way.



    The opponents undoubtedly reply: The analogy serves us only to explain and 
support a general view, which we have more generally taken of the soullessness of 
the plant. - I do not mind if it really only served. But if the opponents have no 
analogies to offer to my analogies, as the ones cited above-and, indeed, I can scarcely
remember, even others, but to have met them again and again, the negation of the 
vegetable-soul is so poor This characterizes sufficiently the validity of the general 
view itself, for the explanation and support of which they are intended.

    Finally, we summarize the argument: The plant shares with man and animals the 
uniform individual organization and life plan, which we have reason to regard as an 
expression and carrier of the uniform individual plan of soul and soul life in humans 
and animals themselves, provided the conditions of the body in it reflect only the 
most essential relations of the soul and are there with the soul and pass away, which, 
however, with regard to what we find in the embryo and sleeping human beings, 
could still leave us in doubt, if not merely a precondition, co-condition, attachment 
awake soul life, when a really awake soul life was set with it. But she now shares 
further with man and animals also signs to which the awakening of the soul-life is 
connected with them;

    Formula of the argument of analogy. *) If an invisible a concedes to the visible A, 
we may conclude that an invisible b also participates in the visible B, if B equals A in 
the totality of the essential points in which the visible A resembles the invisible a 
itself, and who has it with the a and loses at the same time. However, plant life is not 
unlike animal A not only in the whole context of essential points which, in particular, 
reflect the existence of a in general, but also, which, in particular, reflect and 
contribute to the awakening and wakefulness of a waking and awake b is coming. In 
short, as long as A, a, B are given in the given ratio according to their existence, the 
existence of b following B follows from it by the end.

*) Remember this and the future formulas of what has already been said about the meaning of the capital letters

and letters. 
  
 

    Since we will often come to the aid of the explanation by means of schematic-
symbolic representations, I think it useful to make some general remarks about them.

    and a symbol can bear or not carry spiritual, which I call a full or empty symbol. It 
is in the nature of things that schemata can only be empty symbols, which do not bear
the spiritual, what they reflect, but often useful in facilitating the understanding of the
full symbols by illustrating the main relations of their spiritual content.

    One can call all the use of schemes and symbols baubles, and will certainly make a 
gimmick out of it, if one has not grasped the serious point of view that is subject, and 
does not keep a clear and serious eye on it. The use of a well-fitting schematic 
representation of physical conditions is already recognized in natural 
science. Naturally, there is no place in natural science for the symbolic representation 
of spiritual relations, because, according to its concept, it is not concerned with the 



representation of spiritual relationships; but, methodically applied, is only a 
transmission of, In the natural sciences, the so-called graphic method for the 
representation of time and force relations, which has long been used advantageously 
for clarity and clarity, depends on intellectual relations, a transfer whose possibility 
depends on the point of view of the previous argument, according to which the 
invisible spiritual realm has its most essential relations with the former visibly 
divides, which can then serve for mapping, symbolizing the same. In any case, there 
is nowhere without pictures and comparisons in the representation of mental 
relationships, but usually without the method; all expressions for the designation of 
spiritual relations are themselves symbolic; one can not escape this, even if one will, 
except that the coherent representation of spiritual relations by coherent symbols is 
not necessary. rather, in the direct representation, it is replaced by scattered symbols 
and can be replaced. It also remains true, which also applies to the graphic 
representations of exact science; one can not prove anything with the coherent 
symbolic representation that can not be proved without it. And so, with all the 
schematics and symbolism of which we shall make use of the following, nothing 
more must be proved than what the direct considerations prove, for whose illustrative
explanation they are intended, and for which they can often serve well. which is not 
provable without it. And so, with all the schematics and symbolism of which we shall
make use of the following, nothing more must be proved than what the direct 
considerations prove, for whose illustrative explanation they are intended, and for 
which they can often serve well. which is not provable without it. And so, with all the
schematics and symbolism of which we shall make use of the following, nothing 
more must be proved than what the direct considerations prove, for whose illustrative
explanation they are intended, and for which they can often serve well.

    Moreover, it will be obvious to any unaffected person how much the circumstance 
itself, that we necessarily have shown in the representation of conditions in the 
unseen spiritual realm the analogy of them with relations in the field of the visible, 
must strengthen the weight of our argument of analogy, provided that In the 
knowledge of the spiritual it only points to the same thing to which we have already 
pointed in its presentation.

2nd argument of the supplement.

    While the argument of similarity is based on the similarity of plants to humans and 
animals in such points in which the essential external expression of soul-existence 
may even be sought, the argument of the supplementation relies on such points of 
contrasting difference between the two, in which On the same principle, the external 
expression of a mutual supplementation of their soul-existence can be sought, points 
which, by making the demand of the plant-soul from one side, at the same time 
permit a conclusion on their constitution, which complements the animal-soul.

    Clearly, the following differences exist between animal and plant:

    1) In humans and animals relatively spontaneity outweighs, in plants the 
receptivity, as far as humans and animals into the outside world act, their conditions 
change, dominate, but by the clothed, hairy, feathered, scaly, calcified, relatively little



to the content extensive surface, in general, allows less and less access to the external 
substances and stimuli, whereas the plant, rather to suffer, to absorb, to act, in its 
quiet state and nakedness, with its surface very much extended in relation to the 
content, the many-branched roots .The flat plate-shaped leaves and the open calyx-
like flowers are all the more suitable for receiving the substances and stimuli of the 
outside world and in their life processes the influences of the same immediately 
follows.

    2) The organism unfolds, affects itself, works out more in the direction of the 
human and the animal, and more in the direction of the plant. It can be said that in 
animals all sorts of things have been done to complete it from the outside world, 
except for the additions which were necessary to supply the vital substances and life-
stimuli necessary for internal processing, whereas conversely everything in the plant 
is done, it against the outside world to expand, to open up to as much content as was 
necessary to give the living surface a foothold, continuity, shape. In animals the 
muscles, nerves, heart, and brain are the main thing inside, the center and the center 
of life; the skin is often only a sack, or even a solid capsule, for grasping the animal;

    3) The further development of man and beast, as we have already noted, is more 
intensive, in that the former opposition is transposed from the spatial to the temporal, 
that the former conditions are abolished, while the plant becomes more extensive 
evolved by external growth with the preservation of previous stages of development.

    The circle of the animal pushes branches, twigs, leaves inwards, which branch out 
and branch ever more and finer, more and more interlocking, grow through and into 
each other, even mutually intermixed, and thereby organize the circle internally, 
intensively, more and more thereby changing its internal structure and direction, 
while it stretches outward only slightly and only for a time, whereas the circle of the 
plant pushes out branches, branches, leaves, which also branch out and branch more 
and more, but increasingly they do not grow together and do not grow through each 
other, because they always have space for juxtaposition, that is, they only join 
together, thereby expanding their perimeter, at the same time as the circle from which
they grow stretches continuously to a greater extent.

    Plant and animal, so to speak, represent the relation of two curves, in whose 
equations, by the way, the opposite is true only of the sign of the principal element, 
and which thereby contradict in all principal relations.

    4) Whereas the plant, in its construction, life, and development, seems more 
directly to the external than the animal, yet the circle and scope of relations with the 
outside world in the animal is greater than that of the plant by the movements 
permitted to it, and in the expansive senses. but it is always traversed and traversed 
by it in single directions, while the narrower of the plant is more completely 
exhausted by it, being completely rooted and permeated by it.

    However radical and decisive the contrast between animal and plant is, one has to 
keep in mind:



    l) that it is to be confused with a mere opposite of direction, that is, not with a 
quantitative counterpart of greater and lesser liveliness. Life works so well in the 
plant, yes, when the juice boils in the flower, probably more intense than in the 
animal, as long as no passion does the same, though it may be that the intensity of life
in the plant is not so high than it is able to increase in the animal, and on the whole is 
represented by its greater spread. *)

*) From the point of view of the doctrine presented in my psychophysics one might interpret this as

meaning that the living force of the psychophysical activity sinks below the threshold by its great 

distribution in the plants, and thus no sensation can come about in it. But nothing justifies this 

view. Rather, it is well founded in the same doctrine that a certain amount of psychic activity is 

produced by a certain distribution of psychophysical activity at a lower intensity than by any 

greater or lesser concentration; and thus, generally speaking, by distributing the psychophysical 

activity, the plant may be both in advantage and disadvantage in relation to the quantity of psychic 

performance against the animal. Actually, on average, the average amount of mental activity is 

greater in the plants, the intensity greater in the animals. But I put no weight on this thought, and 

admittedly, psychophysics is not yet ripe for answering any questions pertaining to it. 
  
 

    2) that the antagonism in no way impairs the commonality of those organizational 
and living relations between animal and plant which, according to the previous 
argument, afford the most general expression of the soul's existence, but rather 
represents only a very radical and decidedly contradictory expression of them Thus, 
even according to the established principle, there can only be an opposition in the 
expression of the manner of ensoulment, but not the opposition of inspiration and 
non-ensoulment.

    3) that it does not establish an absolute opposition between animal and plant, but 
only a more widely spaced relative opposition of the same character, as we find many
times within the animal and human kingdom pronounced with psychic meaning, both 
between different creatures, as between different sides the organization and life of the
same creature, which facilitates, supports and controls the psychic interpretation of 
those differences between animal and plant.

    In fact, a contrast of relatively predominant spontaneity and receptivity, more 
intensive and extensive development, etc., no less falls into the human and animal 
kingdoms on different parts or sides of it than into the organic kingdom on its two 
main parts, except that there is more subordinate conditions, while establishing the 
main difference between animal and plant. To explain it in the scheme: In the 
equation for the curves of the human and the animal, between individual subordinate 
members of the equation, there is the same opposite sign of the sign, which exists 
between the main elements of the curves of the plant and the animal.

    Thus, we can find a contrast of similar character, as is evident between animal and 
plant, between both sexes in the animal and human kingdoms. Let us first of all, 



without reference to any conclusions, put some key equation points in this regard in 
the eye.

    The household of man also exists only through the complementary interaction of 
his two factors, which are similar according to the most general relations, and 
differing in relation to particular relations, the two sexes, as the household of the 
whole organic kingdom by its two factors, the animal and the plant , The role of the 
greater spontaneity, the woman as the plant, the greater the receptivity, the more 
general life-task, the wider sphere of activity, the latter the more limited task of life, 
the narrower sphere of action, is given to the man and the animal in every respect; 
Animal acts outward, creates, destroys, wanders into the distance; the woman who 
determines the plant to tolerate and silent activity in the narrowest circle, is bound to 
the soil, and instead of destroying only consolidates the soil in which it is rooted. The
meaning of man and animal rests comparatively more on the interior than on that of 
the woman, the plant, in which, on the other hand, the beauty of external 
representation gains relatively greater importance.*) The vegetative functions are 
relatively less developed in men, animals than in the woman, the plant, and while the 
growth is finally completed in the former, the woman, the plant, is determined to 
produce ever new sprouts (children, buds) , The life-task of the woman, of the plant, 
is laid chiefly in the fulfillment of the purpose of the man, the animal, in the 
maturation, nourishment, and care of the offspring, which is infinitely more refined in
the woman than in the animal, but for the man, the animal the sexual and what is 
connected to it, only a subordinate task at all. Insect and flower are almost in an 
analogous relationship, as males and females, by the waiting flower, not unlike a still-
sitting butterflies,**) is visited by the winged insect, whose help in the fertilization 
process undergoes the same sweetness for it, and whose child, the caterpillar and 
larva, nourishes and weighs.

*)"While the plant, as it were, flaunts itself, or attracts the eye with an open covering of its organs, and rests 
with satisfaction and pleasure on the harmonious alternation of beautiful lines and surfaces, the animal closes 
the tools to which the various expressions of life are attached The figure is, as it seems, the subordinate, only in
the service of the inner processes, not the sole result of them. And if we can generally regard the whole variety 
of plant forms as plastically beautiful, we must do so From the animal-figures they say that they are useful, and
therefore a not strictly scientific occupation with the outward appearances of the plant-world can be enthralled, 
because the aesthetic feeling finds its own account to a great extent,but the mere forms of animals are scarcely 
able to claim our deeper interest any longer, unless they are understood in their inseparable relation to the 
internal organism. "(O. Schmidt, Anatomy, 1855.) One sees, as the author agrees with the plant is considered 
by the above to be the fair sex in the realm of the organic, and refers to the interior with regard to the meaning 
of the animal.as the author, in agreement with the above, regards the plant as the fair sex in the realm of the 
organic, and points to the interior as to the meaning of the animal.as the author, in agreement with the above, 
regards the plant as the fair sex in the realm of the organic, and points to the interior as to the meaning of the 
animal.10)

**) Some, like the so-called butterfly flowers and many orchids, are even almost deceptively similar to 
butterflies.

10) The complete title of the work cited here is: Eduard Oscar Schmidt, Handbook of Comparative 

Anatomy. Guide to academic lectures and to students. Third revised edition many times, Jena 1855. 
  
 



    I think that in summary it will justify it when I say that there is a contrast between 
animal and plant of a similar character to that between the two sexes. Only that the 
oppositely determined factors, animal and plant, in every respect diverges further 
than man and woman. The plant is comparatively much more receptive in relation to 
the animal than the woman to the man, spellbound in a much tighter, firmer circle of 
life, still much quieter, and so on, without being all the more lifeless.

    But since men and women, on an otherwise common basis of life, complement 
each other not only physically, but also spiritually as members of an antagonism that 
primarily senses and feels the receptive woman, whereas the man predominantly 
wants and acts, it is impossible to foresee why in animals and plants that only another
opposition of the same character should rest one-sidedly in the corporeal; the psychic 
opposition, on the contrary, will be separated only as the physical further between 
animal and plant than between the two sexes. We shall be allowed to contrast the 
male animal soul with a more feminine vegetable soul, except that the animal soul, in 
relation to the plant soul, will be much more masculine and the vegetable soul 
conversely comparatively much more feminine than that of man and woman.

    Or should one suppose that the psychic contrast between man and woman is 
already so far that no other is conceivable in the same sense? On the contrary, on the 
contrary, it is close enough, yes, so close, that the characters of man and woman are 
often almost confused in many individuals, and after animal and plant reflect another 
contrast in the physical, at least the idealists - of the I do not want to talk about 
materialists - to trust the spiritual that with its opposites they will not lag behind that 
of the body, or sink into the unconscious.

    In fact, how much does the woman still want and act? to what degree does mental 
self-power often increase in her? how far can it go beyond the tasks of sex! It is still 
quite man over the plant. Would not a being be possible whose soul was even more 
pure in the character of receptivity, which is even purer and more immediate in the 
tasks of sex? The plant presents such a being externally, so it will also represent it 
internally.

    Quite apart from the analogy with the sexes, which adds just as well explanatory as 
affirmative, can be found in the external representation of animal and plant first of all 
the symbol of such a psychological opposition, that of a soul with predominant 
character of spontaneity on one side such a with predominant character of receptivity 
on the other; a soul relatively more concerned with the unfolding of an inner life and 
the intense development of that life, one whose life is determined to be more purely 
in relationships with the outer world and unfolding the circle of these relationships; a 
soul with a circle of interrelated relationships with the outside world; a soul with a 
narrower but more completely exhaustive circle of such relationships.

    Since we now find that the animal mirrors, reflects, and actually bears the side of 
this psychic antithesis which it expresses in its physical structure and life, we can not 
doubt that the plant, insofar as it is the opposite side of it In contrast, reflections in 
their physical structure and life, which really bears them, is not merely an empty 
symbol, an empty mirror of them for what one has wanted to spend, otherwise: l) no 



consequence in the relation of the physical and the psychological from the animal to 
the human body Plant would exist; 2) the animal would be lacking in the psychic 
supplement, which finds it physically in the plant and finds it mirrored by the 
physical of the plant; both of which runs contrary to a reasonable consideration.

    It would be another if the antithesis, which we find so decidedly pronounced on the
physical side between animal and plant, corresponds to no opposition in the field of 
psychology at all, then we would not be able to find such a reflection mirrored by this
antithesis and would necessarily have to contrast the opposite of the psychic and non-
psychics for it. Now, however, such an opposition of souls is not only conceivable but
also already present within the animal and human kingdom itself, but not yet so far 
that one could not yet think another, and thus think that the other is in opposition to 
Animal and plant can be found. And since we really find here the physical expression
of this further conflict of souls on the basis of the universal soul-signs,

    Hereby, when we summarize these points of view, the plant-soul seems to me to be 
so well captured as a bird in the pen-net or cage. I do not know how she should 
escape. Of course, this includes some final structure; With a simple wave of the hand,
the bird can be scared away, but not captured; and the opponents make that gesture.

    Further support is provided by the observation that we would find the tendency, 
otherwise remarkable in nature, to exhaust the multiplicity of external relations 
through an appropriate variety of creatures by means of a convenient variation of 
their organization, attitude, and way of life, only half fulfilled if only the animals 
constantly changing their position, not the plants fixed in solid circles of life, were 
gifted with soul, whereas if both are gifted with soul, the tendency clearly expressed 
in the animal kingdom, but only half fulfilled, is completely fulfilled; for, as suitable 
as the animal is for its establishment and way of life, it is capable of seizing and 
striving to seize the distant relations of nature, and even of linking those with its soul 
to a distance,

    It would be difficult to understand the point of view of this consideration if it were 
reduced to it: because the animals leave room for sentient beings, they must be 
thought of by the plants. In fact, he has been conceived that way. On the contrary, this
consideration is an interplay of the following complementary points of view: Nature 
shows in the animal kingdom a certain tendency, which concerns the physical and 
psychical in connection; Since we now see in the plant kingdom the continuation of 
this tendency on the physical side, we have reason to assume it on the psychic side as 
well, insofar as the physical side itself really is the mirror of such a psychic 
supplementation. When reduced to a single point of view, the argument becomes 
incomplete.

    After all, one sees how the so great, even contrasting variety of the plants of the 
animals, which for the first sight seemed to be able to form but one instance against 
the ensoulment of them, only contributes to the inspiration, after proper compilation 
and examination of the similarities to talk about the plant. Of course, if one unifies 
everything unclearly and stops at the stupid observation: The plants are too different 
from the animals, they do not run, they do not eat, they do not have this and that in 



which the soul life of the animals expresses what it is hangs, in short, if you ask to 
see animals in them again, so there is no plant soul. The justification of the plant-soul
lies rather in its difference from the animal-soul.

    In "Nanna," p. 370, I have pointed out that, if one were to perform the perfectly 
proper task on which of the conic sections the animal form, and on which the plant 
form (with the upwardly diverging branches and flowers, downwards divergent roots)
on average and on average with the greatest possible approximation, one would find 
the ellipse for the animal form, and the hyperbola for the plant form. These figures 
can be regarded as simple as possible schemata of the animal and plant form, as their 
equations differ only by the opposite sign of a major size. With the difference in 
form, they also represent the greater seclusion of the animal, the larger opening of the
plant against the outside world, the more limitless growth of them and the greater 
independence of their parts from one another. Everything, of course, only 
approximate or rather exaggerating. In fact, the actual form of the plant at any time 
remains as good as finally completed, as the animal form, and connected with its two 
halves, conversely, the animal form its openings against the outside world and their, 
especially in insects deep, almost to the Intersecting incisions has. The scheme 
absolutely represents differences that are merely relative in the animal and the 
plant. and connected with their two halves, while, conversely, the animal form also 
has its openings against the outside world and its incisions, which are deep in insects, 
almost to the point of intersection. The scheme absolutely represents differences that 
are merely relative in the animal and the plant. and connected with their two halves, 
while, conversely, the animal form also has its openings against the outside world and
its incisions, which are deep in insects, almost to the point of intersection. The 
scheme absolutely represents differences that are merely relative in the animal and 
the plant.

    These schemata, taken as symbols, are at the same time very well suited to 
represent the ellipse a soul completely closed to the outside, and the hyperbola a soul 
completely open to the outside. Of course, a soul that is completely open to the 
outside is unthinkable, but just as little (insofar as it concerns souls with the character
of finitude) a completely self-contained soul. The ellipse has nothing in advance of 
the hyperbola in this respect. It must be remembered, however, that the absolute 
antithesis is in any case to be translated into a relative in order to become applicable 
to reality. But under this consideration, I do not know why one conic would have less 
claim to represent one soul of a definite character than the other. Its axis and foci 
have the hyperbola as well as the ellipse,

    Formula of the argument of the supplement . If A stands in contradictory relations 
with B, and if A reflects and bears an a at the same time, to which B reflects the 
contrast b, then it is to be assumed that it bears the same. If, therefore, A, B, a are 
given in those opposites, then the existence of b, which belongs to B, follows from 
them by inference.

3rd argument of gradation.



    This argument, like the previous one, is based on the difference between animal 
and plant, only that it relates to a degree difference rather than a contrast ratio, or 
more to a relation of the superior and subordinate order than the secondary order. It 
does not contradict itself, however, if we consider the plant at the same time 
subordinate and juxtaposed to the animal, provided that the relation of subordination 
takes place from another point of view, than that of the secondary order, as we 
woman also does to man, the left side of man on the right side, at the same time, from
a certain point of view, appear in addition to being subordinate to others;

    This argument, like the previous one, could be presented in such a way that we 
deduce it from the physical as the mirror of the spiritual. But the reverse gear should 
be taken here. First, we justify the requirement of the soul level of the plant in the 
spiritual realm and then show the fulfillment of this requirement in the expression 
which it finds through the physical.

    Following the stages of psychic life downwards from man, we find how man 
reaches beyond the animal through reason, self-consciousness, abstract concepts, 
ideas, the idea of the infinite. The animal lacks all this, yet, as far as we can conclude 
from his utterances, there are still memories, a vision of the future, a vision in space, 
objective ideas of an outside world, and an associative association of all that 
represents the place of the mind , And with all that, it goes beyond the level of a pure 
sense life. As the lowest stage, there is finally left the stage of a soul which, without 
memory, foresight, outlook, objective conceptions and associative play of ideas in a 
flow and change of sensual feelings and urges, as the oscillation of life carries him 
under the oscillating stimulation of the manifold and changing external stimuli, a soul
which lives and dies in and with the moment, while in the animal-soul the senses of 
delusion and anticipation, and in the human soul that higher consciousness of the past
and future, in the latter even beyond the grave, falls. Without the plant soul, it would 
be missing at this lowest level of soul.

    The plant animals approach this stage and make a transition to it, which is based on
the following argument. But they do not quite meet her, as far as they still show the 
animal character. The polyp, in its pursuit of prey, must nevertheless have a psychic 
anticipation of what it does not yet possess, albeit one that is so dark, that goes 
beyond the level of pure absorption in the sensible present. But the plant, instead of 
reaching out to the arms of a future prey, grows, as it were, to the stimulus as it 
strikes it; its sensations and strivings follow only the action of the stimuli, while the 
idea and the aspiration of the animal precede it.

    However, one wonders, is such a level of soul, as required here in the plant and for 
the plant, even conceivable? It is to rise in pure sensuality, in a flow and change of 
inner appearance; but in order for there to be a soul, at least the uniting of this flux 
and change, which is something higher than this flow and change, is necessary.

    Certainly; but certainly the plant will not lack that unity of soul which is in the first 
place set, thus mirrored and carried with organic unity. The difference of the plant 
from the animal will only be that in the plant the sensuous is united directly in the 
unity of the soul, while in the animal the sensuous is mediated by higher, in man by 



the highest combinations, by intuitions, concepts, ideas with the unity of the 
soul. And that's what sets the animal and human soul higher.

    But further, one wonders: Can the sensuous be concluded directly in the unity of 
the soul, and is the unity of the soul directly absorbed in sensuality? Is not it rather 
necessary to link the sensuous everywhere with mediation with unity?

    But man himself proves the possibility of such a profound conclusion of the soul, 
of an immediate absorption of the unity of soul in sensuality, as we constantly claim 
for the vegetable-soul, by temporarily putting oneself in the state of such absorption, 
shorter, longer, shorter, more frequent, more incomplete, more complete; The longer, 
the more often, the more complete, the lower his soul. The extreme would be that he 
always and completely remains in this state; but then his soul would only be a 
vegetable soul, which is not and ought to be; Enough, man temporarily sinking into 
such state, proves in general the possibility of it; and the deepest level of soul will 
now differ from every higher one,

    Every higher level of soul includes in a certain way the faculties of the lower ones, 
and not only has the ability to temporarily lower oneself to the lower, but also raises 
its development from the lowest, only gradually to the highest that you reach possible
to move forward. This allows us to formulate an adequate idea, at least to a certain 
extent, of the state of the plant-soul, and thereby to come to the aid of the idea of its 
possibility and reality in a similar sense, as in the preceding argument by referring to 
the soul of the woman of the man, when it has always been admitted that a complete 
agreement of the state of a soul capable of a higher development, at any time and 
epoch of its life with such a which is incapable of being able to take place. But the 
condition of the newborn child, which is quite receptive to a flow and alternation of 
sensations and instincts, may not have a foresight for the future, nor a memory of a 
past, nor objective conceptions of an outside world make a sensory color chart, be 
best suited to the condition of the ever-lasting child plant.

    If, after all, the woman, with whom we compared the plant earlier, remains a child 
from a certain point of view, so that the analogy only intensifies through the 
combination of the two aspects of the comparison.

    Certainly the comparison of the plant with the newborn child is in every respect 
more accurate than the comparison of the plant with an embryo hanging on the 
mother. Even the newborn child still hangs on the mother and sucks the food out of 
her, but at the same time it has all the senses for the life-stimuli, like the plant. And if 
it is to be admitted that the mode of rooting of the plant in the earth, if it is at all to 
mean the mother of the plant, is more similar to the rooting of the embryo in the 
mother outwardly than the way the newborn child hangs on the mother Thus, the 
plant, with its parts growing out freely above the earth in the light and air, rises all the
more abruptly above any resemblance to the embryo, and according to this, after its 
rooting, appears only as one. firmer from the maternal earth, than a child born of light
and air held by the human mother. Only the germ of the seed, as long as it has not 
broken the husk and soil, may be compared to the embryo. Moreover, the earth is 



comparable to a mother of the plant only from a very limited point of view. The 
human child grows into a being, like the mother, but not to a plant.

    Some abstract symbols may help to explain our argument.

    If we want a spatial image or symbol, this would be the image of a pancy-soul:

The image of a next higher soul level this:

The image of a human soul would have to be represented by a much higher structure 
of connecting links, in which, by the way, they would not be constant, but would vary
according to the temporary height and form of consciousness. It is not necessary, 
however, to use diligence in the elaboration of such symbols, since, of course, they 
can only give a very general resemblance of little consequence to maturity. In spite of
all their brutality, they can now contribute something to having an idea of the 
vegetable soul and to make their demands, by demonstrating that there is a deepest 
level of soul to which only the higher levels are found in the human and animal 
kingdoms , Because the animal combines different sensations, ideas, Instincts in 
different directions, in different intentions, from different points of view, and the soul 
unit acts as a higher linking over these connections. Only in the vegetable soul can 
we find an immediate connection of the sensations and instincts through the unity of 
the soul, and instead of replacing the soul of the plants, to which the plant-animals 
would have to replace their organization and conditions of life, is only suitable for 
transferring to it as we show in the following arguments.

    An even more abstract symbol can be found as follows:

    A series of numbers can immediately conclude through a uniformly identical 
relationship between all individual numbers, or even conclude with a relationship 
between relationships.

An example of the first kind is the natural number series

                                                       l 2 3 4 5. , ,

which concludes directly with the difference 1 as a common relation between all the 
following numbers.

An example of the second kind, the less simple number series



1 2 4 7 11 16. , ,

which at first seems to have no identical conclusion; for if one takes the differences 
of successive numbers, one obtains a series of new different numbers.

                        l 2 3 4 5. , ,

Now, however, it concludes with the identical difference 1, and thus conveys here the 
conclusion of the basic numbers in an identical relation, which was directly effected 
in the preceding series, by a higher intercourse. As we know, the difference between 
the first and second order arithmetic series. One can increase the order arbitrarily, and
so z. B.

            l 2 4 8 15 26 42. , ,

a series of third order, where one more mediation is inserted than in the second-order 
series. The plant-soul now corresponds to a series of the first, the animal and human 
soul of such a higher and, respectively, on our earth highest order. But why should 
there be no first-order ranks in the psychic, when there are higher-order ranks in the 
psychic? It is understood that through the picture only the relation of the lower and 
the higher, not the change and the freedom of the soul can be represented, and, 
because the picture does not have such, the soul therefore can not be denied. A 
picture remains a picture.

    The possibility of a simple sensual soul game, one can further argue: What should 
it? In man and animals, the sensory life is only at the service of the higher psychic 
life and, in any case, has no meaning, no purpose, no meaning. But a higher psychic 
life does not consist in the simple unity of a sensual play of the soul, but in a change, 
ascending and descending in the realm of higher connections. What should a unity of 
mind, which connects nothing but the sensuous, in a rational world of meaning and 
purpose?

    In fact, what should she be in it? It could be answered, once, that one could raise a 
scarcely difficult question concerning animal souls: what should an unreasonable 
animal soul do in a rational, meaningful and purposeful world order? But there are 
unreasonable animal souls. Second, that the question of whether something is not 
dependent on the question of what it is supposed to do. We know too little about what
things should do. In the meantime I believe that in a field in which the question of 
being is less exactly determinable in facts than in other fields, and after a basic view 
of a rational, meaningful, and purposeful world order has yet been made, questions 
and demands are raised Meaning of such an order are to take account, if already has 
no account to put it; only then one must also allow the answer in this sense. And so I 
answer: Just because not only plant souls, but also animal souls in their relatively low
state and their isolation would make a meaningless creature, I mean what I mean for 
many other reasons, that all the lower soul states, even the whole the soul-related 
states of the soul belong only to the basis of the higher life of a higher and finally the 
highest spirit, in which mediations and connections between all individual psychic 
lives of quite a different height and a change, ascending and descending in the same 
sphere find a completely different meaning. as in the individual human mind. But the 



reasoning and execution of this does not belong to the doctrine of the vegetable 
soul. Precisely because not only plant souls, but also animal souls in their relatively 
low state and their isolation would give off a meaningless being, I mean, what I mean
for many other reasons, that all these lower soul states, even the whole worldly 
mental states of man only belong to the basis of the higher life of a higher and finally 
the highest spirit in which mediations and connections between all individual psychic
life are of quite a different height and a change, up and down in the same area of 
quite different importance than in the individual human mind , But the reasoning and 
execution of this does not belong to the doctrine of the vegetable soul. Precisely 
because not only plant souls, but also animal souls in their relatively low state and 
their isolation would give off a meaningless being, I mean, what I mean for many 
other reasons, that all these lower soul states, even the whole worldly mental states of
man only belong to the basis of the higher life of a higher and finally the highest 
spirit in which mediations and connections between all individual psychic life are of 
quite a different height and a change, up and down in the same area of quite different 
importance than in the individual human mind , But the reasoning and execution of 
this does not belong to the doctrine of the vegetable soul. But also animal souls in 
their relatively low state and their isolation would make a meaningless creature, I 
mean, which I mean for many other reasons, that all these lower states of mind, even 
the whole worldly states of the soul of man only at the basis of the higher life of one 
higher and, finally, the highest spirit, in which mediations and connections between 
all individual psychic life are of quite a different height, and a change, up and down 
in the same sphere, are of quite different significance than in the individual human 
mind. But the reasoning and execution of this does not belong to the doctrine of the 
vegetable soul. But also animal souls in their relatively low state and their isolation 
would make a meaningless creature, I mean, which I mean for many other reasons, 
that all these lower states of mind, even the whole worldly states of the soul of man 
only at the basis of the higher life of one higher and, finally, the highest spirit, in 
which mediations and connections between all individual psychic life are of quite a 
different height, and a change, up and down in the same sphere, are of quite different 
significance than in the individual human mind. But the reasoning and execution of 
this does not belong to the doctrine of the vegetable soul. Indeed, even the whole of 
this worldly state of the soul of man belong only to the basis of the higher life of a 
higher and finally highest spirit, in which mediations and connections between all 
individual psychic life are of quite a different height and a change, up and down in 
the same sphere other than in the individual human mind. But the reasoning and 
execution of this does not belong to the doctrine of the vegetable soul. Indeed, even 
the whole of this worldly state of the soul of man belong only to the basis of the 
higher life of a higher and finally highest spirit, in which mediations and connections 
between all individual psychic life are of quite a different height and a change, up and
down in the same sphere other than in the individual human mind. But the reasoning 
and execution of this does not belong to the doctrine of the vegetable soul.

    The point of view of our argument is the whole structure, the whole life position 
and way of life of the plant. She has no eyes and ears to orient herself in the outer 



world and to draw objective conceptions from her, no feet to move in space and time 
remote purposes, which she does not have. The cycle of ideas in man and animals, 
which always leads back to the past, indisputably requires as the basis of a physical 
cycle; The plant may miss the one with the other. The brain, too, in which the sensory
stimuli from different sides propagate their effects in animals, so as to be retained in 
ordered after-effects and used for higher combinations, is absent; she does not even 
have ganglia, which in lower animals approximate the power of the brain; she 
therefore has no nerves, because with the omission of the combination center also the 
tracks do not need it anymore. It does not have any more, but it has in some other 
form just as much as the unnatural polyp also, in which it did not come to the 
differentiation of nerves, vessels, muscles, bones, etc., and still feels.

    But while the plant is denied, strives, lives, and proceeds with this whole inner 
structure and development of organs and functions, which serve the higher faculties 
of the soul, it is fully absorbed in the inexhaustible newborn organs which are 
susceptible to the action of sensory stimuli The external world, develops such an 
expansion, freedom, variety and even gradation of the same, that humans and animals
with their narrowly completed, no expansion capable, sensory circles you do not 
follow it from afar. Not only does it provide for the small eyes of the animal light-
wide, for the light-stimulating, in the light ergrünende, after the light turning surfaces,
and in the flower an even higher organ to its fine image, it is with the stiff stem, the 
suitable for weathering leaves,

    Thus, while the plant loses the capacity for development of man and animal to 
higher things, it unfolds the lower stage of organization and life on which it is 
destined to remain, richer and broader on the physical side, and consequently also 
indisputably psychic, which in one sense is one Compensation for the failed height, 
and thus represents in relation to the animal as it were a low but wide pyramid in 
relation to a high but narrow.

    Instead of the plant-soul, the argument of gradation is usually applied 
philosophically in the following turn against it, and I even believe that this is the 
chief point of view on which philosophy still relies today in the denial of the 
vegetable-soul:

    Man has the level of the sensible, the animal the sensual soul-life, so the only thing 
left for the plant is the stage of a senseless life with mere life-force. This stage is the 
lowest demanded in a rational plan of organizational and life stages, and the plant 
represents it.

    But once, as shown, the animal is not merely sensuous, and yet it does not represent
the lowest level of soul, which can be demanded in a rational plan of the levels of 
organization and of life; be differentiated, non-toxic in two together; secondly, the 
concept of an insensate life and an insensible vital force can not be clarified, and the 
latter has come to deserved disrepute; but you can not ask for a special representative 
for an unclearly disreputable term. 11)The bodies of the inorganic realm, crystals, 
stones, etc. are present to represent a permanent lack of attention. What is moreover 
to be represented by the plant for a numb state can not be foreseen. The sleeping and 



embryo indeed prove that there is something between the death of the inorganic realm
and the waking life of the organic creatures; but that is nothing else than the 
possibility of awakening; and for their representation just the sleeping and the 
embryo are there. Now the plants should also represent this state of possibility under 
the form of impossibility! In fact, the insensate life force falls completely into that 
cloudiness in which today's philosophy does its puffing,

11)The concept of the life force in its countless figures from the Aristotelian entelechy to the "instinct of 
education" with Blumenbach and Goethe has come into disrepute especially by the cutting criticism of 
Hermann Lotze in Rudolph Wagner's Handwörterbuch der Physiologie, Volume 1, Braunschweig 1842 (Article
"Life, Lebenskraft ") which provided the proof that the concept of force in physiology lacked all the qualities 
which otherwise made its use so fruitful. On the other hand, he urged the consistent implementation of the 
mechanistic postulates: "We must express this as the ultimate demand for every theory: that while one 
recognizes the legitimate power of predetermining natural ideas, it never considers them as such, but only 
insofar as executive forces. when they are already materially substantiated in the mechanical given 
conditions; Furthermore, one should never regard the dark, dreamlike states of a dark soul being as the source 
of brightness in the physiological explanations, but admit that, with the omission of the conscious will, the 

demand for a rigorous mechanism also re-emerges for the effects of such a principle. " 
  
 

    According to contemporary philosophy, the series would be so: always and 
completely asleep bodies, those of the inorganic realm; once again and completely 
sleeping bodies, the plants; alternating awake and sleeping bodies, animals and 
humans; the animals with steady sleep of higher fortune.

    I put the series like this: Always and completely sleeping bodies, those of the 
inorganic realm; alternately awake and sleeping bodies, those of the organic 
kingdom; the plants with constant sleep of the higher, the animals with constant sleep
the highest fortune. God and his angels are watching forever.

    I think this series looks a little better than the previous one; but since that can not 
be decided, it is necessary to look up to what the facts are better; and all our 
arguments are based on the fact that they are relevant facts.

    But, say the opponents, in fact the plant shows that one seeks where and how one 
wants, no organs and functions, which in animals are related only to the lowest 
manifestation of the soul, is entirely composed of those which in the animal are 
exclusively the To fall prey to the unconscious side of life and to serve it, and which 
is precisely because the plant consists only of such, has called vegetative, as there are 
the organs and functions of nutrition, metabolism, running of the juice, breathing, 
growth. But if the plant consists only of the numb part of the animal, why should it 
feel? Yes, if Fechner had contented himself with ascribing to the plant a plastic, a 
vegetative soul, which exists and lives in the linking and guiding of processes of the 
kind named, then one could let it hold; but a sentimental? No; then the plant would 
have to do something other than grow and nourish itself. On the contrary, the plant 
represents the stage of a purely vegetative life for itself, above which rises in the 
animal the higher animal life characterized by sensations and arbitrariness.

    But now - to start from the last - why does man after this beautiful example, what 
gives him nature, not next to his statues on pedestals nor just as many empty 



postaments, next to his apartments on foundations nor as many foundations without 
dwellings over? Or why is one ascribing to nature wisdom, which would be the 
greatest folly in man? The objection itself acknowledges that the vegetative only has 
in the animal the meaning of a substructure of a sentient soul; How is it in the plant to
stand soulless beside it? In truth, it only has that meaning. Apart from the fact that 
everything vegetative in the animal agrees to produce and maintain the organism as 
the bearer of a sentient soul, the most important vegetative organs even directly serve 
special sensations. as the at the same time exuding, absorbing and feeling skin, or 
culminate in such, as the digestive intestinal canal in the tasting tongue and the 
tasting palate, the respiratory organ in the smelling nose. Why should not the 
vegetative organs in the plant be good for what they are good for? And indeed, in 
animals, the parts of the vegetative organs, which show the sensibility, are in general 
the parts of the vegetative organs which are directed towards the light outer 
world. while the parts sunk into the dark depth are absent, or are only entitled to some
share of the common feelings. Now the plant in the root sunk into the dark depth on 
the one hand and the stem rising freely into the light outside world with freely 
spreading leaves and a summit in the open flower, on the other hand, show the same 
contrast of vegetative parts, in which in the animal of the Contrast of a sensation and 
insensitivity ties, only more conspicuous. The root is a real pedigree, the plant 
standing independently beside the animal is not.

    One replies: but it is the whole plant kingdom, and for that very reason not a 
soulless pedestal, because the soulful animal kingdom is built over it. The plant 
kingdom must prepare the nutrients for the animal world, which could not exist and 
live anyway.

    It is not disputed; as well as the peasantry for the class of scholars and noblemen, 
who could not exist and live anyway; like the herbivores for the carnivores, who 
could not exist and live anyway. And yet the individual peasants feel the trouble and 
enjoy the reward of their work as well as the scholars and noblemen, do not feel at 
the same height, but with the same strength; but the clover tastes as good to the bark 
as the cattle to the lion, and the fear of the lion feels it at least as strong as the greed 
for the bark. The counter-reason speaks with the plant at the same time the lion and 
the bark the soul off.

    It is always true that physiologically the plant is fundamentally composed only of 
organs and processes of the vegetative life, all its activities in relation to the outside 
world, opening up of flowers, sleep and wakefulness, fragrances, sexual process 
physiologically only resultants of vegetative processes. No less, in animal and man, 
can the higher activities be grasped physiologically only as the resultants of 
peculiarly predisposed chemical or nutritional processes. Even free locomotion 
depends on such processes, and if electricity is required, it must be procured with 
them. From this point of view, the human being is physiologically no different from 
running the locomotive; And so, of course, the plant does not turn differently to the 
light than the weatherman under the influence of the weather.



    In fact, if one does not know from self-experience that a human being feels, one 
would have to think according to what is physiologically comprehensible and 
traceable, no less from the ground to the end and summit entirely of organs and 
processes of the vegetative To keep life, mediation, and resultants of such processes 
as the plant; For what is seen even more in it is just the physiologically indeterminate 
and traceable, which one can not see and see in the plant, because one brings with it 
only the eye of physiology, while one is ideal for the animal and man needs.

    Here are some ingredients of schemes and symbols. Schematically, it can be said 
with only a slightly modified twist of a previously used scheme: The animal is a 
closed sensory sac, in which parts are invaded, and these invaginations branch off 
new inward invaginations. The plant is a closed, sensible sack from which parts are 
eviscerated, and these protuberances branch off new protuberances. Now the higher 
psychic phenomena of men and animals depend on the intrusion of the inner 
invaginations; for the plant this condition of higher phenomena of the soul is absent, 
and the sensible sack is wholly absorbed in external branches, serving only the lower 
sensuous ones, which are obtained in communication with the external world,

    This scheme, like all previous ones, is only relative and cum grano salis . The 
animal, too, exhibits many protuberances, which are then also (the sensory organs 
receptive, the limbs active) intended for traffic with the outside world; The plant also 
shows, especially in fructification, many invaginations, involvements, and I have 
declared it possible (Nanna, p. 342), and still think it possible that in this mature age a
trace of higher psychic function is awakening in it , But this remains nothing but a 
dark guess.

    One can schematize animal and plant in their higher forms from another point of 
view. The animal develops differently in three mutually perpendicular directions, 
which are indicated by the direction of the spine and its processes. The length 
direction of the spine corresponds to the main direction; In the sense of this main 
direction, the parts with different design and meaning arrange themselves over each 
other. In the sense of the transverse direction, indicated by the direction of the 
symmetrical transverse processes, bilateral symmetry takes place. In terms of the 
depth direction from the back to the front or back to the ventral side, referred to by 
the simple spinous processes, shows simple construction. In the plant, the main 
direction with parts overlapping one another is perpendicular to the main direction of 
the animal, parallel to the main direction of the human, but for the other two mutually
perpendicular directions of the animal or man, the plant has the circle, perpendicular 
to the main vertical direction all directions are indifferent to them, and the principal 
linear direction and the circle merge, finally, into a spiral, after whose type the whole 
plant is known to be built. This merging of the three spatial main dimensions in the 
schema of the plant, which are certainly differentiated in the schema of the animal, 
can at the same time symbolize the indiscriminateness of spatial relationships in the 
soul of the plant. but for the other two mutually perpendicular directions of the 
animal or man, the plant has the circle in which all directions are indifferent to it, 
perpendicular to the main vertical direction, and the linear principal direction and the 
circle at last merge into a spiral, according to their type, the whole Plant is built. This 



merging of the three spatial main dimensions in the schema of the plant, which are 
certainly differentiated in the schema of the animal, can at the same time symbolize 
the indiscriminateness of spatial relationships in the soul of the plant. but for the other
two mutually perpendicular directions of the animal or man, the plant has the circle in
which all directions are indifferent to it, perpendicular to the main vertical direction, 
and the linear principal direction and the circle at last merge into a spiral, according 
to their type, the whole Plant is built. This merging of the three spatial main 
dimensions in the schema of the plant, which are certainly differentiated in the 
schema of the animal, can at the same time symbolize the indiscriminateness of 
spatial relationships in the soul of the plant. according to their type, as is known, the 
whole plant is built. This merging of the three spatial main dimensions in the schema 
of the plant, which are certainly differentiated in the schema of the animal, can at the 
same time symbolize the indiscriminateness of spatial relationships in the soul of the 
plant. according to their type, as is known, the whole plant is built. This merging of 
the three spatial main dimensions in the schema of the plant, which are certainly 
differentiated in the schema of the animal, can at the same time symbolize the 
indiscriminateness of spatial relationships in the soul of the plant.

    Formula of the argument of gradation . If there are three physical levels of 
organization A, B, C (plant, animal, human organism) with the corresponding soul 
levels b, c, and these leave a soul level a below them, which is mirrored by A, as b 
and c of B and C are mirrored, so it can be assumed that it is also worn 
accordingly. If, therefore, A, B , C, b, c are given in their relation to their existence, 
then the existence of a belonging to A follows from it by inference.

4th argument of the context.

    While the arguments to date are based on relations of equality and difference 
between the pronounced forms of the animal and plant kingdoms, this is based on the 
relations of the transition or connection between the two realms through an 
intermediate realm, in which the relations of equality and difference between the two 
are longer or less mix and blur.

    It is well known that animal and plant kingdoms border on each other through an 
intermediate realm whose creatures have in some cases not even been able to 
determine a certain place on one side or the other, but in others who are assigned to 
this or that kingdom more specifically the characters versatile overlap in those of the 
other kingdom, cross with it, mix, confused.

    The so-called plant animals, which have been thought of many times, are 
nevertheless in the simplicity of the structure, the lack of a central organ, closed 
circulation and (in part) of the nerves, in the branched form, often even with flower-
like main parts Sticking, the union of both sexes in the same individual 
(hermaphroditism), the possibility of multiplying by sprouts, as well as by artificial 
division, the generation change *)Many of the particularities of the chemical 
constitution, in many cases, some of them, the others of that side, some by a 
combination of almost all these points with the plants, while from the other side many
creatures of the intermediate realm calculated by free locomotion in their earlier 



stages of development, as swarming spores, zoospores, and, according to more recent
investigations, by very striking similarities in the fertilization process (Pringsheim), 
they approach the animals. 12)

*) Has the plant that is in the wake of the leaves, flowers and fruits an analogue of the so-called generational 
change of the lower animals only, according to the previously noted general difference in the plants by the 
animals, with continuation of the earlier stages of development in the event of later.

12) Natan Pringsheim (1823-1894) first observed in plants the mixture of male and female fertilization 
elements. His perceptions are laid down in the study: "On the fertilization and germination of algae and the 

nature of the act of procreation". Monthly Reports of the Berlin Academy 1855-1857. 
  
 

    to one from where the psychic intensity suddenly ceased or diminished. Especially 
when we notice that the organization and attitude of life begins to rise from the 
creatures of the intermediate realm through the plant kingdom only in a new 
direction, so that the higher standing plants, perennials, trees stand far above the 
creatures of the intermediate realm, if already in the In general, the organization in 
the vegetable kingdom does not rise as high as in the animal kingdom, according to 
the characteristics according to which the height of them is measured. In a word, the 
intermediate realm turns out to be a bridge between two different soul empires, rather
than a gap between a kingdom of souls and the realm of the dead. if we notice that the
organization and attitude of life begins again to rise from the creatures of the 
intermediate realm through the vegetable kingdom only in a new direction, so that the
higher standing plants, perennials, trees stand far above the creatures of the 
intermediate realm, if already on the whole Organization in the vegetable kingdom, 
according to the characteristics according to which the height of them is measured, 
does not rise as high as in the animal kingdom. In a word, the intermediate realm 
turns out to be a bridge between two different soul empires, rather than a gap between
a kingdom of souls and the realm of the dead. if we notice that the organization and 
attitude of life begins again to rise from the creatures of the intermediate realm 
through the vegetable kingdom only in a new direction, so that the higher standing 
plants, perennials, trees stand far above the creatures of the intermediate realm, if 
already on the whole Organization in the vegetable kingdom, according to the 
characteristics according to which the height of them is measured, does not rise as 
high as in the animal kingdom. In a word, the intermediate realm turns out to be a 
bridge between two different soul empires, rather than a gap between a kingdom of 
souls and the realm of the dead. Trees are far above the creatures of the intermediate 
kingdom, when, on the whole, the organization in the vegetable kingdom does not 
rise as high as in the animal kingdom, according to the characteristics according to 
which the height of them is measured. In a word, the intermediate realm turns out to 
be a bridge between two different soul empires, rather than a gap between a kingdom 
of souls and the realm of the dead. Trees are far above the creatures of the 
intermediate kingdom, when, on the whole, the organization in the vegetable 
kingdom does not rise as high as in the animal kingdom, according to the 
characteristics according to which the height of them is measured. In a word, the 



intermediate realm turns out to be a bridge between two different soul empires, rather
than a gap between a kingdom of souls and the realm of the dead.

    This argument continues the conclusion, which allows us to unconsciously and 
involuntarily hold on to the human kingdom through the whole animal kingdom by 
believing in inspiration, only with consciousness beyond the animal kingdom. The 
worm is so unlike man that we would doubt his soul without the middle links 
between man and worm. Now, however, so many and so gradually changing 
intermediate links between the two, that nowhere to find a boundary where one could 
cut off, while the signs of special expression of the psychic life one after the other 
into other, while preserving only the most general soul-signs, until the worm is there 
for man. Now in the plant-animals finally all the special signs of animal animation 
have already exchanged with those of the vegetable, except for the 
locomotion; finally, this also exchanges with the growth instincts and the full plant is 
there.

    Formula of the argument of the context . If A and B are connected by a gradual 
transition, and a remains unattenuated until the transition, then b will not be nothing 
at once, but be related to the a a. Thus, if A, B, a are given in their relation to their 
existence, then the existence of b belonging to B is to be found by inference.

5. Argument of causality.

    This argument refers to causal or origin relations. It is true that one reason for 
assuming the essence of a being is not alone, but in connection with other causes, in 
the fact that it is produced and capable of producing by conceded beings; A counter-
reason can not only be sought in that it is the product of the inanimate, but also in the 
fact that it forms only a preliminary stage of conscious inspiration, like the 
embryo. Now the fact that the well-informed people and animals have outgrown 
nature can be asserted for other reasons as a reason for the nature of God, and this 
godly nature will then be able to produce inspired plants that there is no difficulty 
from here.

    Insofar as the development of the beast on the physical side not only reflects but 
also bears on a psychic side, we shall have to assume that the development of the 
plant parallel to the beast on the physical side bears no less the psychic development 
than its expression. Mirror, symbol it can be viewed.

    Schematically, one can say that the plant kingdom and the animal kingdom 
represent two branches, not rooted out, but rooted together in an inorganic realm, 
diverging from a common knot, that of the intermediate kingdom, one of which is 
higher and more opposite than the other, but more widely unfolded. the more earth-
holding and more covering, the more active the higher, the more spiritual, the more 
reflective and the more receptive, more sensuous aspect of the earthly psychic life at 
the same time.

    Formula of the argument of causality . Inasmuch as both the whole kingdoms and 
the individual individuals of animal A and vegetable B, instead of emerging from 
each other, show a parallel, parallel developmental course, originally originating 



together from the earthly kingdom C, but with A becoming an a, one also becomes 
not to see in B a preliminary stage of A, but to assume for the parallel development of
B with A the parallel development of a b with a.

6. Argument of teleology or expediency.

    This argument refers to the purposive conditions in which the plant is analogous to 
humans and animals, and can be subordinated to the argument of analogy or 
similarity from this point of view, and has therefore been subsidiary to it Aspects of 
expediency as a major consideration envisaged as a particular, as follows.

    We find empirically, inductively, that in man and animals the whole structure, the 
whole life-attitude, the whole life-process is expediently arranged in favor of a soul, 
that all organizational means are so combined with each other and with external 
conditions, that a soul exists No matter how one interprets the relationship of body 
and soul, and on which one wants to make the existence of the institutions of 
endowment dependent, in short, experience teaches it. However, if we encounter 
similar events, institutions, a similar combination of the means of organization below 
and with the externalities of the plants, we may assume by analogy that they also 
exist in favor of a soul.

    In fact, however, the plants, in what we consider to be an appropriate event, 
arrangement, combination in man and beast, and to serve a life of the soul, are like 
the animals, not only in general, but also in accordance with some special provisions 
the special purposes of an awake psychic life, as is especially true of the proper 
position, turn, development of suitable organs against external sensory stimuli, and 
the conditions of reproduction. The whole sex relations in the human and animal 
realms coincide in fact for the purpose of further propagating one on the peak of an 
awake psychic life; we may assume by analogy,

    Formula of the argument of teleology . If B is analogous to A in such purpose-
devices, which in A are related to the existence of a, we may presuppose an analogous
relation of them in B to b.

    These would be my six positive arguments for the existence of a vegetable soul and
the circle of reasoning so closed as I was able to close it. The whole organization, the 
whole life and attitude of the plant in its relation to the animal, to the human being, to
the whole external nature according to all general points of view, which may come 
into question here, those of similarity, difference, context, etc .; The most general 
relations of the soul-existence itself, its contrast and step-relations, were included in 
the argumentation. Since we can experience the existence of the soul nowhere as in 
ourselves, the visible had everywhere to be regarded as a sign, as a mirror, as a 
symbol of the invisible; but not content with seeing the invisible mirrored by the 
visible,

    I call this a piece of natural philosophy and at the same time a piece of that 
philosophy which I oppose to philosophy as it exists on average today; in contrast to 
the fact that, instead of philosophizing about the facts, as today's philosophy does, it 
philosophizes from the facts, bases the concepts on the actual, and through 



generalization, connection, analysis of what is given to us, not to us but in the nature 
of things, seeking to reach our limited experience of transcendent and transcending, 
seeking to penetrate to the most general, the highest, the last, with constant regard for
the preservation of our higher and practical interests. It is the way of empiricism, but 
of a rational empiricism. The doctrine of the plant soul is but a small example of what
this path leads to. He will lead us to something further and higher.

    If one hits, as one may, the sixth argument above for the first one, one can not 
unevenly compare the five arguments to which they are reduced with the five fingers 
of one hand, which grasp their object in a coherent grounding in something is what 
lies behind the individual, and whose sprouts they are only to look at. This behind is 
the view of a God-ensoulment of the whole world. The first argument is the main 
finger, works on its own with the greatest emphasis, and must help everyone else; but
they help him again. In the third, the argument culminates; the fourth and fifth are by 
themselves the weakest fingers, by chance everything, as in the real hand.

    The formulas in which I have summarized the arguments show that the conclusions
on which I am based are fundamentally very simple and can be summarized in few 
words on the basis of the facts of experience for the performance of which the 
preceding discussion served. Without being mathematical, they approximate to the 
form of the mathematical, in that they open up the fourth, as it were, out of at least 
three members of a proportion, which are connected by a definite, but rather factual, 
relation of numbers.

    If we equate plant and animal with two straight lines, the first argument (including 
the sixth) concludes from the partial coincidence of both when superimposed; the 
second and third from the difference between the two which remain here, and the 
second, as far as they are superimposed, so that they protrude on opposite sides over 
the overlapping piece, the third, when placed over one another, so that the Plant line 
coincides with the lower part of the animal line, while this protrudes with the upper 
above. The fourth argument concludes from the connection between the two, when 
they are put together in continuo ; the fifth from the parallelism of both, when they 
are placed parallel to each other.

    In my earlier writing (Nanna), the previous arguments are neither listed under 
special names, nor strictly separate, nor abstractly formulated, but related in coherent 
developments, as occasion permits, to refer to one or the other. In substance they are 
the same here and there, only sharper and more abstractly pointed out here, on the 
one hand kept apart, on the other hand put together more systematically, and on the 
whole more intent on effecting them by their interlocking and mutual support, than 
by the execution in detail while the reverse is true in the earlier work. The latter also 
had advantages that had to be revealed here. In general, however, a second look will 
always make much sharper than the first, after all, if the first one was right, no 
different. This is the ratio of reasoning in this and the earlier writing.



VII. The principles of experience of faith.

    The belief in the plant soul does not mean much. What depends on whether you 
believe in it or not? I was also advanced and told that I had put too much effort into 
something that was not worth the effort.

    But the belief in the plant-soul is only a small test of the belief in things that can 
not be exactly proved; and not just a little sample, but the smallest and the largest are 
related in this whole question; and, as one might more easily grasp a large pot by a 
small handle than by its big belly, I also thought that I had found in the little plant-
soul a small handle, with which the belief in the greatest things was easiest on the 
large Pedestal lift leave. Of course it is not successful. The stomach is too big, the 
handle too small, and cooks in the old pot, holding it to the old handles.

    It was. At any rate, because the plant-soul is only a trivial matter - at least, at least, 
because a Brazilian jungle full of souls is basically no trifling matter - it could also be
done relatively easily and quickly. Not so with the larger and higher objects of the 
faith. Hence the scope of the Zend-Avesta, the content of which I can not reproduce 
here. But I want to clarify the principles that I have laid down in these matters and 
which have been relevant there, and explain them by some arguments based on them.

    Unquestionably, historical authority and practical need will always remain the main
sources and supports of belief in the highest and last things; and should too. Yet they 
have not been able to defend doubt, and can not justify what we understand by the 
nature of things to be clearly and rationally connected beliefs. So little that one 
almost always has doubts as to whether one should sacrifice the historically 
transmitted faith for reason and science or vice versa, and indeed maintains a gulf or 
antinomy between the two in the nature of things. Those sources or props of faith 
could not satisfy themselves by flowing unconcerned about a third, not supported by 
a third; for still no faith is historical and agreeable to all needs; the religions still 
argue, and in the religions the denominations. So it can not be done with those 
documents of faith alone. In fact, can not stand firmly on two feet, which is intended 
to stand on three. Rather, it will be necessary to support faith in the nature of things in
order to raise its contradiction with the nature of things and, at the same time, to raise 
its contradictions with the needs of men and between the historical forms of faith. For
the former, the needs, are themselves rooted in the same general nature of things, 
whose highest and ultimate are the objects of faith, and have their satisfaction in 
founding them, and the latter, the historical forms of faith, They represent themselves 
only as different paths from a common starting-point to the common goal, which is to
be sought in the unanimous satisfaction of the most general and highest human 
needs. And so, one may take a closer look at the following principles, which, instead 
of contradicting the other documents of the faith, only reinforce them and add 
something to them by adding the foundation, which lies in the return to the nature of 
things that faith grows towards its goal.

    In fact, not to break down what is solid and salutary, but only to broader growth, it 
is to do so. There lives a few God, and what exists is through God; there is a life on 



the other side, punishment, reward and a higher degree of life on earth; there is a 
sacred world order, in the sense of a finite victory of good over evil; these are the 
foundations that have already become solid through the rubble of decaying and more 
and more pagan paganism; there is nothing more to do and no more to do than what 
strengthens the strength and increases the construction above. But I really think that 
the principles involved here are still able to do something in this sense.

    They are principles of experience. Everything that is real must prove its reality 
through experience or action in the experienceable. The objects of faith, however, are 
and are supposed to be the highest greatest commonest realities. So how could their 
existence be deprived of experience?

    Also, one speaks for a long time of religious experience as a source of faith. And 
surely that which one calls so, belongs to his best sources; but it does not cover the 
whole thing, which I mean. Or should really lie in the experience of a feeling of 
dependency, a highest and last need, the satisfaction of feeling in God's hat, the hope 
of balancing all the imperfections of this world in the hereafter, all that we learn from
those realities or close from experience can? In our relationship with our father and 
mother we have feelings of not the same height but of a kindred character as to 
God; but do not we know anything more about father and mother?

    Of course, experience in God and otherworldly life does not suffice immediately as
in father and mother and in our daily life; but if it is too far away to reach 
immediately, can we accomplish nothing on its basis?

    An oak tree can grow from an acorn, but not grow without the glans. The 
astronomer sees only small slices of the whole sky, smallest dots, and there is a whole
sky full of great planets and suns. But only by virtue of what he sees is the unseen in 
heaven. So, of course, our entire knowledge of reality is based only on a relatively 
small circle of experiences of reality, but it must also be based on such a reality. And 
so will be our principle, the knowledge of the highest and ultimate realities that far 
surpasses our experience, rather than what lies beyond it, based on what lies within.

    Of course, raw, fragmentary, embryonic as it were, this principle has always been 
applied, involuntarily even by those who reject it. Because we all stand under his 
compulsion. There is no religion that God does not create in the image of man, the 
other world in the image of this world. Man can not help but close what he does not 
see to what he sees; or his thought would remain empty. But forced to close, he seems
forced to shut down wrongly. God is not like that, the otherworld is not what you 
would expect after such conclusions.

    Is the principle to reject it? But then what filled the thought of God and 
hereafter? You have to apply it once; So it is only the choice, whether crude, that the 
character of the principle is lost, or in a rational sense. Everywhere it is one, only a 
few skilled and trained, difficult art, from the given to the non-given in the circle of 
even the closest things right. If it were not for theological and philosophical systems, 
the same difficult art, through whose training science was raised above the 
superstition in earthly things, to train, teach and practice the highest and last things, 
and thus the doctrine of these To raise things above superstition, in short, the 



complementing of the historical and practical principle by the principle of the right 
inference of what lies in experience, to seek that which is beyond 
experience? Instead, they are sought in conclusions of what lies beyond, above, 
behind the experience, on what lies above and even what lies within.

    But, one argues, your principle is a principal error. What are our inferences from 
the given to the non-given? Inductions, analogies, mathematical deductions. With that
one can probably conclude from the finite to the finite, and will often be wrong 
enough; but in no way to the infinite, and everywhere in the belief in the highest and 
the last are things that bear the character of infinity. One may well, yes, one must 
well, imagine the infinite under finite images, put it in the frame of finiteness, in 
order to grasp anything of it at all; but it remains a makeshift, and it must always be 
remembered that it remains such, and must thereby correct the idea which one has 
made of the finite nature of the infinite. To know, that God is incomparable with all 
that is finite, that is the only true and God-worthy view that we can have of Him. Not 
even in mathematics is one able to compare the finite with the infinite, let alone that 
one could do it in these things.

    One is right, the finite is incomparable with the infinite, but not in every respect, 
and it is to be seen more closely in which. One is done too fast with the 
incomparability.

    An infinite straight line is of course incomparable in size to any finite straight 
line; but both still have the full marks of the straight line, and what one, the other 
does. And so does an infinite and infinitely high mind - but should not God be a 
spirit? - in height and vastness can be incomparable with any finite spirit, and yet 
quite comparable, and indeed equal in everything that makes a spirit of the spirit. Or 
what even call him spirit? "God breathed into man the living breath into his nose, and
so man became a living soul." 13 Can the spirit, which is a hint of God's Spirit, be 
quite incomparable with it, and will we say nothing of the wind? are allowed, what 
applies to the breath?

13) l. Mos. II, 7.-The whole chapter contains the germ of Fechner's next larger work: "The Three Motifs and 
Reasons of Faith." Leipzig, 1863. In it, he elaborates on the three principles only suggested here: the historical, 

the practical, and the theoretical, in that he demands more space especially for the latter. 
  
 

    Not to our principle, but to the objection lies a fundamental error, so rooted that 
only the same upheaval, which will uproot all present-day worldview, will uproot 
it; because this mistake is itself one of its strongest roots. It is that one places the 
infinite of finitude, beyond it, beyond it, beyond, behind it, probably a tremendous 
sheath between the two, as if they could not come near at all; while they are not 
apart; rather, it is the finite aspect of the infinite content, and no other relation 
between the two is rationally conceivable except that this is the content of the finite 
of the infinite. Thus, the infinite is not at all incomprehensible, but rather 
comprehensible in innumerable manipulations of finitude; it is only 
inconceivable; but from so many pages, in so many terms as there are one-



sidednesses and finitenesses, which then count often enough for the whole; another 
error, but does not make the first to the truth.

    Or do we look around, if we can find somewhere another relationship of the finite 
to the infinite, than that one of the other content is? The straight line was perhaps just 
a strange exception. Well, is there an infinite space beyond the finite spaces, an 
infinite time beyond the finite times, an infinite body world, nature, beyond the finite 
bodies? There are only infinities that include the cases of finiteness of their kind.

    The God of today's opinion, however, is an infinite spirit, which does not include 
the cases of the finite spirits, but excludes them externally, approximately - for clarity
and certainty is not to be sought here, one contradicts oneself at the second word - as 
one finite mind to others; and the eternal life according to today's opinion is not such 
that our finite life, like the whole, includes the part, but is supernaturally torn away 
from it in an unapproachable hereafter.

    A truly infinite Spirit, on the other hand, includes the life of all spirits in his life, 
and a truly eternal life includes this world and the beyond only as two natural stages 
of the same life.

    I mean, that's just reasonable; but one does not want reason in these things. You 
draw the knife without a handle and blade. The infinite mind without the characters 
of infinity and spirit. He is infinite, but finiteness is beside him; he is a spirit, yet 
unchanging and timeless, like no spirit; he lives and weaves in us, and we in him, yet 
he does it to us and we do it to him. One claps one's hands over one's head over the 
godlessness of thinking the finite spirits immanent in God. If you prefer to defy it and
ask how such contradictions rhyme. It is no wonder, of course, that where the most 
glaring contradictions are so conciliatory, there is an irreconcilability with the view it 
raises. The appearance of godlessness can be lifted,

    Among the philosophers it was chiefly Kant who asserted of God an absolute 
unpredictability through all categories which also apply to the finite. And yet so little 
as another has been able to assert his claim in execution. For to speak of God without 
the support of the finite is to speak of nothing or to contradict oneself. In fact, after 
Kant in the Critique of Pure Reason set up this supposed assertion, supposedly 
grounded and thus deprived the reason for God of any reason, he himself in his two 
later criticisms on the abstracted ground, in the moral and etho-theological evidence 
God grasps under categories and under properties taken from consideration of finite 
relationships.

    It is said, for example, that what you want may be valid for a finite size; but at the 
same time God is infinitely higher than we are; it does not fit. In its infinite height 
above us it always remains incomprehensible to us and incomparably incomparable 
to us.

    However, the same principle applies to height as to width. An infinitely high tower 
can not exist without the lower floors it encloses, nor an infinitely large area without 
partial surfaces, which it encloses. There are so many degrees in God to climb as to 
grasp it; only that we can never rise to full height, as we can never quite comprehend 



him. The tower is, of course, only a picture; but high is only a more general picture, 
and if one can show me the objection without a picture, I will answer it without a 
picture.

    And what is the idea of an infinity beyond finiteness based on? On experience, on 
reason, on practical interest? In all misunderstood manner, and in all three, he 
contradicts in good faith. And the misunderstanding, why is he hanging on? the 
despair of being able to grasp God as if it were the same to be unable to grasp 
anything of God; and at the other misunderstanding, as if the infinite could be limited
by finite things therein, while the finite in it is confined only alternately, one piece of 
the infinite line the other, but none the infinite line.

    One error is related to another. Just as the infinite loses its content in the finite, and 
thereby becomes an empty hollow, indeed an empty word, so the finite at infinity 
loses its embrace, its vessel, its cohesion, its bond, crumbles, separates, dissects 
itself. The souls fall monodically 14) apart, instead of a world soul, there's a world of 
soul dust; the bodies of souls, parts of nature, face nature; the individual wants to 
have his freedom in isolation for himself. But because one can not miss the volume, 
one replaces it with the dialectical concept, the flowing matter, a substantial infinite, 
this or that surrogate of the mind, or cement the realities by means of background 
realities.

        14) See note 3) .

    Against this, the fact that the infinite has the entire finite as its content implies that 
everything that is finite to an infinite content is content, that it does not exist in 
isolation, nor has power to exist; although something is itself, it is always 
subordinated to a higher existence, to a higher power, according to its substance, to 
the sides of its providence, to the sides of its force, to the sides of its law, to the sides 
of its freedom.

    Every straight line is a piece of an infinite straight line; every time is a piece of 
infinite time; every space is a piece of an infinite space; every body is a piece of an 
infinite body-world, every organism a member of an infinite organism, every spirit a 
breach of the infinite unity of all spirits; every temporal life is a wave-beat in eternal 
life, every single law subordinate to a more general law, all freedom of the individual 
a ray of the freedom-sun of the one, therefore no worse and no less freedom.

    So let us not be mistaken that the objects of faith bear the character of infinity, as if 
we could not come near to them with our experience, since we are quite at work with 
our experiences; and let us only give the right account to the character of infinity, in 
that we never confuse the finite with the infinite, but merely grasp it as part, moment, 
side, limb, and handle of it. Not the higher we think the infinite raised above the 
finite, but the more we deepen, broaden, increase, the deeper and loftier, more solid, 
fuller, and richer the knowledge of its content of finiteness will be the thought of the 
infinite with which we are to lock. And can we never exhaust the infinite with our 
experience,



    But because our experiences about the content of the infinite do not reach into the 
infinite; Indeed, not even reaching too far into the finite, we have to seek the principle
by which we can reach to what is possible, and to reach above all the meaning and 
tendency of the whole, through our finite feeling Thinking, acting in this sense, 
contributes something to its fulfillment. In this regard, I set out the following:

    It is important to start from the broadest possible circles of experience in the realm 
of existence in order to arrive at the view of what is beyond that in the other, wider 
and higher realms of existence by generalizing, expanding and increasing the points 
of view that arise here to whom, because of their distance, our experience is not 
sufficient, or whose breadth and height our experience bestows and surpasses, with 
the caution, the generalization, expansion and exaltation beyond the realm of the 
experienceable only in the sense and direction that are already within of the 
experienceable itself, that is, claiming only that for the other, higher, wider regions, 
than to accept validly, which is all the more generalized, widened, augmented,the 
farther and farther we look into the experiential territory, and the fuller account of 
the difference that results from the greater distance, breadth, and height of the area.

    If, in a different sense, a universal meaning goes through the whole, there is a 
connection of being, action, essence, laws through the whole realm of existence, from
the most general, the highest, the last to the most individual, lowest reaches, and if 
otherwise reality only through experience or connection with To prove something that
can be experienced, this principle requires no proof of its validity; for that connection
itself is as much in the sense of the principle as it naturally flows from it.

    God is a spirit; what a spirit is, we learn from ourselves; but he is an infinite and 
infinitely high mind; well, even in our mind and in the realm of our spirits there are 
narrower and wider ranges, gradations of height. We expand and increase in this 
direction, we expand and increase, until it does not go further, so that God always 
remains a spirit, as our mind after all, which makes a spirit of the spirit, and rises 
infinitely far and high above all, on which the finitude and lowliness, the narrowness, 
the narrowness of our mind depend! Although we will not arrive at an immutable, 
timeless, above all space, God; but to one that includes all change, all time, all space 
in the same sense as our mind changes, time, space as forms of its 
thinking, Knowledge, all its possessions of things. What we have in these forms of 
things is things to us; What God has in these forms of things, these are things, and 
what we have in them is part of the being and nature of things.

    God has a relationship with the physical world as a spirit; We learn the relation of 
the spiritual to the physical; but God, as the most general, greatest, highest Spirit, has 
a relation to the most general, the greatest, the highest of the physical world; we can 
also learn from ourselves how, as the sphere expands, the mind increases, the relation 
of mind to body-world expands and increases; the higher mind is carried by a more 
highly developed organism, carrying it, as it were, higher with it. If we go further and
further in this direction, we shall find that the farthest and highest spirit is sustained 
by the widest and most highly developed organism; that is the world itself, not the 



inorganic, but the whole, with the origin and all the stories and destinies of the 
peoples.

    God also has a spirit relationship with spirits. To ghosts beside him? Then we 
would not have increased quite. The truly one and only God does not only tolerate no 
God; he does not tolerate a spirit beside himself, for every spirit is itself a little 
god. Rather, let us look inside ourselves and close from the little god to the big 
one. My eye sees nothing of what my ear hears, my ear hears nothing of what my eye
sees; each of these limbs is with its sensation a being closed off from the other; but all
together open-minded against my whole spirit; At the same time he knows everything
about what the eye and ear and all the other senses in me know one by one, and he 
still resorts to more general relationships about it. Expand and increase in this 
direction, every creature is thus one with its feeling, and above it thinking, willing, 
and the other being; but all will be together again open to the whole spirit; At the 
same time, he will know everything they know individually, and reach for it with 
infinitely higher relationships.

    Or do not we believe in God yet? have the other two principles failed their 
strength? Well, as a third, it can serve as support and supplement. What makes us 
believe in the soul of our fellow human beings and in the soul of the worm can, in 
right expansion and exaltation, allow us to believe in the soul of the whole, whose 
sprouts and parts we all are (chapter IX).

    If, however, the height of God above the world, rather than an infinite increase in 
height, which we can already resolve with experience from our experience of matter 
and the lower sensory spheres in itself - without that, even the word height remains a 
meaningless sound - when it is placed over the world in an overblown of God to 
which no experiential point of view finds application, then the principle is 
abandoned, and herewith the bridge of imagination and inference to it is broken off, 
and all talk of God remains an incomprehensible lulling.

    Man changes from day to day partly, in the course of the years completely, his 
body, gives it back to the outside world, and draws from it a new one; the soul is not 
only a linking, but also substance and form of the connection changing, principle of 
the body; the faster the bodily change, the more lively the soul is; In the change of the
body, man gradually ascends from one stage of life to the other, expands, develops 
the body, and with the body the spirit.

    If we continue to expand and increase in this direction, we have the prospect that 
death, instead of a gradual and partial change, is only a quicker and more sudden 
change of body, and thus the rapid advancement of a new stage of life.

    The soul is already not merely attached to one point of the physical world, but the 
conscious principle and bond of a circle of bodily activities that rise and fall, spread 
and contract, and can wander there and there. They sink in sleep under the threshold, 
over which consciousness shines, they rise above it in the waking; now they are 
highest here, and man is all eye, now there, he is all ears; now they are pointed to a 
point, then the soul is completely focused on one point; now they are spreading, then 
we are scattered; now they are retreating completely inward, and the soul is absorbed 



in itself; Now they turn back to the outside, and they are again aware of the outside 
world. So the soul follows every turn of the activities linked by it or, conversely, they 
say, they follow every turn of the soul; basically, none follows the other, but one goes 
with the other, and when and where the peak of these activities is, culminates at the 
same time the soul life, after which one can designate the respective seat of the soul.

    If we continue to expand and increase in this direction, we have the prospect that, if
the soul in this way already wanders this way in a small part of the great whole, then 
in death it will only wander over into a larger part of it and henceforth become freer 
in it wander.

    We can destroy every part of our body, even the brain; if it is not too much at once, 
the soul does not die; it does not even suffer, as long as the rest of the body has its 
means of representation. Destruction of the damaged is even the best means of 
destroying the damage, if the means of representation are in force. If we continue to 
expand and increase in this direction, the prospect opens to us that even if our whole 
body is destroyed, our soul will not die, indeed will not suffer, because the greater 
body, our body, is a part of us Soul will be a part of the soul of this body, also means 
of representation for its preservation, and that this will be the last means provided in 
the nature of things to destroy all harm of old age and disease.

    Let's look at a picture in our eye. The body gives to it the substances, juices, 
powers, the soul the sensation. The picture is extinguished, the substances, juices and 
forces are again absorbed in the body from which they are collected; but for the 
sensation the memory of sensation enters; enters into a new higher kingdom, out of 
which concepts and thoughts weave, in it meets with the memories of all other and 
earlier pictures and helps with them in the higher life itself with weaving. If we 
continue to expand and increase in this direction, the prospect opens that even when 
our whole body image is extinguished and its substances, juices and forces are again 
scattered into the great body, which they have first given, a memory echo of this life 
into the life of the body Spirit, who has given to our body the soul, and with the 
echoes of all other and earlier departed men, that is, their otherworldly souls, the 
higher life of this spirit will help weave. And just as the memory echo of the image in
us attaches itself to a echo of effect that the physical image has left after we have 
been destroyed, so the memory echo of our lives to an echoes of effect that leave our 
worldly bodily life in the world.

    Whoever wants to ponder exactly where in the world, the body of the great spirit, 
to find the new seat of our soul, and how to procure it, the first to ponder - and before
he has puzzled this, he will not even ponder that - where in to find the body of the 
little spirit, the part of the great, the seat of memory, and how to procure it; but 
whether it will be long before we ponder one and the other; the question no longer 
hits the ob, it only hits the where and how. And also for the where and how clues of 
the idea and the conclusion are to be found enough in our principle. (See Zend-
Avesta, T. III.)

    The child before birth was firmly closed in the womb, with the tearing of all old 
life-ties - it seemed his death - it goes out into a completely new, free, not 



demolished, rather same-enclosing, realm, and associates freely with those who came
to the same level of life. If we expand and increase in this direction, the prospect of 
tearing our present life-line - once again our death - into an even freer, completely 
new, and yet not torn from the previous one, opens up the same in wider Surrounding 
circles, to enter the kingdom, and to become even more free with those who entered 
the same stage of life.

    And so we can start from different points of view; Nothing is needed, but to expand
and to increase in the sense of our principle, we find ourselves led by this world into 
the hereafter, not in contradiction, but on the basis of the facts of this world 
itself; Nothing is needed except to abandon the principle of destroying the soul 
without salvation or to save it by incomprehensibility and contradictions.

    Faith in the higher beings likewise rises on the same foundation. I show this in a 
following chapter. (IX.)

    One says: But you build one hypothesis on the other; your hypothesis of the 
afterlife on the hypothesis that the world around us is the body of a spirit, and our 
body a part of his body and our mind a part of his spirit.

    That's the way it is; only that the totality of these hypotheses flows from a 
principle, which is not a hypothesis. But that they support each other mutually does 
not diminish, but completes their hold.

    And here comes a consideration that would be self-evident if no one else ever 
judges it, because one does not follow the principle at all, that, if it applies, the 
doctrine of the most general, highest, last things on the principle of generalization To 
support extension, increase, from the ground of experience, and not to extend this and
that individually, but to expand and increase everything in connection with the 
direction directed by experience, there shall be a connection of the highest, last 
things, yes, theirs Fact only exist; because, in fact, it is only connected. Our 
otherworldly life can only be found in such a way if we find God and higher beings at
the same time, and the ideas of God and the higher beings can only be rightly 
designed and developed in this way if, in connection with them, we properly develop 
the idea of our otherworldly life. If the world, the earth around us, is a grave, then in 
death the soul with the body of this grave will fall into ruin; if the world around us is 
the living body of God, and the earth around us is a god-feasted part of this body, if 
the lower is in the higher, and finally everything takes place here in God, then our 
death is only a special case of the metabolism spiritual change of seat in the living 
body of God, a migration from the narrow cell into the further house. in death, the 
soul with the body of this grave falls to pieces; if the world around us is the living 
body of God, and the earth around us is a god-feasted part of this body, if the lower is
in the higher, and finally everything takes place here in God, then our death is only a 
special case of the metabolism spiritual change of seat in the living body of God, a 
migration from the narrow cell into the further house. in death, the soul with the body
of this grave falls to pieces; if the world around us is the living body of God, and the 
earth around us is a god-feasted part of this body, if the lower is in the higher, and 
finally everything takes place here in God, then our death is only a special case of the



metabolism spiritual change of seat in the living body of God, a migration from the 
narrow cell into the further house.

    From the other side, the life of God and His most exalted creatures would lose the 
higher content without our supernatural life suspended therein. If there are only 
human beings, animals, plants with souls on this side without echoes of their 
existence in a higher, otherworldly life, then it is the same for God and the beings 
between him and us as it would be for us if there are well-seeing eyes within us. 
hearing ears, groping hands, but continuing what they have seen, heard, felt, did not 
rise in a higher realm, continued. The indefinite heaven of which the nations dream is
this higher kingdom in God.

    So well-behaved, everything is reasonably related and everything can exist. But 
this makes it so difficult for the Principe to gain roots that everything can exist only 
in such a connection. It is already difficult for common consciousness to go beyond 
the usual in one direction, let alone in connection with each other; the mind remains 
there to the people and yet only in this coherent increase is understanding. Is our 
principle therefore hopeless? On the contrary, the fulfillment of his prospects is only 
the farthest because they are the farthest, the greatest.

    In truth, this principle is nothing less than a phantastic principle and a principle for 
fantasies; rather, it is the only thing that can do the fantasies in this field bridle and 
rein; yes, all fantasies in the field of faith are based only on leaving it.

    But it can be left in two ways, first of all, by setting up views of the highest, last 
things, which, while making good use of the outcome, stop it, rather than merely 
accepting it as an outlet, by interfering with that That which is valid in the finite 
limited realms of our experience, and which crude analogies want to cover with it the 
highest, the last, the most universal; so the views of the materialists and the Gentiles.

    Secondly, that one draws up views of those things which, though they have a good 
eye on the point of view of the most general, the highest, the last; but, instead of 
grasping it as the most general, highest, last of that which can be experienced, putting
it into the transcendental, incomprehensible, incomprehensible, breaking it off from 
everything, indeed putting it in principle contradiction with everything on which 
conception, concept, and inference can justify; such are the views of most dogmatic 
theologians and idealistic philosophers.

    On the first path one comes to low, limited, unworthy, nowhere reaching, 
controversial with other particular views, views of those things, falls into crude 
anthropomorphism, fetishism, or even, they get lost altogether. On the last path one 
arrives at contentless, unclear, incomprehensible, unfounded, controversial in itself 
and with the experiential nature of things, unrelated to each other, taken from each 
other, understood, posed, views of the highest and last things. In the end, instead of 
clear ideas and thoughts, only hollow words remain.

    In the sense of the first deviation, the raw idolatry of the heathen, according to 
which God is only a greater or stronger human being, or even less a human, an ibis, a 
serpent, a piece of wood, is a stone, according to which it is exactly in the hereafter 



pending, as in this world; but no less the unbelief of the materialists, who do not 
believe in God and otherworldly souls, because they do not see any of it, and their 
view that because they themselves need a brain to their small circle of thought, even a
circle of thought of things is not conceivable without a brain ,

    Materialism has not a single fact which has paved the way for our principle of 
expansion and exaltation; all his facts belong rather to the starting point of the way it 
leads. Instead, he simply contradicts it with the principle of not allowing expansion 
and exaltation beyond the human.

    In the sense of the second deviation, those views which none of the categories that 
apply to us, the finite spirits, are applicable to God, the highest spirit, according to 
which he is immutable, timeless, above space, in a totally different relationship To the
world, as experience has some spirit in the body-world, is in a totally different 
relation to the spirits, than according to experience and conceivability has any mind 
to spirits; the views that make nature fall away from God, or let matter fall out of the 
spirit, give souls a lifeless existence in the hereafter, let them travel to distant planets, 
or into an indefinite sky.

    All this I reckon with the fantasies of the philosophers and theologians, who can 
not exist if our principle exists.

    Our principle grants passage between the two cliffs, while the ship of faith, as is 
commonplace today, only avoids one to thrust at the other, and is thrown back and 
forth between the two. Only one does not want to accept anything of the God, to the 
subordinated to all senses and thinking, what is true of finite man, and then one falls 
again into pictures and comparisons, and puts into God motives which are the cause 
of the most ordinary humanity.

    A beauty of the principle lies in its clarity, in the clarity of its expression, in the 
clarity of the way it leads, in the clarity of the ideas to which it leads. Where is there 
something misunderstood? God, beyond, higher creatures; After that, everything does
not appear under familiar, but yet completely clear, conceptions and concepts that can
be made clear by means of the commonplace. Enlargement and enhancement of the 
common is his whole secret.

    Another beauty of the principle lies in the fact that it makes us independent of the 
philosophical dispute about the ultimate essence, the origin, the basic principles of 
things, about which no clarity and attunement could yet be reached, indisputably 
because one is the essence looking for things behind things. The conclusions 
according to our principle remain correct, though the facts in the sphere of the 
relations of soul and body are interpreted in this or that sense, except that the 
conclusions are always based on the actual, just as the conclusions of the astronomer 
remain correct, no matter in which one to search the essence of matter.

    But the principle can not conjure up the truth, and can not guarantee it on its 
own. It is a principle of labor that becomes more fruitful the more steadily and 
intelligibly and coherently it operates in the same direction. The individual 
consideration and the individual may err, be mistaken, must err, the more surely and 



the harder the more he bases himself on a merely one-sided view of the nature of 
things, the more carelessly he expands and intensifies the more he finally finishes 
with his principle wants to isolate from the historical and practical principle. For here 
he stands differently to his objects, than the naturalist to his, to whom the test of 
experience substitutes every other control; the historical acceptance and the practical 
benefits follow his discoveries of their own accord. But in the highest and last things, 
they themselves belong to the probation. What can not achieve historical validity 
does not deserve to be won, and where the historic attunement is still lacking, the 
fragments of attunement or tendency must be presentable. That which can not pardon 
the salvation of humanity is eternally false. There is still much to be said about this 
connection and mutual support of the three principles; but it would be too much to 
say. There is still much to be said about this connection and mutual support of the 
three principles; but it would be too much to say. There is still much to be said about 
this connection and mutual support of the three principles; but it would be too much 
to say.

VIII. A difficulty.

    One difficulty is above all that you can not get over. She makes her ears deaf to our 
teaching, and the tongues redone against it. I much now said already in my previous 
correspondence, * ) to resolve the appearance of this difficulty, it is as if I had not 
said anything. And so I raise my tongue again to preach to deaf ears.

*) Zend-Avesta I. 300ff., 396ff. 
  
 

    A feeling goes through this book, as Kassandra had, that all the truth she said was 
said in the wind. But when the time comes that the Troy will fall of the old view, the 
wind, now blowing in vain, will blow into the fire.

    Are we part of God, how can our independence and freedom exist? And must not 
our sins and imperfections fall on him? Is such a relationship between mind and 
spirits only possible?

    Nobody likes to sacrifice his independence and freedom to the highest; unless he 
voluntarily sacrifices them to him. "I would like to respond to your views," a friend 
told me; "but I feel that I am something for myself, not another." To be God and to be
free, one holds one.

    Abominations of abomination happen daily in the world through the will of 
man; shall this will be of God, and with the human spirit is it the will of man, what 
will become of the holy God?

    It is true that there is a difficulty here, and not merely a simple, a double difficulty, 
which is compounded by their context. But it lies only in the half understood and 
half, not in the quite understood and whole consequences of our teaching. Rather, the 



main difficulty is that nobody can be so easily persuaded to pull them fully and 
completely. And besides, that one does not know what our doctrine wants, one 
usually does not know what one himself wants in these things.

    No one who wants and claims a god asserts an absolute independence of man from 
God. Why else a god? Now it is only necessary to translate the side of the 
dependence and independence of God's will, which one recognizes as an outer, into 
an inner one, and everything is not worse for our urge for freedom, but better.

    A gentleman had much land, and thereupon a large number of serfs who had to 
work the soil for him. Then he said, "I will release you, everyone shall share in the 
administration and the interest of the estate in proportion to his insight and activity, 
and I myself reserve only supreme direction. No, said the serfs, now we submit to 
your power, but if your good is to be ours, then we become your true and your true 
true servant.

    Such foolish serfs are the human spirits who hold their freedom better towards 
God, than as a partaker of his spiritual being. For the great good is the divine spirit, 
and the Lord of the good is the divine will.

    In our mind, the will is only the highest, not the only, self-sufficient faculty. How 
many thoughts arise, how many drives go without, yes against our will; So should not
there be much more self-activity under his supreme will in the so much higher and 
wider divine spirit? Or should God be made of nothing but the highest will? One 
compares the top step of the staircase, contrasting the divine will with the 
creaturely. For it to be a supreme, it must rather have lower ones of the same 
staircase. The human wills under the divine will in the divine spirit are these lower 
levels.

    True, are not the will of the king outwardly opposed to the lower wills of his 
subjects, and is not God the supreme king? On the contrary, God stands above all 
kings in that every relation of the secondary order to his subjects precludes him. But 
then his rule over them can not, like that of a human king, be an external but only an 
inner being.

    The will of the king himself, before all outer rule, has an inner to lead in his spirit, 
has, in order to be a truly royal, to surpass the will of the subjects in breadth, height, 
goodness of this inner domination. And only by doing so does the king become at the 
same time God-like and a privileged servant of God, that in this inner dominion of his
spirit he reflects the inner dominion of the infinite, the whole, spirit, and with that 
inner dominion, leading the outer, God helps his inner dominion by helping to realize 
the will of the whole spirit, which is directed towards the best of all, so much in him, 
yet always dissimilar to God in that his rule is only a finite and, in part, external, 
God's one infinite and one very inner.

    The king, conscious of his position in God against God, is at the same time 
conscious of the highest dignity and the highest duty; the king, acting in the sense of 
this position, is the true representative of God on the earth; kingship exists on a firm 
ground in this sense and only in this sense; but for this to be so, the king must not 



stand beside, but in God, and God not be a king also in the sense in which the king is 
not God.

    One says: how can the relationship between God's will and our will be compared 
with the relationship between our will and our impulses? Is not the relationship 
between will and will incomparable with the relationship between will and drive? Is 
not not something unspeakable higher than instincts?

    Certainly; but is not one admitting that one does not say that God's will is 
something unspeakably higher than our will? The same name must not be mistaken, 
and the unequal one should not be confused. And nothing prevents that, in spite of the
incomparability of our impulses with our will and our will with the divine will, the 
ascending relationship between them, and, if one wishes, the incomparability of every
lower being with its higher one, is comparable. What our impulse can do against our 
incomparably higher will, our will will be able to do against God's incomparably 
higher will, even though he is of the same spirit. But herewith our will has just as 
good in it the freedom which one seeks for it apart from God; because, the possibility 
of resisting God's will is not the best side,

    But a true, strong will within us is able at last to direct and to vote for its purposes 
and ends, something which inwardly resists it. This becomes the divine will at last 
with all human will; even better and safer than all human will with what he has 
among himself. In addition, education, punishment and reward are present in this 
world and the otherworldly world. But that is not a fear, but a hope and a comfort.

    One says: But one will and one will can not exist together in the same spirit. On the
contrary, will is once and for all a supreme, hence the only thing in the being which 
has it.

    Totally right; But does this prevent a higher being from having this being in himself
and now having a higher will in it, which now for the first time has the character of 
the true will for this higher being? The top of a turret on the tower, if already part of 
the tower, is not the top of this tower and does not obstruct a higher and highest peak,
but rather can be aligned with it in the same sense. And so our will, even if it always 
remains God, is not the will of God, and God's will is not ours, although ours can and
should certainly vote to God's will.

    We can not, of course, imagine that one will has another place in the other 
person; of course, because according to its conception and nature, it is a root in the 
last consciousness unit of man, and it is itself something constitutive, unifying, and 
therefore one. But two are not one, and two wills necessarily give two people. We can
not even imagine that there is room for another will under our will; of course, 
because according to its conception and essence it is the ultimate source, the final 
summit of all conscious self-activity in man, something the whole domain of 
consciousness of the sovereign, and therefore the highest, in man; if he were under 
the highest, he would no longer be the highest, and therefore no longer the will of this
man. But all these difficulties



    The shops are divided in God; the care of the individual is left to the individual, 
and individuals' regiments stand for the purpose of guiding the regiment. The highest 
will can not care for the individual, unless it reaches into the whole. Whoever expects
of the highest will what a will is under him, will wait in vain. So little does the 
confinement of our will with God's highest will in the same spirit limit self-activity, 
the freedom of our will, and that the very spirit of God itself is directed to the free 
activity of the individual. His highest will cares for everything and everyone, but only
for everything and for everyone in connection; everyone belongs to this connection, 
and insofar the highest will for each individual, as best fit in the general context; the 
individual can act as he pleases; yet, unless he wills and acts as he sees fit, the general
concern of God will be to lead him there, and finally compel the punishment of 
God. Now, for the sake of an abstruse idea of freedom, many do not want to tolerate 
this finally compelling, compelling force. But there are also unruly children, and once
they thank the father when they are forced. Now, for the sake of an abstruse idea of 
freedom, many do not want to tolerate this finally compelling, compelling force. But 
there are also unruly children, and once they thank the father when they are 
forced. Now, for the sake of an abstruse idea of freedom, many do not want to 
tolerate this finally compelling, compelling force. But there are also unruly children, 
and once they thank the father when they are forced.

    But, it is said, it is the view that we are part of God, not merely the subordination of
our will under God's will, but the absorption of our whole person in God. The 
appearance of a person in another person, however, contradicts the concept of the 
personality. - The ascension certainly, but not the entering into it. - The taking no 
less; instead of entering into another person, the person is closed and independently 
facing other people. - A circle no less in other circles; but does that prevent him from 
being surrounded by a larger circle at the same time? - A circle is not a person. - But 
as closed as a person, so why the person less comprehensible than the circle?

    It will be true that one can put the concept of the personality in such a way that also
the common entering into a higher personality does not fit. But it is quite arbitrary 
what one wants to make it suitable for; Every philosopher and theologian adapts him 
to his system, only he wonders whether his system fits. I say that a concept of 
personality that forbids entering into a higher personality is inappropriate precisely 
because it does not permit a proper relationship between our and the divine 
personality, and hereby does not permit a satisfactory theological and philosophical 
system. For this reason it is not because he places a person with the character of 
infinity next to persons with the character of finitude, but only to classify the finite, 
but not to rank the infinite.

    But now, to turn to the other side of the question, how is God's holiness compatible 
with our spirits and our sins and imperfections?

    Like both sides of the difficulty, so is the settlement.

    Just put the concepts of God's holiness in such a way, not that nothing, but that 
everything goes as we see it going in the world, and at the same time that we can 
hope that it is for good ends. In God's holiness, one can only widen and intensify the 



same standard by which we measure man - conversely, we command to measure man 
according to God; but one thing demands the other; - and you will no longer find any 
contradiction with God's holiness. But the one who extends the concept of God's 
holiness beyond the comparability with all that is human bears the blame that he finds
the content of his concept only in the non-conceptual, and that the sanctity of man no 
longer finds a model in the holy god.

    Our will in its freedom to determine itself independently of the highest will and 
even completely contrary to it, is in its relation to an involuntary for God. But we 
judge the goodness of a man only according to his will, as the unified highest and last
source of his conscious self-activity, not according to what involuntarily, yes, what 
appears to him in a lower part of his mind. Enough when the will, so much in it, 
directs it in the good sense, directs to good ends. But this sense has the world order, 
which is at the same time the order of the divine spirit.

    It is quite simple: If our will is not the will of God, but only something that is 
deeply in God's will or even the same contradictory, our sin is not the sin of God; for 
sin of a being is a matter of the will of this being, and is not otherwise the sin of that 
being.

    To declare God sinful, because our sin is in him, would be the same as declaring a 
symphony miscarry, because of miscarriage in it. It will be, unless its resolution is 
included in it. We expect such from God for all evil through his will. And certainly 
we can offer a surer hope for the finite healing and reconciliation of all evil, when 
God has to dissolve such as a discord in the lower realms of his life in a higher 
harmony than when it meets him like an external discord.

    Comparing the world passage with a symphony is a picture that is often used, and 
just as often applicable. Only that it can not meet in what a finite image can never 
make the infinite. In our music we expect the resolution of a disharmonic chord from 
the next or a disharmonic chord progression from the next. The narrow frame of 
finiteness in which the play is conceived, the conclusion in the finiteness which is set 
for it-everything must be completed in a short hour-demands it that way. But in the 
course of time the disharmony can last through a millennium, only to find its 
dissolution in a second; through a lifetime, only to find their dissolution in a 
second; and through degrees in time, it continues to new and higher degrees to 
eternity. But how much dissolves in a short time, the small in the small, the great in 
the greatness of space and time!

    The dissolution of the evil comes about and consists in it provoking counter-effects 
in the order of things that it is resisting, growing with the evil and finally 
overgrowing it, thereby not only exalting it, but even taking it in good, indeed, it 
becomes the source of a new good, in which it is distinguished from the good, that 
under the promoting co-operation of the universal order, it becomes the source of the 
higher good, that which, by counteracting, becomes transformed into the source of 
the new good. Distress is the mother of the invention; the overcome sin is the mother 
of new virtue.



    This dissolution of evil does not proceed blindly, but just as evil has only 
significance in the realm of the conscious, so too does its dissolution take place 
through influences on consciousness and under the influence of consciousness.

    The right-hand human will, conscious of the human order which depends on it, 
contributes so much to the realization of the finite dissolution of all evil. Anyone who
believes in God may also believe that the divine will, with its all-reaching 
consciousness through the divine order which depends on it, is so much in it, that it 
will contribute the highest, the most general, and the last; and that the right human 
order itself is a subordinate part of the divine order.

    The bad human will opposes this order, and yet can not resist it in the long 
run. Anyone who believes in an eternal life may also believe that the subsequent life 
in this respect will only be the final act of the present, provided that the consequences
of his activities and activities in the following life on the evil will at last compel him 
to enter into this To deflect order.

    We may believe one thing and the other because we already see the direction in the 
order around and in this world. We generalize, expand, and augment only what we 
see, since it is the more general, wider, and higher of what we see, and since what we 
see is even more generalized, expanded, and augmented in that sense the more we 
look into the general, the far, the high. That is the experiential principle of belief.

    Of course, if we could conceivably think and desire a God in a human way, we may
wish to think and desire him differently than is tolerated by looking at the world, 
whether we think of him as externally dependent or included in him ; If we want to 
think of our whole being as a perfect inner harmony, we would like to search for the 
outward form of this harmony in the world-course and world-state dependent on it, 
and for the prospect of a distant dissolution of all evil, want all the evil itself out of 
the world. In vain, God is not as it would be in the sense of such thoughts and 
desires. The evil exists; it's all about, like a roaring lewdness, and it does not help to 
clog your ears and close your eyes. Now we ask, how did God, Creator's heaven and 
earth and man and the human spirit - may one grasp the creation as an external or 
internal one - the evil into the world, and this tremendous work, only to lift it again, 
to extinguish it, to reconcile it? Did God create the evil with will, did he willingly 
allow it, or is it in an involuntary side of his existence? It remains only this choice.

    For the sake of God's unlimited goodness, the first one is discarded, the third, for 
the sake of God's unlimited omnipotence. So he admitted the evil, the sin. Why? To 
leave room for creaturely freedom; yes, perhaps for the sake of love, because in order
to have creatures that he could love, they had to equal him in freedom. How can you 
love what is machine-wise?

    With such and similar motives one seeks to make man understand the admission of 
sin by God. Insofar as education, law, and custom among men are sufficient, as far as 
they are valid for the right, they leave man with freedom only in good, and compel, 
where necessary, and as far as they can, men themselves in this sense. God alone, 
who can not or does not want to sin himself, or who only has the freedom to want or 
reserve good, willingly let man, his image, have the same freedom for what his law 



prohibits and commands. Why did not he let his freedom be good for good? You can 
see that there is still another freedom. But, it is said, that would not fully fulfill the 
concept of freedom. - It was, but God took away the bad half, when he half filled 
him. - But it did not work, with a freedom of the creature, according to the nature of 
its finitude, the other essentially depends. - Well, that's the way to say the same thing 
I say: there is something against which God's will itself can not; In the end, one must 
excuse God with what, if one concedes it at first, makes the whole excuse 
unnecessary, that is, the evil is after an involuntary one, if one wants, according to a 
metaphysical necessity.

    Would it be true that God permitted sin, the moral evil, for the sake of the freedom 
of creatures, whence, why the unspeakable physical evil, and what without freedom 
meets the free creatures? - That's for the punishment of their sins. But does a human 
being punish for what he permits? Does he have eternal hells for temporal sins? Does 
he also let the children bear the punishment of the parents' guilt? Does he also make 
devastation without distinction over the just and the unjust? If one wants to explain 
with human motives, then one should take the highest, the noblest, and the best that 
exists in the human, with God; and if one does not want to explain it, because God is 
above all human motives, then one should not love, punish and revenge him at all, 
like man,

    And the sufferings of the animals, which can not sin, are these also for the sake of 
the punishment of sin, or what else are they for? - This is one of the unfathomable 
secrets of God. Thus the whole explanation becomes at last an inexplicable mystery, 
is only a wisp of light, which concludes its path by the confession of having led us in 
a dark, out of which no way out.

    After all, I also prefer the other view, because of its simple clarity as consolation, as
a natural consequence of our principle, that the general cause of evil, insofar as it 
exists in the world, is independent of God, but of His will His will, on the contrary, 
has only the tendency to improve it more and to make it the means of the better, no 
other than the right will of man, only in that which the concept of the Supreme makes
of it, that he is in this respect has an all-encompassing and eventually all-defeating 
power; not at the moment, not every evil individually, but rather, infinite as it is, only 
in the infinity of space and time, in the whole interrelation of that which is therein, is 
it fulfilled.

    It is undisputed that this is something of omnipotence, not of God, for everything 
that happens always happens only through God, in God; but sacrifice something of 
the omnipotence of His highest will. But it only means sacrificing so much that we 
are able to retain true confidence in His will in every highest and last instance - for 
every lower one there are also lower wills and lower powers in God. Whoever lets the
evil exist, whether through God's free will or free admittance, so that nothing is 
withdrawn from his will, he sees in his will just as something that the evil willingly 
or willingly allows. He who lets the evil arise in God, irrespective of God's will, can 
keep this will, like that of the right man, as purely evil, and rely with full confidence 
on the fact that, even if the right human will is able to do so much, the evil in the 



small circle of what depends on it will be changed for the better (the immediate will, 
of course), the divine will, over everything In the end, everything will be able to do 
so, and even though it may take an eternity to repair and heal the infinite evil of an 
infinite world, for every finite evil of finite beings there are finite means of 
improvement and healing in the infinite Abundance of its finite resources will 
find. After all, the improvement and healing of all evil in the world may be an ideal, 
but reality is increasingly approached through finiteness. After all, the chaos has 
already been clarified in the splendor of the blue sky, the shining stars, the 
blossoming earth; Christian ideas have triumphed over paganism; the tortures of the 
court no longer exist; Perhaps, as things progress, so too will the ordeals of nature be 
lessened or ceased. Look at the whole, and progress is visible. And, supposing that it 
were not one, would one more honor God by believing that he could bring out of 
himself a world capable of no improvement, after he could do better than 
involuntarily carry it with him?

    Or suppose that behind the healed and reconciled evil new evil always emerged 
from the bottom of things, so that God's work not only never ended but never 
diminished-I do not say that I have fathomed the last secret in this regard to diminish 
the consolation of the one who is affected by the evil, to know that not only his evil, 
but also all the evil which grows up behind him, will approach healing and 
reconciliation like his once?

    If all creatures are in God, then God feels in himself the evil of everything, moral, 
physical, carry whatever name he likes, including mine, and would feel it as his own 
evil, if not his goodness and satisfaction in the coherent dissolution everything that he
feels to be disharmonious in the lower regions of his being, and that his attire aimed 
at it does not carry the certainty of fulfillment. He can not immediately raise my evil, 
he can not lift it one by one, but he can lift it one day, he can finally lift it with the 
help of the cohesive use of his funds, and he must finally lift it, otherwise it will 
remain his. There is no more solemn and stronger consolation in the worst suffering, 
and I think of some of the time in which I found it. You can hold on to him, when 
nothing is enough; for it reaches beyond all, as God extends beyond all things, and 
our otherworldly life over the worldly in God's eternal; He presents death, which 
brings with it the beginning of a new life in its eternal life, a beginning of new means.

    But only for those in God, not next to God, can this comfort be found; only for 
those under an omnipotence, which can finally lift all evil and in connection, and 
under a will, which is directed in the sense of this omnipotence, directs the forces of 
this omnipotence, not under an omnipotence, all evil from the beginning, 
immediately or single, and a will that does not want what he could do with this 
omnipotence.

    As is the mean faith of today, the firm reliance on God depends only on the need of 
this trust, a need which, of course, is so great as to overcome the greatest 
contradictions; but many a desperate even with these contradictions. Give God's will 
in the sense of our principle no more than what is of a supreme will above all human, 
at the expiration of contemplation of the human will, and one will no longer find 



contradictions to overcome, becomes the most comforting prospect of God's will and 
will see her brighten more and more with increasing sharpness of sight. One wants to 
place more on God's will, and one will see opposition to contradiction rise, and only 
in the obscuring of the gaze will find salvation of trust.

    We may say: God can do whatever he wants; but he only wants what he can do; and
it is much that he can not do; he can neither want the evil nor he can lift it at once; but
he wants to lift it, as far and as fast and as complete as he can; but for this 
completeness belongs an eternity. One seeks the omnipotence of the divine will in 
every spoon, and it rests in the whole bowl.

    No one can see God, and so many are denying God. One of the most general and 
strongest reasons for denying it, however, is that one does not see the world as 
constituting at one and the same time the presupposition of the unlimited goodness 
and unlimited omnipotence of a God governing it, after it has been taught, both To 
connect presuppositions in the thought of God. Let the presupposition of God's 
bottomless omnipotence fall, and the reason against God will fall.

    Then one will see the world order as meeting the presupposition of a good mind 
governing the world according to laws in the direction of ideas in the sense of 
ideas. It is true that anyone who misses freedom in human affairs may miss it in the 
administration of the world; yet, as little as he can deny the human spirit and will, 
that he misses his freedom, he will therefore be able to deny the divine spirit and 
will. But he who finds freedom in the individual man will find all the greater freedom
in the creation and history of men, and will be able to recognize a dependence of 
them on a free as well as on a non-free will. There may also be a third, who finds the 
ultimate unity of law and freedom in the will of God himself. So the question of a 
divine spirit and will in the world does not depend on the question of its 
freedom. And we like to leave that dark question that blends her darkness into 
everything she mixes with, having shown herself not to interfere.

    But it is strange that, above all, those who deny the will of man without being able 
to dispute the existence and working of a human will, but by denying freedom to the 
world, deny the existence and the will of a divine will in it to be able to mean.

    And what is the other difference between the whole objection that we have 
considered, the most serious perhaps against all our doctrine, as an objection to that 
most beautiful word of the Bible teaching, that we live, weave, and are in God, and 
he in us? 15) What else is our doctrine than the clear interpretation of this word, of a 
word that the word-believers probably also speak in their mouths, but not in their 
heads and hearts? Otherwise they would carry in mind and heart the content of this 
teaching, which is nothing but the explanation and deduction of this word.

        15) Acts 17:28.

    It is a word, equally fertile for feeling, doing and thinking, equally healing and 
equally beautiful, equally simple, clear and true, if taken, as it is, against which the 
mind has exerted all its powers, thus misunderstanding it, that its fruits wither and 
wither and its clarity goes out. But it is only the noun of a general sentence.



    If the human spirits can live, weave, be in the highest spirit, then even higher than 
the human spirits in the highest spirit can live, weave, be, and can be the lower ones 
in the higher and thus in the highest.

    And that this is not just conceivable, that it is really so, is what we now want to 
consider, by watching how the heavenly spirits are reflected in their bodies, how the 
proportions of the heavenly spirits are reflected in the proportions of their bodies, and
how associated with mirroring wearing.

IX. The soul of the stars and the world.

    "And they are heavenly bodies, and earthly bodies, but heavenly ones have another
glory, and earthly ones another." (1 Corinthians 15:40)

    The view that Heavenly bodies are also inhabited by heavenly souls seems so alien 
to the world today that one can only wonder how it could seem so natural to a former 
world, and will only stop wondering when it becomes one late world will appear as 
natural again.

    All the reasons that can be set for this today bounce off the ground and erupt on the 
rock of the fossilized view that the earth is a stone. Even this fleeting wave will have 
this destiny; but the rock will finally fall over and fall, and a living sea will pass over 
it.

    You can not make the apples ripe by shaking the tree; at last they fall by themselves
into the lap; you just have to sit under the tree. But I keep shaking, to see if anything 
is ripe yet.

    The leaves are playing on the oak tree, thinking she's just a permanent playground 
for their game. So people today still mean it with the earth, and are as blind as the 
leaves.

    The little point above the i is vain of his position; the man above the earth is as vain
of his position, and it is an equally vain dream that they are above what they stand.

    The eye of the human being is a seeing part of a seeing person, also the human 
being is a seeing part of a seeing person; but he does not see it.

    Today's worldview has the eye of the flea on the bull; the flea would keep the bull 
alive if he hopped like a flea with the fleas. But the bull slowly walks with the bulls 
of the flock, obediently following the shepherd's staff.

    The elder Fichte once said, "The whole journey that humanity makes down here is 
nothing other than a return to the point on which it was at the beginning and intends 
nothing but the return to its origin walk this path on her own feet, and with her own 
strength she shall make herself what she has done without her, and therefore she must
cease to be. " (IG Fichte, The Fundamentals of the Present Age, Complete Works VII,
p. 12.)



    Fichte hereby declares why the most natural belief with which the world was, as it 
were, born, no longer exists in the adult world, and at the same time says that it will 
re-exist in the adult world. Emerging from the deepest ground of nature seemingly 
groundless, revealed if any, it is only extinguished, to one day re-emerge with 
brighter, clearer, higher, inwardly developed consciousness, the consciousness of its 
reasons, its whole rich content and its consequences ; and then to continue by virtue 
of a philosophy and theology which will rejoice with him, while at the same time 
being held down by the forces with which they mutually hold each other down.

    To be sure, not so much that the hope of his new awakening would depend entirely 
on a distant future. After all, after a long deep slumber he has already opened a bright
eye in my faith; the sun rises and other eyes will follow. And when I am impatient to 
wake up alone, to make an effort to wake those sleeping around me, it is here and 
there.

    Take a look at it, count it, and weigh it, I really do not have to complain. On the 
contrary: l) A Viennese police council, 2) a German colonist who has moved to 
America, and 3) a West Indian merchant who has moved to Paris, have personally 
(unquestioningly) come to my house for the teachings of Zend. Avesta known by the 
soul of the stars; only that the North American German found the position of man to 
the spirit of the earth far too democratically, and proposed to me important 
constitutional amendments, which I did not want to go into.

    What prospects for a newborn view beating their first roots alike through remote 
lands and seas! And how shameful for philosophers and theologians to see police 
councilors, colonists, and tradespeople progressing in understanding these things!

    More than jocularly, the preceding examples, to which some could still be added, 
prove that the old belief in nature does not contradict even the view, as it is still valid,
of philosophy and theology, as it is still valid today, in order not to be able to root 
again in that which is of natural ground, which, of course, is little enough to root 
again after the necessary tilling.

    And so I once again take the plow for field work on the unruly soil, whose ever 
deeper and deeper weathering under the influence of the sky is, of course, the most 
effective and fruitful cultivation on which the success of the path of this plow hangs 
most recently.

    "Man is measure and knife of creation."

    Just as the enlivenment of man forms the exit and the base for the view of the 
inspiration of all other creatures which inhabit with him the same earth, so the 
inspiration of the earth has the outlet and the fulcrum for the view of the inspiration 
of all other stars, which inhabit with the earth at the same time the same sky, but for 
the inspiration of the earth itself, the animation of man again has to form the exit and 
the base. So it is here, too, the fact of our own inspiration, at the end of which all the 
final structure hangs.

    To be sure, many more recently want to permit so little of an analogy of the earth 
with other celestial bodies that they may not even admit the habitability of other stars 



on the basis of this analogy. And indeed, is not the conclusion of one celestial body 
dared at all? But let us remember that every human being has only one case at his 
disposal, in order to base his conclusion on the inspiration of all other human beings 
and animals, the case of the ensoulment of one's own body. Now there are some who, 
on the basis of this analogy, may not admit the animation of animals; but we do not 
want to spoil time any more than to refute them.

    Moreover, it is possible that there are also corpses and ejecta in the sky. Except that
not all the sky is a churchyard.

    But according to today's common view, such as science, philosophy, and theology, 
he is; and so it will be, before our reasons, that he is not to hear their reasons for 
being him.

    The doctrine of the soul of the stars is then divided, like that of the vegetable soul 
of the closer, into the refutation of the counter-reasons, and the establishment of 
positive reasons, of which the former has merely to be considered as preparatory to 
the latter. Here of both only so far that the main points clearly come into the 
light. Whoever does not attach himself to any particular objection, can overturn the 
whole refutation of the objections, and adhere only to the positive arguments, which 
remain the decisive factor here as well; Whoever hangs on an objection, can visit him
among the following, and save himself, even with those who he does not find himself
beating to beat himself. Incidentally, all depend only on a few roots, with the 
intersection of all fall.

The reasons.

    The general counter-reasons discussed in Chapter 4 against every expansion of the 
kingdom of the soul beyond the human and animal world also form the nucleus and 
the basis of all special phenomena in the soul question of the stars.

    The vulgar view, in particular, is reluctant to think that a being so dry, so devoid of 
a trace of free-will, is animated like the earth. The natural science , going deeper, 
sees the earth as a purely astronomical, geological, meteorological, physical being 
obeying also so purely astronomical, geological, meteorological, physical laws that it 
finds as little a hint of a soul as a place for a soul's effect. The materialism , on the 
shoulders of science heaven-storming, finds the strict counter-evidence against a soul 
of the earth in anatomical and physiological facts; because then soul is merely a 
product of the nervous system. The idealismJust as the eagle flying toward the sun 
and looking at the earth with the tail, it raises ideal difficulties from the point of view 
of the ideas of independence, freedom, individuality, personality, etc. Theology , in 
the officially guaranteed possession of heaven itself, finds the inspiration of Do not 
be blinded by the dogmas that assure you of this possession, do not allow heathen 
gods to enter Heaven and erect no partition between us and God.

    All these difficulties, like the heads of the Hydra, rise again and again, as often as 
they are cut off one by one, until all the Hydra, devastating the field of the Spirit, is 
crushed, that is the view that God lifts out of nature and destroys it leaves behind 



him. However, if the Herculean work does not succeed, we decorate the room with 
the severed heads.

    Ultimately, the whole difficulty of common opinion and of natural science depends 
only on the fact that the earth, rather than what it is, is to be regarded as a coherent 
and coherent material system of the totality of its organisms, developing out of itself, 
connecting and connecting rather than something external to its organism, as 
something that is the same opposite, which is neither astronomical , for it moves as 
an inseparable whole with its people, animals, plants around the sun, and man carries 
as the stone through its weight to their focus at; - still geologicalfor the organic 
kingdoms co-evolved with the evolutionary epoch of the earth, and their remains are 
still buried therein; - still meteorological , because the air of the earth is at the same 
time the breath of man, her pressure keeps the blood in his veins and the head of his 
head in his pan; - still physically , for the law of the preservation of the living forces 
of the earth exists only in the context of man and the earth; - still chemically , for the 
whole man is of earth and will become earth again; - finally teleologicalfor 
everything that is listed here individually, and that which is not listed, is so 
conveniently fit together and calculated as a whole, as everything in our own little 
body, which hereby enters into the larger whole in a purposeful manner.

    I want to give a picture; it is, of course, only a picture. Let us think of a big round 
disc that is well and tightly connected. Somebody comes with a gouge and knocks out
small round slices and sets them aside in a heap.

    How will we call the big round disc after? - Perforated. - And the house-work of 
small round disks? - A piecework.

    The big round whole disc is the earth, the whole, the earthly realm that is firmly 
and intimately connected; the small round slices are the organisms that are knocked 
out and, as humans, animals, plants, merge into the heap of the organic kingdom.

    If the terrestrial realm is not really perforated, if one takes out humans, animals, 
and plants from its association, one can not show the holes with fingers; and are not 
the organisms really just a bunch of pieces then? For indeed, as they contribute to the 
interconnectedness of the earthly kingdom, they are thereby connected by the other 
side; separating both from each other means at the same time separating the context 
of each individual.

    Every slice is given its soul; But how can the perforated disc still claim to be a 
soul? Of course not; but who does it mean to puncture her? How can the whole disc 
claim less soul than its slices, since it includes them in a higher sense only than these 
include their own content?

    Of course, a scheme, a picture can not meet in all respects. The foregoing presents 
only in the most general and crude manner, but perhaps more precisely, the rough 
way in which one views and treats the earth and in a broader sense the world. The 
world, the earth is not a uniform disk. Well, so be different, but do not discriminate, 
where only to distinguish! How much is there to distinguish in ourselves, which is not
divorced!



    Have humans, animals, plants fallen down to earth so that they can be regarded as 
something external to them? Or have humans, animals, plants fallen off the earth, that
one can regard them as something separate or separable from them? Or is their 
existence in isolation of this only conceivable? Nothing of all. They are a matter of 
the inner development of the earth, constituents of a division which has taken place in
it, carried out by its own forces, and even today only have their existence and their 
viability.

    In the course of its development, the earthly system, which from the beginning was 
as it is still present today, one of the formally self-contained, far-floating, material 
systems of the heavens, has become large, all-encompassing, and encompassing the 
whole The whole drawing, relatively simple subsystems, earth, water, air, and 
smaller, formally closed, composed of those systems, these are the individual 
organisms, divided, and this on the same principle in large, the structure of each 
organism underlies , extensive and passing through, relatively simple subsystems, 
bones, skins, nerves, veins, and smaller, formally closed, composed of those systems, 
these are the individual organs, subdivided.And from the first to the last stage of the 
division no separation is visible in matter, works, purposes.

    How it is with the organization, it is with life. The great periods of the day and of 
the year in which they regulate the life of the whole earth regulate in the most general
manner all that is of their organisms in sleep and waking, activity, and rest, and in 
each of them are subdivided into smaller subperiods of their own ,

    Leaves and flowers of a plant hang externally on the stem; Meat and nerves of an 
animal are externally attached to the bone; the whole plant kingdom and animal 
kingdom again hangs externally on the ground. Here's an external counterpart. But 
leaves, flowers, and stems combine materially, effectively, purposefully in the 
plant; the whole plant has all these parts only inwardly opposite each other; Meat, 
nerves and bones combine materially, effectively, purposefully in the animal; the 
whole animal has all these parts only inwardly opposite each other; The animal 
kingdom, the plant kingdom and the soil finally join in the whole earth; she, too, has 
all these parts only inwardly opposite to each other; if, as a matter of fact, one can 
contrast each of its parts as such with each whole. That gives the inner counterpart.

    No more than anything else does this confront the man of the earth externally, that 
he goes with freedom over their soil. Only the ground over which he walks, but not 
the earth into which he enters the ground, faces him, as that which flows under the 
influence of freedom in man himself (and how much is released in his head! ), in 
which the free course finds its support in man, but not the man who includes both.

    The branch on which leaf and flower sit is more easily joined as leaf and blossom; 
the trunk on which the branches sit is simpler than the branches joined; The earth on 
which all the trunks sit, on which all bone systems are based, is again more easily 
joined than wood and bone, not wood or bone, but so joined that wood and bone are 
firmly seated in it, leaning firmly on it, a purposeful one coherent whole with it.

    All this is not figurative, is not hypothesis. It's simple and actually said the way it 
is. The relation of the limb to the body in man not only returns comparatively in the 



relationship of man to earth; - how much is going against the comparison! Rather, it 
is really expanding and increasing from one to the other.

    In vain, all that I have said here, I have already said in Zend-Avesta in so many 
phrases and ways, that it would be enough if anything caught at all; but one does not 
see the blind and diligently closing one's eyes by keeping the light under their eyes so
near and in so many turns; they just keep it to themselves or at most understand the 
sebum and say it is not yet light. After all has been admitted or not admitted, one 
stands still, in humans and animals something externally placed on the earth, 
something planted in the plants and in the question of a soul of the earth the question 
of the soul of a globe or a circling wheel to see.

    At the same time the reason and kernel and error of almost all objections to our 
conception of the earth, from whichever side they have come and will come further, 
is in fact that one contrasts the earth without organisms to the organisms, and by 
missing one in that one What they have also misses the signs of the soul they have, 
while the earth has with the organisms all that they have, and in connecting with them
also in a higher sense than they are in themselves , has outperformed everyone in 
what makes him an organism and thus a soul bearer. This error is compounded by the 
second, that one demands only a repetition from the bearer of a soul above all earthly 
ones, instead of the augmentation and augmentation of that which earthly bodies 
reflect and bear their soul,

    We have a book that bears the name of the world it is dealing with, a collection of 
the most general, what to find in all the individual teachings of this world, an 
estimable book. 16) But the world is not a collection. And so there is also a cosmos 
which, across and above, through all the individual doctrines of nature, again tied the 
ties that were intersected with the intersection between those teachings, a cut that is 
not yet in the earliest world of knowledge was made more and more necessary, more 
cutting and more divisive by the need of the division of labor, and finally today is 
considered a cut of the thing. And this cosmos, where is it to be found? To look for 
sure in philosophy. It even has the name of natural philosophy for it, it even has a 
structure of natural philosophy in proud words. But now, turning from the objections 
of science to those of philosophy, we see what we find for what we are looking for.

    An idealist philosopher * ) finds the views and reasons of the Zend-Avesta 
compared to simply a " potitio principii " is that I expect the people as a member of 
the Earth, rather "in a very different sense than the merely of electrical- magnetic 
currents circled earth, is a thoroughly soulful existence. "

*) Fichte's journal. 1854, p. 319, 17)

16) Allusion to Alexander v. Humboldt's work: "Cosmos, Drafting a Physical Description of the World." Vol. 1-
3, Stuttgart 1845-1852, Vol. 4, 1858. Vol. 5 from the estate of 1862. - Cosmos (xö ^ oe) = world.

17) JH Fichte's Journal of Philosophy and Philosophical Criticism 1854 pp. 287-321 presents an "Overview of 
Philosophical Literature" by JU Wirth, which contains, among other things, a critique of Fechner's "Zend-

Avesta." 



  
 

    "You too, Brutus!" I want to call here; for I would have expected the idealist to 
have a more ideal view of the earth and a more unified conception of its relation to 
man than to be a physical apparatus to the same. But in all the struggles with 
materialism and all exaggeration over common opinion in words, today's idealism 
retains a despairing resemblance to materialism in the matter, and the high mountain 
of idealistic natural philosophy, with its mighty circling, reproduces only the little 
mice of common opinion. For my part, I know the petitio prilicipii , that I count man 
as a member of the earth - if the factual statement is to be considered as petitio 
principii - only with the corresponding onepetitio principii , which the opponent 
himself commits, even though he counts the strings as parts of the violin, and does 
not consider them to be the same, despite the fact that they are somewhat more rich in
sound than the box of the violin, which merely gives a raw sound. Of course, the 
strings are stretched externally only on the violin and can be separated again as 
desired; the human organism has developed in the course of evolution of the earthly 
system and is absolutely not separable from it; and this may be the reason for an 
idealistic profundity, which is so seldom true, that the strings are rather parts of the 
violin, because people count as parts of the earth.

    One of other idealistic opponents, my main opponent in matters of the soul 
question missed by the earth as well as in the plant that independence of the rest of 
nature over which they Empower to wear an individual soul, and explains * ) after all 
the trouble I gave me even greater independence and independence of man than man 
has to prove: "But this is not an independence which the earth fights for itself, that is, 
no real, energetic, overcoming dependence, but rather a dead, processless, abstract 
one Thus, what the Zend-Avesta regards as a sign of higher independence is rather 
the appearance of an imperfect, unexecuted life-process. "

*) Alllgem. Monatsschr. 1852. p. 1054. 18)

18) The "Allgemeine Monatsschrift für Wissenschaft und Literatur", edited by Joh. Gust. Droysen, Halle and 
Brunswick, 4 °, 1852, pp. 1035-1058 contains a review of the "Zend-Avesta" by Julius Schaller under the title: 

"On the soulfulness of the stars." 
  
 

    On the other hand, what the adversary says seems to me to be an imperfect, 
unexecuted view of the earth, and a complete disregard of what the Zend-Avesta sees 
and has shown to be a sign of their higher independence, if only the whole The first 
development, the whole development, the whole life process of man and of all other 
earthly creatures - and on everything that is shown - is grounded in the self-
development of the earth, fought for by itself, and dependent on it. Is that dead, 
abstract, does it look like an imperfect, non-lived life process? The enemy apparently 
confuses the soil with the earth.



    Again from another idealistic side I am kept in mind that, since the undoubtedly 
inspired people and animals move freely, this is undoubtedly not the case with the 
earth, the most important sign therefore the freedom of a soul is missing. Now, 
however, all the freedom which manifests itself in the developmental history and the 
intercourse of the whole of humanity, as in the course and activity of the individual 
human beings, falls into the earth, that is, it does not lack the earth. And after the 
idealist spoke so much of a spirit of humanity, he should not miss the freedom of his 
administration. Who can say at all that it is not grounded in the sense of an ascending 
step construction, that the inner freedom grows at the expense of the outer, especially 
as it can be shown that it is so. For in the human head itself, it is unspeakably 
clearer, when man on the whole can go outwardly with his feet tied to the ground, 
bound to the laws of the lever and the pendulum; and so people again go unspeakably
freer in the head of the earth - if one wants to compare the upper space of the earth 
with it, - it goes along with it, as it itself can go on the whole externally.

    But since it is possible to point directly to the inwardly free movement of the earth, 
there is no point whatsoever in finding or missing signs of them in an externally free 
movement, for only in that matter does the question arise *) . If a man eternally sticks 
to his trickle and stirs it only freely in his heart, who would say that he was not 
animated? The earth, however, does not even sit on a chair like a banished person or, 
like the polyp, no less animated, clings to the rock; Rather, it moves on the whole 
with physical freedom only at the reins of a great law, which governs the whole 
household of heaven so that at the same time its own exists securely and firmly.

*) "It always turns out to be weird," says Herbart once, "if one closes something that is immediately in front of 
others, something that may not even have the same degree of clarity." (Herbart, L. vd Freih., P. 26.) 19)

19) Joh. Fried. Herbart, To the doctrine of the freedom of the human will. Letters to Professor 
Griepenkerl. Göttingen 1836. - I have not been able to find out who the third idealistic opponent mentioned 

below is. The whole context seems to be the Zend-Avesta review of a Herbartian. 
  
 

    The walk of the creatures is arranged according to their circumstances and 
needs. So simply all the circumstances of the sky, so simply the passage of the 
heavenly creatures through the sky; The earthly conditions are so unpredictably 
involved, so unpredictably involved is the passage of the earthly creatures on 
earth. What else would the earth, the heavenly creature, have sought in heaven with 
anything other than physically released? Not all of what the creatures look for in 
it. Rather, what the earth needs for itself and for it reaches it best, indeed, alone with 
its firm course, which governs its entire inner life by regulating seasons and times of 
the day.

    Hence, even ancient philosophers considered the inviolable order in which the stars
move, thereby becoming authoritative for the most general order of spatial and 
temporal relations, preventing them from all running into randomness as one of the 
signs of their high divinity. Who is right, the old or the new? those who drew their 



conceptions of the divine in nature from nature, or these who banish the divine from 
nature with their concepts of nature? 20)

20) Fechner deals with this in more detail in an essay in Fichte's journal Bd. 21, 1852: "On the Knowledge of 

God in Nature from Nature". 
  
 

    For the very reason that the earth is thus integrated in the general system of the 
stars, according to the bounds of a fixed law of nature, the latter want to prove that 
they arise independently in nature, and always prove it by the concept of which the 
opposite is directly in prove the case. To be sure, the earth enters into external 
relations into the general lawfulness of nature, as does man, after all; but that it does 
not merge with it, it shows that its position and course in heaven, the relations of 
periodicity, gravity, heat, light, its system of meteorology, its entire development, its 
whole development and expansion their inorganic and organic kingdom are peculiar, 
quite different and ordered, than in any other celestial body;

    Enough of the objections of the idealists, who are so little idealistic. Impossible, of 
course, because infinite, it would be to foresee and consider all that could still be 
raised by such and fruitless, because it will always be possible for them to frame any 
concept to an objection, and will always be free to turn around to disregard the 
presentation of the matter, or to declare such a petitio principii .

    Of course the materialist misses the nervous system and the central organ to the 
soul both in the earth and in the plant. It is true that brains and nervous systems were 
enough to carry our own, but they are not themselves linked by nerve fibers, and the 
materialists naturally require nerve fibers. Why? because in man they are necessary to
connect the ganglia balls to ganglia and the ganglia themselves. On the contrary, 
because the nerve fibers serve to connect the ganglion balls and ganglia in man, they 
will not once again be able to serve to connect the nervous systems of the different 
human beings in a higher creature to a higher creature, since otherwise one would 
only have one larger human would have. But, one says, something has to be there for 
the connection, and what would it be? Now, Can the materialists tell me beforehand 
what is actually the connecting element of the ganglia balls in the nervous system 
itself? The protein strands as dead can not be and are not dead. It will, I think, 
because we know basically one about it as much as the other, the same etheric 
vibration that connects the suns, and partly free, sometimes chained to the vibrations 
of the weighable, with every look, every word, every one The encounter and action 
between people now and then passes, transferring from one nervous system into the 
other the impulse of sensation and thought. Why should she at one time become 
incapacitated between the nervous systems, which in a larger system mediate and 
carry what she experientially mediates within the human self carries, and transfers 
between different human systems? Is a person less animated when he takes off his 
skirt to move more freely? The nerve cords are merely skirts that are dropped by the 
animated vibration outside to move more freely. The materialist abhors almost 
nothing more than mysticism, and is the greatest mystic in believing in a mystical 



power that enables the etheric vibration in the human being to carry conscious 
sensation, not capable of it outside.

    Unquestionably, the oscillations that run back and forth between men are of no use,
meaning nothing without the people who connect them to the system, for they are 
themselves connected to the system; they even did not exist, as they exist, without 
human beings; but is it otherwise with the vibrations that may go back and forth 
between the ganglia? and if, over the majority of these small, system-linked, centra 
seizes a single soul, why should a spiritual gap be between the majority of the great, 
no less interlinked vibrations? Of course, the ganglia balls are fixed and the people 
and animals are mobile; but that does not weaken and relax, but reinforces and 
multiplies the linkage.

    In all this there is no proof; but these are not proofs, but only apparent counter-
evidence.

    The whole earth is in general a single coherent, ordered system immersed in, 
immersed in, and immersed in the ether; and so all the movements of the ether in it 
are also related to an ordered, only greater freedom than systems permitting us. The 
organic creatures themselves are only the most important nodes of this relationship.

    After all, the materialists may explain church, state, science, art, commerce, 
commerce as the products of matter; but by doing so, they concede to themselves that
the materialities of human nervous systems are connected by something and 
something, what carriers or, if they prefer, are producers of higher spiritual 
relationships than occur in individual human beings. How else could only one person 
understand the other? But can one person understand the other through the external 
mediation of language and writing, why not the essence, which understands all men 
with all their languages and writings in one, understand them inwardly?

    Materialism boasts of its firm, safe passage on solid ground, and indeed it proceeds 
straight and properly on the level ground until it comes to a mountain; but here, he 
says, the world is over.

    He is like the oyster, which closes the shell with a sip from the sea, and says that 
this is the sea.

    But is it possible to dispose of the central organ of the earth, since we otherwise see
that a central organ of conscious life is the representative of the unity of every higher 
soul? May the brain be missing from the polyp; but the beetle already has it above the
polyp; Fish, bird, dog and human have after the series an ever richer and more 
powerfully developed brain as a support for the growing mental height. If the earth is 
to carry a spirit level above all these levels, it will also have a more powerful, more 
developed central organ than all. And where could something similar to the brain be 
found in the earth?

    Very easily, if we permit only the fulfillment of the same demand which we have 
just made, that is, not the brain of man once more, but the extension, exaltation, 
higher education, and development of what we see in the brain of man Demand 



Earth. A desire that is too small can not satisfy it, but only a very great one, because 
only this one really stretches.

    Let's first look at the brain in the human being. The brain is also in us no point, no 
small space, but a wide area with nerves, veins, skins, takes not the middle, but the 
upper space in man. It has only relatively crowded into the particular area of the brain
in man, more than in other creatures of the hearth of conscious life, whereas in worm,
in the polyp, hardly any part has any advantage over the other. But now in the same 
sense, only in stronger conditions than in which man exceeds the worm next to him, 
the earth unspeakably transcends the man conceived in it, in that the whole conscious 
life has relatively much and narrowly contracted into the upper space of the 
earth , Here is the scope of church, state, science, art, trade and commerce, Sensory 
life of animals and plants has, instead of radiating in thick nerves like ours still in 
depth, involved in this upper central space with. No creature of the earth is as 
centralized as the earth. Do you now want to search for a single center in the space 
from which everything radiates, to which everything radiates? Show me it first in the 
human brain itself. Yes, just show something that points away remotely.

    The spiritual unity does not tie itself to a point; but the mind itself is the connective
of the physical multiplicity.

And if a Monadolog 21) wants to make a point the soul well, why should he be in 
greater embarrassment to be found in the earth when the people a speck to after being
here only by his ingenuity and his hypothesis without it Anhalt and a confirmation in 
the experience finds *).

    Finally, reaching the theological difficulty, I mean that it simply falls back to 
theology itself. Belief in the inspiration of the stars is not found among their 
dogmas; but why does he not find himself among them, since the Bible, as we know, 
identifies angels and stars in more than one place? The reason is clear, of course, that 
the belief that the stars are angels does not agree with the systems of other beliefs; but
that only shows the difficulty of the theological system. Now it is not nice for 
theology to lift the stumbling block, which it can not walk around, but which it can 
not clear away, in order to cast it upon a view that goes by its free path.

*) A detailed discussion of this s. in the 37th chapter My Psychophysics, p. 392 ff.

**) p Avesta T . IS 244 ff.

21) See note 3). The specified place of "Psvchophysik" deals mainly with Lotzes doctrine of simple soul seat. 
  
 

    If there are angels, no place at all can be found for them, either on other stars, but 
where they become parallel with us, as middle beings between us and God, or in 
heaven, where they have always been sought after But then they can not be anything 
but the stars. We do not fall back into pagan ideas, but we meet with it; and since the 
identification of the angels with stars in the Bible is originally connected with pagan 
ideas, it can not be denied by theology either. Yes, if somehow in this field one could 
count on impartiality, then I would think that the encounter of such a general, as 



completely natural, faith, as it is the pagan belief in the divine nature of the 
stars, Christian belief in angels must weigh something, and give weight to a view that
draws only the knot of this encounter. Instead, one prefers to shift the belief in the 
divinity of the stars to a confusion of symbols of spiritual existence with bearers of 
spiritual existence, and to give the angels the most nihilistic ideas, or even to abandon
them entirely. For who believes in angels these days? Yes, who can believe in trees if 
you do not want to see the forest and look for it between or above the trees? to shift 
the belief in the divinity of the stars to a confusion of symbols of spiritual existence 
with bearers of spiritual existence, and to give the angels the most nihilistic ideas, or 
even to abandon them entirely. For who believes in angels these days? Yes, who can 
believe in trees if you do not want to see the forest and look for it between or above 
the trees? to shift the belief in the divinity of the stars to a confusion of symbols of 
spiritual existence with bearers of spiritual existence, and to give the angels the most 
nihilistic ideas, or even to abandon them entirely. For who believes in angels these 
days? Yes, who can believe in trees if you do not want to see the forest and look for it
between or above the trees?

    Of course we do not want to like balled, solid angels; but the unwelcome is only 
our conception of the thing brought up on the globe. I went outside on a spring 
morning; the crops were green, the birds were singing, the dew was sparkling, the 
smoke was rising, here and there a human being; a transfiguring light lay on 
everything; it was only a small piece of earth; it was only a small moment of her 
existence; and yet, as I conceived this with ever-widening glances, it seemed to me 
not only so beautiful, but so true and clear, that it is an angel so rich, fresh, and 
flourishing, yet so firm and united in one another going to Heaven, turning his living 
face all the way to Heaven and carrying myself with Himself in this heaven, 
wondering how the views of men could ever be so marshaled, in the earth only a dry 
lump, and to seek out the angels above or beside it in the void of heaven, to find it 
nowhere. But this view is called phantasy. The earth is a globe, and what else it is can
be found in the natural-age cabinets.

    For one thing the old faith stale; the others cling so convulsively that their hands 
bleed; for they only find the handles by creating them with the handles. Here there is 
a faith, big, powerful, ancient and young and fresh again today, with a thousand 
hands falling into its own hands. It is only a fresh heart to open up for this belief, to 
grasp its hand with a fresh hand. But those with faith have their strength to believe, 
and they see in the wounds of their hands the witnesses of the truth of their faith 
itself.

    That our inclusion in a spirit of the earth establishes a partition between us and God
is so incorrigible that the room forms a divide between me and the house in which I 
live. If the earth is God, then we are God by being the earth. It is only the inclusion of
our individuality in a higher individuality that is finally included in God, one more 
reason that we can not speak of any indifferent absorption of ourselves in God.

    After so many objections from so many different sides, there remains, as the 
seemingly most important one, one in which the opponents may at last come together 



from all sides, the objection that one does not need the thing in question because it 
suffices, the word to need it. And so, with the words of the Spirit, one destroys the 
spirit, kills life with the word of life. In fact, we gladly concede to humanity or to all 
the terrestrial realms enclosing it a spirit, an ideal principle, or an idea and 
organization and life governing and creating it, but with none at all, about the 
consciousness of the spirits that belong to parts of the world Earth, are all-
encompassing, organism-dominating and invigorating, consciousness. Ideally, the 
word spirit is used by the idealists, of the word life the materialists, the word idea 
everyone who likes the beautiful word. And it's all one, the eggshell for the egg, the 
title without the means.

    The spirit according to which we alone could form the concept of the mind, that of 
ours, in any case links its moments of consciousness in a higher overall unity of 
consciousness, not an unconscious or only for the individual moments conscious 
unity; and only in that sense is he called spirit and they are moments of a spirit. Now, 
undoubtedly, our spirits are conscious in a higher sense than the moments of our 
spirits; but instead of concluding that the spirit that we speak of, connecting our 
spirits as moments, must again be conscious in a higher sense than those of its 
conscious moments in order to speak of it as spirit and of it as spirit To be able to 
speak moments of a spirit, one means to be able to give it altogether a corresponding 
consciousness, as our spirit has, and with that,

    But such a mind is but a collection or cluster of circles, instead of the circle around 
the circles; such a life just another name for the death of what we live in.

    Let it be that from the beginning the earth lay in unconscious slumber, and all the 
spirits awoke in her from unconsciousness. Every human being truly awakens in such
a way; A thousand sensations, when awakened by the world - or rather, they are said 
to impart to their consciousness, rather than to be born of it, their comprehensive, 
spirit of the world, from without; but there would be no human spirit if they were not 
born into a unified, all-embracing, consciousness, and would not be able to regenerate
this new and original from the born-on. But the spirits of the earth are to awaken in a 
spirit of the earth that sleeps forever.

    We also speak of the life of an embryo and sleepers in which consciousness 
sleeps; but only because it is destined to awaken one day to consciousness, to awaken
it ever new, but the earth is to live with no prospect of awakening.

    It would be different if one had no reason to speak of a spirit, an ideal principle, life
of the earth, or humanity as a whole, which is only by means of the earth. But the fact
that the opponents of all classes feel compelled to admit or even use any word for the 
cause that they dispute, can only be interpreted as arguing with them in their own 
words.

    Some may also really grant the earth consciousness; but only a consciousness 
arising in God, not a sphere of consciousness individually closed to others, as the 
human is against the human soul. But now, in every respect, the earth visibly 
contrasts with the other world bodies in a purely self-contained manner, rather than 
the human being, completely woven into the material with other human beings, and 



of the visible signs of their more profound individualization, and at the same time of 
a higher individuality I have already spoken. From what is to be concluded, then, that
the earth on the spiritual side contradicts all that is visible, from which only the 
invisible spiritual can be inferred?

    What from? We know the notorious word of a notorious politician that the language
of man is the means of hiding his thoughts. It seems that the same language is trusted 
in the world, and therefore it takes the opposite of what it speaks. Only that this 
counter-policy against a politics of the world that does not exist can have so little 
continuity, as that policy from which the word, which is the blasphemy of the word, 
flowed.

    If one really believes-which, of course, all things in these things are believed only 
as long as the word is not the thing, or if it is the opposite of the thing-that God is 
omnipresent in his world and exercises, one will also believe that he enters into the 
earth with his nature and activity in a manner different from any other sphere of the 
world, and, after man has in his own body and soul the example of how God, in parts 
of his world, live, weave, and work individually It is also possible to recognize and 
acknowledge the signs of higher individuality, instead of doing everything possible to
misjudge them.

    Still others, from a lower point of view, may conceive of the earth, with its people, 
animals, plants, like a polyp, which drives these limbs without much concern for one 
another, and thus at most one soul from the stage of the poly-sea-face allow the earth,
or, since their people, animals, plants are not as related as the members of the polyp, 
then prefer none.

    But the earth stretches its people, animals, and plants, not indifferently against each
other into the sky, like the polyp its members; on the contrary, in the reciprocal 
intercourse of the latter, there is a higher life, which connects the individual, and goes
beyond that of the individual, as it does not exist between the members of the 
polyp; it does not carry only uniform and similar organs, like the polyp, but a variety 
and gradation of organisms; and these are not less firmly connected with one another 
than the members of the polyp, but stronger; For the members of the polyp can be 
separated from one another, not men, animals, and plants, because they are not of the 
common tribe of the earth. And finally, the soul of the earth can not just be one of the 
level of the Polypenseele, because the level of psychic unity depends on what it has 
and is self-contained; in polyps these are merely sensations and instincts; in the earth 
the whole development and the whole traffic of the earthly spirits.

    Also, in the sense of an earlier comparison, if such comparisons can only ever be 
made in part, one would like to regard humans, animals, plants more effectively as 
the centers and middle links of an analogous traffic in the upper space of the earth, as 
it occurs in our head to compare with the great outer limbs of a human or an animal, 
although in other respects this comparison retains its validity; it is just always to 
compare the same. After all, our brains appear essentially just like a skin tightly 
folded in the cranium, and in mass it is little against the mass of the whole human 
being. Now the main difference of the earth from man after this side is only that the 



corresponding organ of the earth, instead of being wrinkled in the skull capsule of the
earth, spread over it, and thereby open against the same sky to which our brain only 
faces in and with its capsule, and that its entire spread, consisting of air and sea, 
fertile soil, forests, Fields, cities, villages, roads, rivers, sentries, ships, letters, 
telegraphs, books, money, people, animals, plants, much less proportion to the mass 
of the whole earth than that of the brain to that of the whole man, but it is also the 
scope of conscious traffic, which gains its foundation and hold only in the context of 
the whole. For take the interior out of the earth, and everything falls together and falls
apart, as if you take all the entrails out of man;

    In the meantime, a mere one-sided and too far spewing out of such comparisons 
can only lead to indefensities as great as those we fight. On the contrary, I have 
shown earlier (Zend-Avesta, chapters 3 and 15) how comparisons of the earth with 
man in various directions can be carried out to certain limits, without contradicting in 
fact, and yet never fully accomplished because the earth is not the same, but the 
further, higher and connecting of its organisms.

    The previous difficulties were on the surface; With a few light strokes they are 
wiped away, even if I do not fancy myself, in order to make the Moor of the opinion 
of the white man, or even to be able to bring him out of the old skin. Some objections
force themselves upon deeper entrances and then can only be raised by going deeper 
into them. On all sides, there are insuperable difficulties in pursuing the principle of 
expansion and exaltation, which made us surmount the first difficulties, and of 
transmitting directly the narrow points and dimensions of human physiology and 
psychology to those of the higher being instead of merely seeing the continuation and
exit of enlargement and increase in it.

    In Rome there is the pope, in Constantinople the sultan, in Tibet the Dalai 
Lama. One faith curses the other. Hegel and Herbart, what are these 
contradictions! Everywhere war of nations. Could such things coexist in a unified 
human soul?

    Certainly not in a human. But after the human soul itself proves that conflicting 
feelings, feelings, ideas, aspirations can find a place in a soul completed by a unit of 
consciousness, there is no obstacle to believe that in a soul above human, all 
contradictions between human souls can find a place ,

    The contradictions, which are still unbalanced in our soul, have not come into our 
souls through our will, but stimulate their will to balance them, to reconcile them; and
if it often takes a long time to succeed in this life, then man does not have peace until 
he succeeds.

    Thus, even the contradiction that exists between human souls will not come from 
the will of the higher spirit, but in the same sense will be involuntary to it, as we 
explained earlier in relation to God. But he will encourage the will of the higher spirit
to lift it. It becomes, as the contradictions grow larger, are more powerful and go 
deeper, require even longer time to lift them; but the spirit of the earth will not have 
peace until they are lifted. And we probably recognize the direction. Religion, science



and politics clearly show the tendency towards an increasingly uniform and 
unanimous version.

    We can not penetrate into the region where the consciousness of this unified pursuit
is, but it can and should be enough for us to perceive the signs of such striving.

    In a sense, the psychology of the mind about us can be as well grasped as a theory 
of experience, as our own, after our own spirits are part-beings, and the outer 
intercourse of our spirits is part of the inner communication of the higher 
mind. Instead of asking, how can it happen in such a big soul? Let's see how it really 
goes in this great soul, so we learn just how it can happen in such great souls. There 
we may see many things differently than we previously thought in our little soul; but 
after we have seen it, we correct and expand the thought afterwards.

    But even with what we can see immediately, we must not keep the whole kingdom 
of the spirit over us. He who contemplates only the sexes of men and animals 
walking and grazing in this world, sees clearly the eyes and ears with which the 
higher spirit draws into the interior and the depths, and which he himself inspires 
from within, yet not the deep most inward life of the higher mind itself. It closes over 
our this-world side, like the coherent realm of our memories and thoughts over that of
our intuitions. But I refer to the third part of the Zend-Avesta, which is dedicated to 
this subject alone.

The positive reasons.

    The stones are cleared away, and the ploughshare can now begin to cut.

    So far, it was patience, now it applies sharpness, as far as it is entitled to the 
arguments of the faith.

    However great the soul of the stars is above the vegetable soul, they both come 
under the same concept of the soul, and the general reasons for the one and the other 
existence are the same. They only turn differently for one and the other, and their 
weight ratio in particular is different.

    Thus, first and foremost, all the points of view asserted in the argument of analogy 
or similarity in the plant can be repeated literally in relation to the earth, and find in it
all the general signs of the soul-institution based on it only in a higher and more 
severe sense.

    For, is not the earth, as well as our body and at the same time the animal and 
vegetable body, a uniformly bound in form and content, individual, similar, but not 
equal, relatively independent systems, under excitation and co-determination from the
outside of inwardly determinate and unfolding, an inexhaustible multiplicity of, on 
some side, legally determinate, from other side unpredictable new effects of own 
abundance and creator-power, including relations of secondary, superordinate and 
subordinate, with continuous development in a periodic process and a rising and Do 
the activity become understood?



    In all these signs, in which a body is like a soul, which our own body has and loses 
with its soul, the earth does not stand, but over its people, animals, plants, has 
everything only in unspeakable enlargement and enhancement.

    Now, as in the case of the plant, as in the case of the plant, all these signs do not yet
signify any truly awakened soul, but rather the attachment to a waking soul, the 
essential conditions and preconditions for being awake. But the signs of awakening 
and awakening, whereby the argument has yet to be fulfilled and hereby has to fill the
symbol of the soul, are even more direct in the earth than in the plant, in the 
awakening and awakening of all earthly creatures themselves if a man can not be 
called asleep, in which eye and ear watch, so not the earth, in which thousand and 
thousands of eyes and ears watch, the whole human and animal traffic watches. In the
case of the plant we could only open the waking by analogy; but with the earth we 
have a share in being awake, and thus also a share in the direct experience of this 
being itself. Nothing lacks us, as the immediate experience, also of the closure of all 
this awake soul-content and soul-life in a corresponding unity, as in our soul content 
to complete our soul life. We can not have this experience, but we can not demand it 
because this conclusion is above ours; we would have to have the whole soul of the 
earth itself in order to have its unitary conclusion within us, instead of concluding 
only part of its content as a smaller circle in its larger circle. Against it are in the 
general signs of the soul-plant, with which the earth not only agrees with us, but 
surpasses us,

    We also see where we always look into the visible, how the earth surpasses the 
conclusion of our own physical system by a higher and purer conclusion; the visible, 
however, must be seen as a sign of the non-visible.

    In man and animal and plant every part is expediently ordered; but this expediency 
exists only insofar as it enters at the same time as other parts expediently into the 
larger, purposefully connected whole of the whole creature, which has all the parts 
and systems in connection with it. The whole human and animal and plant kingdoms, 
however, are themselves only systems, suitably ordered, as far as they fit together 
with the systems of soil, water, and air into the larger purposively linked whole of the
earth, which all creatures and systems are connected has drawn in itself.

    The creatures of the earth are only in external purpose relations to each other; for 
the earth, all these purpose relationships are internal and complete in it.

    The individual earthly creatures pass away, the individual earthly creations pass, 
one after the other; the purpose does not make it durable; only the earth exists as the 
eternal source of all these creatures and of the creations, and the change that destroys 
one after the other belongs to the fullness of the life decided upon in it.

    In humans and animals there is a cycle of substances, which branches off smaller 
loops, which in turn branch off smaller ones; but all cycles of matter in man and in 
animals are themselves only diverted snares from the larger general cycle of matter 
between the organic and inorganic realms of the earth. In the earth, however, all 
matter revolves purely for itself; she gives nothing and receives nothing except the 
light and the warmth of the sky. The first, not the human being, is a self-contained 



being, and circles purely around itself and encloses all the cycles of men and 
animals. Their conclusion is only relative; but at the level of beings, the earth is 
unspeakable above the human being that it includes.

    The hand of man is movable on his arm, the arm of man is still more freely 
movable on his trunk; the whole man is still free to move on the earth; and yet quite 
as firm, or even more firmly bound to it, and pressed against it with its sole.

    Only the whole of man and earth is no longer bound to anything; hovers freely in 
heaven, and only an immaterial law ties the course of the earth and binds it, because 
all freedom is in it.

    How much have I done in the same way in my earlier work?

    As an argument of the supplement, it may be asserted that, after all the elements 
have their creations, which are prepared for life therein, the ether has none, if they are
not the stars, but indeed they are all set up for life therein , (The rest in Zend-Avesta 
IS 234ff.)

    The argument of gradation may, depending on its turn, allow the soul of the stars to
be found as an intermediary between us and God, or as a continuation of a step-
construction in us or, finally, by comparison of the inner and outer stages of the 
creatures.

    On the physical side, the earth forms an individual intermediate stage between the 
human body and the world, insofar as it partially embraces the human body, is 
partially understood by the world, and opposes itself to other world bodies even more
individually than one person does to another. So far as the upper and the lower of 
these bodily degrees bears the spiritual which reflects them, it is to be concluded that 
no less the physical intermediary bears the spiritual which reflects them, and that 
accordingly the earth is a spiritual intermediate between the spirit which belongs to 
the human body, and to the spirit which belongs to the world.

    That the earth reflects an individual stage of the mind must be taken from the 
argument of similarity, which in this way only adds to it. He drew the conclusion that 
the Earth really bears the spiritual existence which reflects it, from the fact that it 
reflects it in the same essential signs in which the human body mirrors the soul-life it 
bears; the present reinforces the conclusion that in the soul-life, which reflects it, the 
earth mirrors an individual intermediate stage between a lower and a higher level of 
soul, and these are also borne by the bodily levels from which they are mirrored.

    This conclusion is met by the need that men have always felt for accepting 
individual middle beings between man and God, and thus to populate the heavens.

    In short, if from the physical levels A, C the mental levels a, c are at the same time 
mirrored and carried, then we shall have to suppose that the physical intermediate 
stage B, which reflects a spiritual b, also carries such.

    With this turn of argument, a god to the world is already presupposed - and how 
many reasons do we have to presuppose such! The spirit of the earth enters here only 
in the enormous gap, which otherwise would remain between the human spirit and 



divine spirit, mediating. If one wants one to think so high above the earth as God 
above the world, one must think in the same sense of man's spirit above his own 
body. - In the following version of the argument, starting from a lower level, we find 
the spirit of the earth as the level to God.

    2) The various sensory organs in man, eye, ear, nose, tongue, hand, stand 
individually against the sides of their physical structure as well as the manner of their 
sensation; the various human beings, animals, plants stand individually on the side of 
their physical structure as the way of their, the sensual, enclosing, spiritual life, the 
different world bodies face each other individually on the part of their physical 
structure, and since they are also physically their humans, animals Plants, as they 
once again embrace their eyes, ears, etc., and include humans, animals, and plants, 
not only physically, but also spiritually with a higher and wider sphere, are the same 
of the celestial bodies with respect to the ones they contain Surrounding sensory 
spheres,

    In short, if we find that the surrounding spiritual circles A, B are not only mirrored 
but also supported by observation, then we can conclude that the third surrounding 
physical circle C also carries the enclosing mental c, which reflects them.

    3) The inner scale of the eye, man, earth, world, where each higher level includes 
the lower one, is undoubtedly a very different one, than the external one of plant, 
animal, human, where the lower stands next to the higher one; but one would not be 
able to use the same aspect of a gradation of height for both, if there was not 
something similar in both respects; and this is the third twist of our argument.

    What is it that makes man and the higher-standing animals stand out from the 
lower-ranking creatures according to the organization? The greater number of 
dissimilar organs, the further division and subdivision, the closed cycle with more 
entanglements and loops and underlings; the more complicated periodicity with 
several periods and subperiods, the more decided centralization not in one point, but 
in one areas of central importance.

    With the development and increase of these bodily signs in connection, we see at 
the same time the spiritual development and heightening heights.

    The earth, however, surpasses in all these signs incomparably all earthly creatures, 
insofar as these themselves contribute to the multitude of dissimilar organs and 
graded structure, as well as through their cycles and periods to the intricacies and 
entanglements of their life, provided that the upper space of the earth, as the scene of 
everything organic Life and human activity is a much more concentrated and 
meaningful hearth of a greater and freer action than the brain of a human being.

    In short, if we have two ascending physical ladders A, B, C (plant, animal, human) 
and A ', B', C '(eye, human, earth), and if the first one is a mental scale ladder a, b, c 
not only reflects, but also carries, but the second agrees with the first in the relations 
of the mirroring of the spiritual height, we may conclude that it also agrees with it in 
the relations of bearing, thus a mental scale ladder a ', b', c 'bears after the stages a', b 



'are already given by observation, and only the third c' is still to be found at the end, 
which, however, is also to be regarded as found here.

    As an argument of the context, it can be argued that the means by which men 
associate with mankind, mental relations are established between them, sound, light, 
roads, means of transport, etc., are all of a physical nature, thereby putting a gulf 
between spirits rather than one If they could not be summed up as constituents of an 
essentially animated being; as well as the physical connection of the organs to which 
face, hearing, and so on are connected, only to establish a spiritual connection 
between them, insofar as they enter into an entirely animated connection with 
them. So if we can not directly observe the higher unity over our spirits, then we can 
at least see a connection which presupposes this unity.

    Also, all the experiential relationships that have caused the philosophers to speak of
a spirit of humanity, and thus save us from speaking again, can only be asserted all 
the more reasonably for a spirit of the earth, the spirits of all men united with those of
all other earthly creatures at the same time, since men are not connected to 
themselves, but only through the connection of the earth, which includes all other 
creatures at the same time, and below the level of the human spirits in the higher 
spirit it still requires lower levels we can find it in the animal and plant souls, as long 
as our mind is not merely an unconscious sum of similar conscious moments, but a 
more highly conscious uniting of higher and lower levels of consciousness.

    From yet another point of view, it may be asserted that there is no connection 
between the soul-realms of the various stars, if the stars do not have souls above the 
individual souls of their creatures, to whom we should dare such communication, we 
speak to one another through the vibrations of the air, in which we live; the higher 
creatures will speak to one another through the vibrations of the ether in which they 
live. (See Zend-Avesta IS 166. 175. 176. II. 216 ff., 233 ff.) Now the demand for such
a higher connection is no proof; but the satisfaction of them makes the result of the 
proof itself more satisfying.

    The argument of causality is based on the fact that, as far as experience goes, the 
inspired can not arise from the uninhabited; but the souls and all the inspired animals 
must consider us as products of the earthly system. One can then make the twofold 
possibility that the earth first awoke with the creation of organic creatures, while 
previously lying in embryonic slumber, or even that the genesis of the organic 
creatures themselves already falls within the inner productions of their waking life. It 
is not necessary to decide about this, if it is only a question of whether the earth is 
now in a state of active animation. (Execution of this argument in Zend-Avesta IS 
226 ff.)

    The teleological argument, as in the case of the plant soul, can be regarded as a 
diversion of the argument of similarity.

    We find, just in a much greater sense and magnificence, purposeful reconciliations 
for the preservation and development of the earth and the whole earthly household, as
well as for the preservation and development of our body and internal household with



respect to the existence of our souls are, so that we can presuppose in the earth a 
corresponding relation to the existence of a soul.

    We even notice, and have already noticed, that our purpose is subordinate to that of 
the Earth in every respect. The earth, as far as we can foresee it, has an eternal 
existence, our bodies arise and pass away. (Remarks in Zend-Avesta I. 138ff.)

    To these theoretical arguments for the belief in the spirits of the stars, the aspects of
the beauty and prudence of this belief could be added after the connection between 
the beautiful and the good with truth.

    In what other light does the whole earth, awakened to true aliveness, appear to us 
now; in what other of the, filled with hosts of angels instead of a dead ball-game, 
heaven; how different high and rich is God now, who carries spirituality over spiritual
levels; how different our relationship to God and our neighbor, since we find in the 
Spirit above us, the angel of the earth, the common mediation to God and a spiritual 
bond between us; how much brighter our view into the hereafter, since in death we 
can think ourselves out of the intuitive life of this spirit with all our loved ones into 
its memory life; how inexhaustible finally the field of further consideration and the 
deeper conclusion!

    Would not we like to believe everything as it is based on this belief? Now, however,
we can also believe it on the basis of the previous arguments, none of which deduces 
its truth from the beauty and goodness of faith, while the beauty and goodness of it 
can certainly only follow from its truth, and nevertheless contribute to the proof of its
truth.

    Now let's take a look back at our starting point and gait so far. 
    The human body reflects the essential qualities of a soul; - it would be unnecessary
to repeat this again in this regard.

    The animal body reflects them in the same way. 
    The plant body mirrors them in the same way. 
    The earth reflects them in the same way. 
    All celestial bodies reflect it in the same way. 
    Otherwise we know of no bodies in the world that reflect the essential qualities of a
soul in the same way. 
    The human body carries at the same time the soul which it reflects. 
    From the animal body we then believe that he no less bears the soul which he 
reflects.

    We believe it afterwards in the fugitive fugue and train of the whole class of soul-
reflecting bodies. We believe it because of the equality of all these and no other 
bodies in the signs in which a body can even resemble a soul, and which our own 
body at the same time has and loses with its soul.

    We find this compounded by the double analogy of the body with the soul and that 
body with our body-based beliefs in that it fulfills the demands of inner 
complementation, gradation, interrelation, causality, teleology of the whole body and 
spirit realm everything that may be considered when weighing the truth of the faith.



    And finally, we see to the conclusion of the truth of faith that the truth of the faith is
guided and fulfilled from the totality of these points of view, and the beauty and 
integrity of which are fulfilled, in order to complete that with which it has to satisfy 
man.

    In the circle of this conclusion it is self-evident that the animal has a lower and the 
plant an even lower soul besides the human, that the earth has a higher soul above the
human, and finally that the soul of the earth is the Animals, plants not only among 
themselves, but also in itself.

    Since there is no body above the world bodies that reflects a soul, there is still the 
world above that reflects a soul above the souls of all its bodies; only one individual 
soul, apart from individual souls, has a single soul, which at the same time has its 
own and in itself. And that the world not only mirrors but also bears this supreme 
soul, we conclude that the bodies in the world also carry the level of soul that they 
reflect, and for the other reasons that are related to it.

    In fact, all the arguments which we asserted first for the vegetable soul and in a 
higher sense for the soul of the stars, generally for all souls in the world, finally take 
place for the spirit, the soul of the world itself.

    Anyone who believes in the soul as a plant on the basis of our arguments, must 
believe in a God in the world on the basis of the same arguments, and who believes in
a God in the world, believes in a soul in the plant. This connection is very beautiful, 
but it is only one of the beauties of this doctrine.

    But I do not discuss the details in detail, since I rather wanted to save the execution 
of the highest task in the sense of our principle by the execution of the smaller 
examples, and the conclusion is self-evident, after the passage was led up to it.

    Negations seek to support the old doctrine; in vain, man needs positions; here are 
positions.

    And these positions leave everything truly positive, which exists since then in 
science and religion. This is not only the thing really founded in the nature of things, 
essential for the salvation of man, but also the mediation of his historical birth into 
the consciousness and life of the human being Mankind, indeed persist beyond this 
worldly life.

    Christianity will endure forever, and forever by his congregation as surviving in his
body Christ * ) persist. This too is a word which finds its truth only in our teaching 
(Zend-Avesta III, pp. 363 ff.). But in order to be able to speak of the continuity of 
Christianity, it is necessary to know what it consists of, what that is, with which 
Christ has gone beyond all past, and with which he is not only the past end, but today 
still working from the hereafter into this worldly shepherd and a flock of a flock, 
which one day must all gather to fulfill the idea of Christianity. I have summarized it 
in the sense, not the first, as short as I could, ** ) :

    "That he hath set the highest things, when he has set the unifying and the widest, 
when he has set the unifying and the best as the highest."



    And I explained it there:

    "That he brought the idea of the unification of all, from the point of view of which 
alone an unification of all is possible, first consciously into the consciousness of the 
earthly world, and through doctrine and life gave the living stimulus for the 
dissemination and operation of this idea, that all People, as children of the same, 
agreeing to one another, who only want to be good, of God, as citizens of a celestial 
kingdom reaching beyond this world and as brothers, seeking and acting in this sense.
"

*) l. Cor. 12, 12-17. 20. 27. - l. Cor. 6, 15. 17.-Rom . 12, 4. 5. - Ephesians . l, 22. 23. - Ephesus. 3, 20. 21. - 
Ephesians 4, 11-13. - Ephesians. 4, 15. 16. - Eph. 5, 29-31. -Kol. 1, 24. - Col. 2. 19. - Gal. 2, 20.

**) Zend-Avesta II. P. 38. 39. 
  
 

    And finally got it done in the 13th and 30th chapter of the Zend-Avesta.

    Where, then, would be a contradiction of all our previous doctrine with that idea on
which all salvation and, with it, the sanctity of Christianity depends? Does our 
teaching interfere with materialism for the abolition of God; she scolds the view into 
a hereafter folly; Does it mean that people, instead of above this and after this life, 
see the point and the goal, hold down the gaze and look for the way through this 
world with clever eyes? - Or does she adore the people with Feuerbach, does she 
renounce the soul with Schopenhauer, does she dissolve the divine with Hegel, does 
she conceal it with Schelling in unclear mysticism, does she atomize it with Herbart 
into an army of points? Or is it a sermon for the churches, nourished by materialism, 
driven by idealism, proud of the use of reason,22)

22) The free-religious movement, to which Fechner alludes, an afterthought of rationalist ideas, strives for a 
religion free of dogma, compatible with modern science, and free self-determination in all religious matters. As
it emerged from the opposition to the reaction, it did not go beyond negative positions. In 1841 the 
Confederation of Protestant Friends was founded in Halle; the people called them "Lichtfreunde". The leaders 
of the movement spread throughout northern Germany were GA Wislicenus in Halle, J. Rupp in Königsberg 
and L. Uhlich in Magdeburg. For details see Duke, Real Encyclopedia f. prot. Theol. u. Church. Vol. XI. P. 465

ff. Article: Lichtfreunde. 
  
 

    Rather, to all the pillars which we can not do without either falling back into 
paganism or falling into the worse, it only adds supports to these pillars; and instead 
of saying that Christ is not the way of salvation and life, she grasps his hand to go the
way.

    Of course, one counts as essential to Christianity the belief in the apple bite in 
Paradise with its mystical consequences, in the irretrievable condemnation of the 
unelected, in the miracles against the laws of nature, in the tearing away of God from 
his world, in all that which can not be reconstructed Theologians commonly expand 
Christianity, and from which they build it, the doctrine that is presented here is not 
Christian. But I expect everything that is not to be found in Christ's own teaching, 
which makes humanity no better, no happier, no wiser, contradicts itself, the nature of



things and of man, darkens the mind, upsets science, a gloomy one Beings into life, in
short everything that opposes the possibility of a final unification of all, rather than 
promoting it,

    Christianity, in its expansion, is already overstepping the earth, and rather gains 
new space by killing the peoples, rather than by converting them. How many of the 
Jews, Muslims, Hindus, pagans count as converts every year? And how thrown away 
is Christianity in itself! Instead of Christians who are one in Christ's cause, there are 
only Protestants, Catholics, Greeks, and sectarians who argue in the name of 
Christ. Is there a view here and there, it will be different? Who is not blinded, says 
no. Christianity is so far penetrated by what is in it Christ; it can not penetrate, as 
long as it is not completely penetrated, to which the elimination of much belongs, 
with what it is now fulfilled. Before Christianity does not convert itself, converts to 
what it was meant to be according to its idea,

    The very fact that it is unable to do so today, and if it persists, as it exists, will 
never succeed for sure foresight, proves that it does not yet bear the bill of the needs 
of mankind. (Proof from the historical principle.) 23) And that is why it is necessary 
to formulate the idea of Christianity in such a way that it is able, by what it is today 
unable to do, to interpret the idea of religion as one of the most universal bonds of the
highest and last aspects in faith, knowledge and life itself coincide. A Christianity is 
effected by the fact that this idea of Christ was first brought into the consciousness of 
the world, and was interwoven with word and deed, and finally the sacrifice of one's 
own life, into the worldly life of this world, and - true beyond, according to the 
connection of the hereafter with this life, living in his community - living with him, 
through him in it.

23) On the execution of this principle cf. Note 13) . 
  
 

    But what will become of the teaching, the sermon, after the faith of the Christian of
his whole content of unbelievability has been emptied? Should everything remain in 
that abstract idea?

    Not in the abstract, but rather in the faith and life impacted and further impacting 
idea. The interpretation of the most serious words of the Christian doctrine itself, 
which are now believed only according to the wording, according to their truth, the 
related explanation of the highest good and unfolding of its content, the return of 
Christianity to Christ, the Holy Spirit, or say that Spirit of salvation in Christ, over 
Christ in God and through God in Christ to fill doctrine and preaching * ), That can 
not be exhausted; pick a leaf and the tree of doctrine drives a branch. And if, with the 
inner purification, development and deepening, the outward appearance of 
Christianity against today must change completely, it will only be because the new 
development will itself be the new, the more closed, the more uplifting, the more 
exalted, the purer and the more beautiful gives. In addition, the sky becomes the 
home, the stars become rooms of the God who has been made rich, who today is still 
poor in content because he is lifted above all conceivability, floating in emptiness; In 



addition, the first revelation of the Divine to humanity in the childlike faith of the 
heathen, instead of being rejected, will be abolished in that of the old and new 
covenant, and thereby also be able to lift the heathen into the covenant.

*) Comp. Cape. 8th of this writing. - Chap. 6. 12. 13. 28. 30. of the Zend-Avesta. - "About the highest good." 24)

24) Fechner's small writing: "On the highest good", Leipzig 1846, raises the ethical principle: "Man should, as 
much as he is, the greatest desire to bring the greatest happiness in the world at all, in the whole Looking for 
time and space. " The XIV. Section deals with the relationship of this principle to the highest Christian moral 

standards. 
  
 

    This is the answer to the question of the soul in the sense in which it was posed, 
with its consequences and contexts. After all, as I said, there remains a question of 
faith, and that is why the answer to faith rested instead of exact knowledge. But if it 
was not a matter of exact research, it does not contradict the principle of exact 
research. As far as logic and experience go, it rested on it, and goes beyond it only in 
the same sense as that manifested in the attainable. For this was the principle by 
which we concluded to conclude with what was required, if not opened up. Instead of
deviating from the principle of the experience, it is only the extension and 
enhancement of this principle beyond the field of knowledge into that of faith.

    Can this doctrine conflict with an exact doctrine, since the idea of a general exact 
doctrine of the relations of body and soul was born out of its bosom , and the first 
steps of the exact doctrine point in the same direction, which the doctrine of faith has 
quickly measured this script with long wings? **)

*) Comp. Elements of psychophysics. T. II. P. 553. 25)

**) Just that. P. 541. 546.

25) On the priority relationship between Fechner's metaphysical and his exact psychophysics cf. W. Wundt's in-

depth remarks in Fechner's centenary birthday speech mentioned above. 
  
 

    Rather, I conclude the doctrine of faith with the belief that the exact doctrine will 
once again bear the fruit from which it first sprouted, may it last long until it matures.

X. basic view.
                                   
"Down there it is 
terrible, 
                                    
And man does not try 
the gods"



You feel tempted to call out to anyone who wants to immerse himself in the depths of
a basic view of things in order to grasp the ultimate essence of them. One rushes out 
of life into the dark throat and does not come out of it again for life. And that's why I 
thought it best to plunge into the cup after I emptied the full one.

    For a basic view of things can be well deduced, but nothing can be deduced from it.

    To be sure, this phrase, like most fast-phrased ones, is only half true; but it is only 
too easy to make it true. Instead of explaining how far it is true at all and how far it is 
not true, I give a hint to judge it. And every basic philosophical view gives an 
indication.

    You can deduce everything from nothing and it's nothing that you conclude. One 
can deduce everything from the simple, but the Unity of the Universe remains 
uninterrupted. One can deduce everything from matter; only one must not forget that 
matter is only inferred from sensations of the mind. One can deduce everything from 
the spirit, only one must not forget to raise from a spirit of the universe, and first of 
its own rise up to him.

    In terms of experience, we have of what exists only that which falls into our 
consciousness, only our sensation, feeling, thinking, willing.

    Consciousness is fact, its unity is fact, its content is fact, the relation of its unity 
and its content is fact; all that is presentable in us, and how it is demonstrable, so it 
is; out of consciousness, behind the consciousness, nothing is demonstrable.

    To take consciousness in its unity and content as it is is the purest, most direct 
experience we can make of the existing. Consciousness is a being that knows how it 
is, and is quite as it knows it is. But further there is no being of which the same could 
be said. Here is an experiential identity of being and knowledge.

    According to direct experience, there is nothing at all except consciousness, unity 
of consciousness, content of consciousness, and abstraction from that which is of 
consciousness or in consciousness, gained with consciousness, which again fall into 
consciousness. Out of the circle of consciousness, as far as direct experience is 
concerned, one can not come out. Experience itself is a matter of consciousness. To 
insist on experience without pounding on this basic experience is to thump a sheet of 
metal in the air.

    However, man has reasons beyond the confines of what exists in his consciousness 
to believe in something beyond it, in believing in an external world, and in the 
external, subjective, and reasoning that has had an effect on his content of 
consciousness objective reasons that have contributed to it. No one can stop that only 
his consciousness of what exists exists.

    For consciousness, in becoming aware of its content, also becomes aware in the 
immediate feeling that not all determinations of this content come from the given 
content; the practical point of view compels man to believe in an external world in 
order to direct his actions towards it; to it comes the historical agreement of all times 
and peoples.



    In spite of the fact that we have of the total existence only that which falls into our 
consciousness, yet this is not the question of whether we still have something to 
assume beyond our consciousness; but what that is, what we have to accept beyond 
that.

    There are two possibilities, and thoroughly conceived, of only two possibilities, 
two ways of thought, one leading to Hades, the other to light. It should be made clear 
that there are only these two ways, and instead of faltering unclearly between them or
going every half, deciding between them and going consistently to the ultimate 
consequences, after having cleared each one's eyes ,

    The one thought is that apart from what we carry in our consciousness of things, 
besides our feeling, feeling, density, thinking, willing, not only ours except 
consciousness, in general, a dark unknowable thing in itself or one There are many 
things of this kind which produce into consciousness what it has of things, or even 
through their interaction produce consciousness itself; and something else is quite 
different from everything it has.

    For the most part, the dark thing or dark things become darkly presented as 
something solid behind the mutability, as something simple behind the manifoldness 
of the phenomena themselves. The soul itself is in itself an immutable, simple being, 
concealed behind the mutable phenomena of consciousness, never knowing itself 
according to its own essence; rather, the brightest consciousness is merely the 
brightest appearance of the eternally mysterious, self-dark soul-being. 26)

26) The theory of monads, against which Kant's reasoning in the "Paralogisms of Pure Reason" had 
energetically turned, necessarily combines in its modern form with Kant's doctrine of the intelligible character, 
ie, of an unrecognizable thing in itself behind the psychic phenomena is then interpreted by the various systems

in manifold ways. 
  
 

    That's the one thought.

    The other idea is that there is, in addition to our consciousness, still other 
consciousness, above all individual consciousness still higher and higher 
consciousness and further and higher content of consciousness, a consciousness 
which, in terms of what it transcends and gives to our individual consciousness, the 
external, of what our consciousness is determined, represented, and all individual 
consciousness is linked by similarities and effects, of which the highest unity is the 
last knot.

    The first thought, apart from all experience and everything that can be imagined by 
experience and can be proved by experience, leads us into obscurity, because in fact 
we are behind the thing or the things behind the consciousness and its effect on the 
consciousness or its consciousness-producing effect have neither experience nor 
imagination for experience, nor the prospect of enlightenment through 
experience; The second leads out of the light of ordinary experience only into a 
higher light, insofar as our own self-conscious consciousness, with its immanent 



determinations, relations, laws, gives us the basis for the thought of other, more 
general, further, higher, and brighter consciousness and means Concludes offers.

    In any case, the world believes in God above all individual consciousness and has 
historical, theoretical and practical reasons for believing in it. But everything that 
becomes dark becomes idle when it rightly believes in God, for the right faith in God 
is precisely the one who makes the dark thing idle, by considering us as an effect of 
the God beyond us, what one sees as one To seek the effect of the dark things behind 
us, and to see God transparent in God, which in the dark things beyond would remain
opaque; whereas the right belief in the dark thing or the dark things behind the 
consciousness makes God idle or even obscure; because the dark thing is then the 
reason and creator of what appears.

    Strange that today's idealism reveals just what is the greatest privilege of idealism, 
not to need any dark things behind the phenomena, and sees all depth in the dark 
things.

    The concept of thinking, of nothing, of being, of the absolute, of the essence of 
what is behind the phenomena as the ground of the same, should first set itself aside 
for nature, for the conscious mind, what are they as dark things? The monads that 
others are still seeking behind the units of consciousness, what are they as dark 
things? But also the matter of the materialists behind the phenomena of things, what 
is it other than a dark thing? None of these dark things has clarified or explained to us
the inherent clarity of consciousness, but darkened as it is itself only darkened.

    Afterwards I cast aside the dark things, and without quoting the middle parts of the 
conclusion, put forth the following propositions and points of view:

    There is a most general and highest unit of consciousness, the divine; it gives its 
subordinate units of consciousness, which are subordinate to each other in their 
common subordination, to which the human beings belong; There are also higher-
level, God-subordinate units of consciousness.

    The unity of the highest consciousness transcends all lower units of consciousness, 
and establishes a connection, a bond between them, of which it is conscious, in that 
consciousness is at the same time the bond of the subject, whereas the lower units of 
consciousness are contained in the higher and higher consciousness highest are not 
immediately conscious, but each knows only about what they themselves understand.

    There is nothing to be found before, beyond, above, behind, the most general and 
highest consciousness and its content, to which our consciousness belongs. What falls
neither into ours nor into another, nor higher, or highest consciousness, may be 
spoken of; but it will just be the talk of it. Only an infinite possibility of coming 
consciousness and reality of other consciousness exists behind every present and 
every single consciousness; but even this possibility does not exist beyond 
consciousness, but only as abstraction from facts of consciousness, has only 
significance for consciousness, and is nothing before and beyond consciousness. All 
darkness that one puts into the thing behind consciousness exists only in the darkness 



of consciousness over that which is not the content of its presence, but of a coming or
other consciousness.

    An external world exists only for the finite, not for the infinite, consciousness; and 
this external world is nothing foreign to consciousness, but only the further and 
higher of what every individual consciousness has in itself; and the individual 
consciousness in turn contributes to the fullness and the levels of this higher and 
higher.

    In consciousness there is, according to experience, a constant flow, change, an 
eternal change of what appears in it. But the world does not dissolve into an 
attitudeless tangle and transmission of phenomena, because the highest unchangeable 
unity of consciousness remains the bond of all phenomena falling into it, because this
consciousness is subdivided into subordinate persistent units, because there are 
persistent relationships in the changeability of phenomena, because their change is 
governed by fixed laws because immovable stops and targets are visible in them.

    So we have enough of the festivities, what else is there for a dark solid thing behind
it? What is solid in itself, does not need to be stuck on solid.

    The highest and last of all, in all, above all, always remains the highest unity of 
consciousness. It is the truly eternal, immutable, one, always the same, active in all 
change, in all change and all variety, yet unable to operate without change and 
multiplicity. It is the nail on which the world hangs, and behind which one should not
look for a new nail and beside which one should not look for other nails. Under the 
highest unity, however, the particular circles of phenomena combine into special 
units, and fixed laws intervene.

    Law is a great word, according to its value well-known in the state, in science, but 
little in modern philosophy. That it wants to govern by concepts rather than by laws is
the main cause of its decay.

    Behind the state there is no solid dark thing to which its firmness is attached, what 
makes it so solid? By law, as long as only the law itself is firm. The laws of things, 
that is, the connection of the phenomena of things, are eternally fixed. So what else 
needs the solid thing behind the phenomena? Can it make or dispensible or explain 
the law? Law, however, is itself only something thoughtful, with consciousness 
abstractable from the content of consciousness, and in itself that it is abstractable 
from it, proving that it is a matter of consciousness.

    How will this person behave tomorrow? Ask how he behaved today, behaved 
yesterday and the day before yesterday and since his birth. See if you can discover a 
law in man's actions. What you can guess from man, you will guess by his law, or 
you will guess nothing.

    But of course no law will suffice, from man, still less to divine everything from 
God. Law is a big word; but freedom is also a big word; and while the law governs 
everything, it leaves an indefinable remnant as freedom, which does not run contrary 
to the laws, but only runs beyond all laws; Presenting the laws in the same sense as 
the infinite presents everything finite.



    The law is not a deus ex machina , but the machina in the deus . But God is still 
over the machina.

    He who knows the laws of the connection and the course of phenomena knows all 
that the wisest can know of the causes of events; only that all the laws to which he 
can bring it will not exhaust the causes of events, and that apart from the reasons they
must also be regarded as ends.

    For all causal questions: Why? is to answer the law; or to say, I do not know. From 
where, but why the law? If you have an answer, say it. But whether he has an answer 
or not, the laws of things remain fact, unaffected by uncertainty about the nature of 
this fact.

    As there is nothing solid in the world, except that which is immutable in the content
of consciousness, there is no essence of things except that which is invariably 
conditioned in it.

    That which is invariable or lawful, that one can only have one in proportion as one 
has or can have the other, is a matter of the same being, and this connection is the 
firm kernel, the essence of the being.

    In this sense we rightly call God, the highest consciousness, the highest 
being; because in the unity of its consciousness everything is interdependently 
related, what it gives of phenomena of things, and thus also of things which 
themselves are only phenomenal contexts.

    But since God is the supreme being above all things, we no longer need any dark 
beings behind the phenomena of things.

    From experience what we call soul, spirit, nothing can be demonstrated and 
consists nothing, as a connected by a unit of consciousness and flow apart of 
phenomena, which I call self-phenomena, as far as each unit of consciousness of 
others has such only for themselves. But while it has such only for itself in relation to
the other, it contributes, subordinate to the highest unit of consciousness, to the 
abundance of its self-manifestations.

    The connection and the succession of soul or self-manifestations are under 
psychological laws. What can a dark thing, the name monad, simple real being, help 
to explain the oneness or the laws of soul phenomena?

    From what we call bodies, experience shows that nothing else can be demonstrated,
and that there is nothing but a connection and distraction of phenomena that is 
solidary for different souls and units of consciousness at the same time (as many as at
the same time can see and feel the same body) It takes hold of them that with the 
reality and possibility of given appearances, which a body offers for a soul, there are 
at the same time related realities and possibilities for other souls. This characterizes 
the objective, external existence of the body. The constant quantity of matter 
abstracted from this phenomenal connection is only the expression of a constant 
possibility of the return of external phenomena of given quantitative definiteness. The



connection and distraction of the so-called external phenomena is governed by the 
laws of nature. What can dark things help?

    There is nothing further to show empirically of the objective existence of the whole
world of bodies, to discover anything but that solidary connection of phenomena 
which is governed by empirical laws and which at the same time represents more 
than one unit of consciousness. So even after experience, we have no reason to regard
something further from the body world as existing.

    It is not the individual physical phenomena in individual souls that constitute the 
physical world, but the connection of these phenomena, which extends beyond all 
individual souls and is grounded in the greatest soul, not only according to their 
whole reality, but according to their entire legally founded possibility.

    Matter in the sense of the materialist is an empty useless hypothesis; Matter is a 
necessary concept in the sense of the physicist. For from the matter of the materialist, 
the dark things behind the consciousness, the light consciousness is to depend as a 
secondary consequence, from whose facts it is rather abstracted, whereas matter in 
the sense of the physicist is only the thought-fixed attachment point of legal 
phenomena many souls fall, and their determinations are abstracted from it purely 
from an experience which ultimately consists only in consciousness and 
consciousness.

    The materialist boasts only to experience; and where is the experience that teaches 
him something of the existence of a matter behind, except, unconscious, independent 
of consciousness? What he experientially knows and knows about matter is a matter 
of consciousness. Of course, it is easy to produce consciousness from the compilation
of matter, after one has first produced matter itself from a collection of sensations in 
consciousness. It is not difficult to make the gold out of gold.

    This does not prevent that there is no consciousness without matter; or where 
would this be shown? And that's what the materialist is based on. But to get a basic 
view you have to get to the bottom of it, and the reason is always that matter is 
abstracted from the content of consciousness. Only that the existence of 
consciousness itself is so essentially bound to such abstraction, that one can not let 
itself be without the other. Thus no human organism is solid without firm bone 
structure; but the organism is not a resultant of this bone structure.

    In experience, the soul of every soul has a body created for the external appearance,
by means of which the soul is related to other souls, and enters and intervenes in the 
general life and weaving, which takes place beyond all individual spirits in the 
highest spirit.

    In other words, the possibility of a connection between self-manifestations depends
on solidarity with the possibility of a context of appearance for others.

    Insofar as the connection of the mental or self-phenomena can be understood as 
well as that of the bodily external phenomena, and both contexts have their special 
point of view and their special laws, one can speak especially of a being of the spirit 
and a being of the body. But in so far as both contexts are connected in a solidary 



manner according to a relation of the change conditionality and demand, one can also
subject them to a common essence, and call the body the side of the external 
appearance, the soul the side of the self-appearance of this essence.

    Hereby one does not step out of the circle of experiences and the permitted freedom
of definitions.

    The identical common essence of the body and of the soul is nothing other than the 
mutual dependence of the self-manifestations of the soul and the external 
manifestations of the body. One can not be without the other, not show something 
behind it, not find it.

    According to this, the ultimate cause of the connection between body and soul is 
none other than the ultimate ground of the connection which body and soul each have
for themselves. Each one represents for itself a context of appearance that is possible 
and real only in a highest, general unit of consciousness, and the same applies to the 
connection between the two contexts.

    For the knowledge of the laws according to which body and soul are connected, 
little has been done; to seek it will be more useful than the conflict between idealism 
and materialism. I call the theory of psychophysics.

    The most general law is this: That nothing in the mind exist, can arise, can go, 
without something in the body exists, arises, goes, what extends its effects and 
consequences into the perimeter and the future of the body world. In a nutshell, it can
be said that everything spiritual has its support or expression in something corporeal, 
and thereby its further effects and consequences in the bodily.

    For although each of the highest subordinate consciousness unit has an appearance-
context which it does not share with any other, every connection of the self-
phenomena is so related to the general phenomenal connection that even the smallest 
can not happen in one soul without it intervenes in the general context of appearance 
which exists for all souls and between all souls in the highest and through the highest 
soul.

    Although we can not observe the immediate intervention of the soul in the body-
world, and hence its direct physical expression, by concealing the inside of every 
body from the outside, but accepting the context of appearance, which depends 
indirectly on it, and can do so according to the general laws of physics physical 
appearance world by representation and conclusion to supplement that which would 
fall into the observation, if it could reach with the removal of the obstacles inside.

    According to this, we infer from the externally perceptible indirect expression of 
the spirit in the physical world in internal psychophysics, which is to be considered in
external psychophysics, to the immediate hidden within the body, but still to be 
presented under the form of the externally perceptible, to the laws, as corporeal things
follow from the corporeal, and to supplement the incompleteness of the vivid 
phenomenal context with the context of imagination.



    Another fundamental law is this, that the spiritual bears the character of relative 
unity or simplicity against the physical, which is to be regarded as its expression; if 
not only every unit of consciousness is essentially connected to a whole connection 
and distraction of the corporeal, but also every unified consciousness, even the 
simplest sensation, is directly bound to such, and vice versa, the physical composition
and dissociation, which connects with a unit of consciousness, not without such can 
exist. (See the 37th chapter of the Elements of Psychophysics.)

    This can be represented by the expression that the mind is the linking principle of 
physical composition and succession. But this is nothing but the legal factual 
relationship. The concept of reality, reality is wider and narrower depending on 
language usage and definition. The simplest, the most perishable, the most futile, a 
deceptive subjective appearance itself, has its reality; but a reality of a higher kind, 
than anything that appears as a single phenomenon, has to think of what holds the 
individual phenomena together, or as the outlet, clue, end of the idea and inference, in
order to connect phenomena in thought and unknownness from the known if it never 
seems to be self-evident, yes, it can only be grasped as an abstraction. For the 
phenomena are not at all separate from the conscious and thinking being, but only in 
such. What is abstractable from the connection of phenomena in thought or necessary
for the connection of phenomena in thought is therefore also to be regarded as a truly 
interconnecting and thus real in a higher sense. Such an abstraction is already familiar
to common thought; such a necessity binds the vulgar consciousness to the nearest 
circle of phenomena, and leads to the universally accepted assumption of things; a 
related one binds the higher mind to the whole circle of appearances, and leads to the 
view of the highest and last things,

    Realities of the first kind, which already exceed the reality which rests in 
immediate experience, but are still quite familiar to ordinary consciousness, are both 
soul and body. Instead of a whole soul or a whole body, only individual sides or 
moments of them appear at once; and the whole possibility of the apparitions that 
they can give is not exhaustible; but the solidary connection, in which the possibility 
of these phenomena stands beneath us, and which becomes conscious in the 
consciousness unit of the soul itself, is summarized by us in the thought-thing of a 
unitary body, a unitary soul, and this thought-thing retains its truth and so long 
Trinity, its higher reality, as it properly represents the connection of phenomena in 
common reality, and the ideas we make about the basic nature of the soul and the 
body and the nature of their relation, are to be measured hereafter. They are truer and 
more valid in proportion as they more properly represent the context of the real 
phenomena.

    Although a final analysis breaks down both the soul and the body into a sum of 
individual phenomena, the soul, as well as the body, is more than a sum of 
phenomena, since they do not exist in this decomposition, but as the interconnected 
and connected. Rather, that analysis is in a similar way a destruction of its proper 
concept, as the analysis of a plant into the constituents that it really contains, but a 
destruction of the plant, the destruction of a tool into the parts it contains, is a 
destruction of the tool , Not only the detail of the apparitions, but also the bond of the



same has reality, indeed the highest reality. One must also grasp and use the concept 
of the soul and the body and every thing in its unity and wholeness. As little as I can 
operate in outer life, instead of with tables, chairs, animals, plants, with the hydrogen,
carbon, nitrogen, and oxygen that they contain, there should be a life in general, so 
little in thinking with the individual components of things , And yet here and there 
the analysis is necessary in these last constituents, where, where it applies analysis.

    The way in which the highest and ultimate realities - we may call them 
metaphysical - whose thought is only incompletely grasped by the common 
consciousness or that reaches beyond it altogether, is still in dispute between the 
philosophical systems. After us, they lie on the side of the spiritual in the highest and 
last unit of consciousness, that of the divine spirit, on the side of the physical in the 
simple atom, as the last element of the physical world. The most general, highest, 
thinking, living unity as the supreme concept of the limit of existence stands the 
simplest, most individual being, which is conceivable, as the lowest limit concept, 
and between the two boundary concepts of reality the appearing being moves.

    We arrive at the idea of the first unity by generalizing, widening and intensifying a 
unitary connection, as we find it in our finite spirit for special areas of the 
phenomenon, in the total area of the phenomena; We come to the idea of the last 
details by continuing the analysis of the physical phenomena to their last limit, 
leaving those simple things as the last necessary clues of the connection and 
calculation of the phenomena. (See here my atomic doctrine.) 27)

27) "On the Physics and Philosophy of Atoms", Leipzig 1855. In the Appendix p. 181 Section VII: "Hypothesis 

on the general law of force of nature". 
  
 

    The proof of the reality of atoms lies in the mathematical necessity of using 
them. And if the philosophy of fluent concepts, which is already in flux, would like to
see this necessity as only a makeshift remedy, then this is its own last remedy in its 
needs.

    Today's idealists do not want to know anything about the atoms, because they know
how to put them into the mind, because they either see something outside of the mind
or something that breaks the flow of the spirit, instead of the mind's only thinking and
analyzing its own content of experience recognizes as firm but necessary final points 
of departure and stopping of the connection and contiguous reflection of that 
appearance circle, in which the individual spirits have to meet.

    This is the pure fact and the pure conception of this fact, the idealistic truth of the 
atoms, which does not contradict the physical, even if it can not be found in such 
form after the abandonment of physics, but from idealism, but from the well of 
physics To bring this form into the light of day to exploit it idealistically, instead of 
drowning it.



    This truth gains deeper significance in that the finite spirits, who find the atoms by 
analyzing their experiential content, are themselves inner tools of the infinite mind, to
find the most infinite of what it contains.

    Modern monadology has, instead of simple atoms, as the last stops and points of 
attachment the simple beings behind the atoms, won not by the last analysis of the 
world of appearance, but by the destruction of this world as a semblance; - a ghostly 
world behind the real world. But physics is afraid of ghosts.

    The materialists do not want to know about God, because they see the mind only as
the product of a favorable constellation of matter. But why they regard the general 
constellation of matter, which includes and connects all human and animal brains, as 
less favorable than that of a single human and animal brain, one must ask them, and 
content oneself with the frugal answer, for the main prize of materialism, to get along
with as little spirit in the world as possible, not to lose again.

    It is in principle calculable what and if something depends on the relations of the 
finite to the finite, but every atom and every body and every thought and finite mind 
are partly included in an infinite whole, and so everything that is predictable is 
handed over by something unpredictable; through the world something goes that 
comes out of the whole, goes into the whole and mocks all foresight, all foresight, 
something that does not violate any law, demolishes, according to which astronomy, 
physics, physiology, psychology calculate the successes; but on the contrary to the 
general, the infinite with comprehensive, version of these laws themselves the 
predictability of success that hang on the relation of the finite to the infinite, 
exceeds *) .

*) With regard to the material, it is not enough to think of the fact that every particle experiences and exerts an 
effect on every other by known binary forces, and because of the infinite number of particles a resultant of, 
strictly speaking, indefinable Magnitude and direction emerge, which is capable of an approximate 
determination insofar as we take into account the main effects, ie, the successive particles; But from a higher 
and, I believe, more important point of view, it must also be remembered that (for considerations in the annex 

to my theory of atoms, p. 181 ff.) 27) besides the force which a particle experiences and expresses as part of a 
binary compound, it is also to establish a force, which is subject to peculiar laws, which experiences and 
expresses it as part of a ternary compound, and also that which it forms part of a quaternary compound 
Connection, etc., experiences and expresses, and finally, one that experiences and expresses it as part of the 
infinite totality, the way in which the effects of the higher powers, rather than being composed of those of the 
lower ones, are more closely associated with them. I have endeavored to show how, at the outset of experience,
according to the principle of extension and increase, nature's general force-principle meets the long-felt needs 
of physics and chemistry;

27) "On the Physical and Philosophical Atomic Theory" Leipzig 1855. In the Appendix p. 181 Section VII: 

"Hypothesis on the general law of force of nature" 
  
 

    For the most general version of the law, under which all individual laws unite, is 
that, if and where the same circumstances recur, and whatever those circumstances 
may be, the same successes recur, but in other circumstances other successes *) . Now
the infinite whole has no other whole beside it and no equal whole after itself; for the 
world tomorrow is different than it was today and ever had been. So tomorrow she 



will again produce different results than she produced today; but it can not be said of 
any law which it will produce tomorrow, in so far as it was, according to a view 
concerning the whole as a whole, a different tomorrow than today and ever before.
        *) Comp. the discussion of this law in Zend-Avesta II.S.258 ff.

    God, who has the fullness of all life, works out of the whole into the whole with the
highest freedom, for with it the principally unpredictable side of existence collapses, 
and is itself conscious of freedom, exhaustible by the law of finitude. Everything 
finite has relations to other finite things, but also has a relation to the infinite as part 
of it, and as part of it also participates partly in its freedom, whose consciousness 
partly merges into the consciousness of general freedom, and partly enters into it 
against another. Thus, the finite units operate under the Divine, which consciously 
concludes one part of the general whole against another consciousness, also by virtue 
of the portion of the freedom going through the infinite whole in one, by no law of 
finitude, in no analogy with other spirits determinable ways of the whole into the 
whole, what they conclude from the universal whole, and are self-conscious of this 
freedom. The divine freedom does not consist in the sum of the freedom of which the 
individual creatures are conscious, but it merely forms motives in the divine freedom 
that transcends it, and can have different directions in the individual creatures than in 
the whole; how the wave of the river can approach the river but this merely forms 
motives in the divine freedom that goes beyond, and can have different directions in 
the individual creatures than in the whole; how the wave of the river can approach the
river but this merely forms motives in the divine freedom that goes beyond, and can 
have different directions in the individual creatures than in the whole; how the wave 
of the river can approach the river*) . All the free effects of God and his creatures, 
originating from the infinite or the relation to the infinite, finally come together with 
those which follow the laws which refer to the relations of the finite to the finite, and 
through which one finite is forced, one after the other and to judge earlier.

*) Perhaps the following may serve to explain: a value A (divine freedom) can very well be a function of the 
values a, b, c, etc. (creaturely freedom which forms motives in the divine), without any of these values in 
particular in the sign agrees with A, and without A being the sum of these values, or is already definitely given,
if all the individual values a, b, c are given, since the mode of connection still depends on them, which does not
rest in any individual. Thus, the values of A may, limited to a content only two members, be a + b, ab, ba, 

from,  ,  , a b b a, a log b, b log a, a sin b, b sin a, etc., etc. It is also taken into consideration that besides 
the content of the quantity A of values a, b, which individually mean something, it is still possible to establish a

content who is absorbed in the consciousness of the whole. 
  
 

    Is everything completely clear in what is said of freedom here? But where is the 
doctrine of freedom, in which everything is completely clear, what is said, or is all 
said, which would be necessary for full clarity? Who wants to know what is the 
matter of infinity, ever completely clearly? It only applies, at least acknowledge it.

    This basic view is quite idealistic, insofar as all existence according to it rests in the
most general, in the divine, consciousness, only that it does not depend on matter or 



nature in the sense of ordinary idealism, be it for a post-born product of the spirit, or 
unilaterally dependent on it but considers it to be an inherent condition of its 
existence. The connection of phenomena, which nature represents, is itself part of the 
essential structure and foundation of the most general, the highest spirit.

    This view is quite materialistic in that it does not allow for the possibility of any 
human thought without a brain and a movement in that brains, and in that even 
supernatural, that it does not permit any divine thought without a physical world and 
movements in this world except that it but allowed a god and divine thoughts.

    This view is quite dualistic in that body and soul are then two sides of existence 
which are not fundamentally different, fundamentally different and yet interrelated, 
except that their relation, instead of being merely external, is mediated by the unity of
divine consciousness. in which last everything physical and spiritual appears and is 
herewith.

    This view is quite an identity view, holding both body and soul for only two 
different modes of the same being, one to gain on the inner, the other on the outer 
standpoint, only that in nothing, they are essentially subject to both modes of being as
the inseparable interdependence of both modes of appearance, and sees the ultimate 
condition of inseparability in the unity of the divine Consciousness.

    Schroff contradicts only monadology; with this there is a fight for death and life.

    Has one wonders whether one single consciousness should enter into one, or melt 
one into the most individual? That's the last choice.

    The anteater devours either the ants or is engulfed by them. That the living, this the 
dead. I bet for the living.

    My polemic against Herbart's monadology is in a memoir in Fichte's 
Zeitschr. 1853, against Lotzesche in the 37th chapter. my psychophysics, and forms 
the support for what is said here occasionally and briefly against the monadological 
direction. 28)

        28) See notes 3 and 21.

    In this, however, our view of all present-day philosophy contradicts the fact that it 
rejects all decline behind experience and all transcendence over experience, but 
demands the highest generalization, the most unified connection, ultimate analysis of 
experience, and the broadest conclusion on the basis of experience.

    And what have you gained so far with that decline, that transcendence? It was a 
futile struggle to get into the circle of experience, from the processing of which alone 
valuable fruit grows, or a jumping in from behind or above, without a principle for 
advancing.



XI. World view.
    God is the All or the Spirit of the universe, as you like it.

    The difference between this version concerns only the word, not the thing. For it is 
with the Word of God, as it is possible to reflect on the whole unifying connection of 
body and mind, or merely the latter, as the most essential of this whole, in the word of
man. (See Zend-Avesta, IS 327 ff.)

    The physical level construction of the world corresponds to a mental step structure, 
which is mirrored and carried by the physical.

    The meaning of mirroring and bearing is clear from the discussion in Chap. VI. The
functional principle of the "Elements of Psychophysics", p.

    The step-construction of the world is essentially such that every higher degree 
comprises a majority of lower-level, lower-level members, both physically and 
mentally, whose consciousness, coalesced in the higher, is closed to one another and 
carried by a more or less complete body-form. But the higher stage can not be 
considered, either physically or spiritually, as the mere sum of these individually 
conscious members, but rather links them together through a more far-reaching 
physical and consciousness content.

    As a schema of the physical and at the same time as a symbol of mental step 
construction (see Chapter VI) one can either use the image of a large circle, which 
includes a majority of smaller circles, which again include smaller circles, or of a 
large wave mountain, the majority of smaller ones Waves carrying mountains, each of
which again carries smaller peaks. The latter is after the distortion essentially only the
same scheme in the elevation, which is the first in the floor plans. The wave scheme 
is used in my psychophysics; the circle scheme is more popular.

    If, according to this, a circle A includes the juxtaposed circles a, b, c ...., then it is 
not filled in by them, and therefore not to be regarded as the sum of them, but 
presents all with one, all connecting, content. Now the subdivision of the different 
siblings a, b, c .... can go to different degrees, in some cases even be absent; and from
this there arises an analogous series of steps of subordinate as ordered members, of 
which those in which the subdivision goes further than in the others are to be 
considered as the higher ones. (See chapter IX)

    Starting from the human and ascending each time only one member of each inner 
stage ascending, one can put the inner step ladder thus: discreetly sensitive nerve 
fiber, eye, human, earth, world systems enclosing each other, world. But it may seem 
doubtful to what extent the world systems which enclose the earth and are enclosed 
by the world reflect still completed spiritual individualities above the earth, below the
divine unity, and therefore also whether they still carry them, and thus perform as 
special stages are. This dark question, which at first lacks interest, has therefore been 
left aside in all previous ones.



    The sensory circle of the eye is not completely filled with the circles of discreetly 
felt retinal fibers; the whole retina is rather embedded in other skins and contains, 
besides the nerves, cell-tissue and vessels. The circle of man is not completely filled 
with the sensory circles of the eyes, ears, and so on. The circle of the earth is not 
wholly surrounded by the circles of men, animals, plants, the circle of the world is 
not quite that of the cosmic bodies. because in between is finally still the ether.

    On the outer scale are the eyes, ears and feeler higher than smell and taste organ, 
because those contain a subdivision in discrete sentient nerve fibers *) these are 
not; Humans and animals are higher than plants, because they contain individual 
sensory organs, which again contain discrete sensory nerves, not these. Among the 
cosmic bodies, there may also be those in which the subdivision is more or less 
extensive than in the earth, and who are accordingly higher or lower in the sense of 
the outer scale. Perhaps there are world bodies (asteroids?), Which, although at the 
same internal level with the earth, are externally related to it in similar proportions as 
the plant and the polyp to man, whereas the sun may stand higher on the outer 
conductor than the earth Earth, if not the whole solar system, in the sense of the idea 
stated in Zend-Avesta T. II. S, 241 ff., Is to be regarded as a creature, but that belongs 
to the dark questions,

*) That this also applies to the ear with great probability, is shown in my Psychophysik, T. II. P. 286 ff. 
  
 

    It may be thought in a further development of the scheme, that each of the circles a,
b, c... Waving in circles around it, which filled the whole circle A without a definite 
boundary (and even with restitution from the circumference), but because of their exit
from different points only crossed, instead of collapsing. This is the schematic - 
symbolic idea, which I base on the memories that develop from our intuitions, as well
as the otherworldly circles of life which develop from our worldly ones. How the 
memory circles only become conscious when the visual circles are extinguished is 
with the otherworldly circles of life. The execution of this s. in the 3rd part of the 
Zend-Avesta.

    Between the members of a given stage, on the material and spiritual side, there are 
relationships which unify in the higher one and conclude consciously on the spiritual 
side. In them, not in the contents of the lower stages, the highest content of each 
higher level is to be seen in its meaning.

    Thus, for the purpose of the eye, not the sensations of the individual retinal fibers, 
but the relations of form and color arising from the relations of these sensations, and 
concluding in the overall view of the eye, are the most meaningful. Thus, for man, 
not the sensory circles of the individual senses, but concepts and ideas which emanate
from their relations and are concluded in the consciousness of the whole man; for the 
earth not the thought and sensory circles of the individual humans, animals, plants, 
but a higher kingdom of spiritual relations in church, state, science, art, life, which 
consciously consists in the unified spirit of the earth, and consciously concludes in 
it , And so there will be relationships again between the spirits of the world bodies,



    The misjudgment of this principle has led to a newer direction of the philosophy of 
the deification of man, according to which the summit of creation in the 
consciousness of individual men or the conscious ideas of individual philosophers 
can be found in an unconscious connection of humanity, rather than being more 
conscious of the consciousness of individual men To overlap relationships in a 
general consciousness.

    The relations between the individual members of a stage may in turn be different in
height, as long as they give relations between relations in the spiritual and 
indisputably related in the physical, of which the spiritual is mirrored and 
carried. This is followed by a third gradation of creatures. Thus man stands taller than
the animal, as he does with the animals at the same level of the inner and outer scale, 
but above the plant, if in man a higher realm of conscious relations transposes itself 
into concepts and ideas the simple consciousness relations, which find their place in 
the soul of the animal, rise, but which still stands higher than the plant, in which old 
determinations of consciousness come together directly in the unity of the 
soul. (Compare chapter VI)

    Not all stages of the inner conductors capable of consciousness are always 
conscious, but among the deeper ones a state of unconsciousness, of sleep, alternates 
with that of consciousness, of awakening, while in the higher ones a constant watch is
based on the fact that while a certain part of the lower-level limbs sleeps, another 
wakes, or that the higher, overarching relationships of the same become conscious.

    The state of the unconscious, which separates the epochs of the awake 
consciousness of a member of a given degree, and which divides the consciousness-
circuits of the different members, depends bodily on a same ground, because the 
bodily activities which carry the spiritual ones there between the epochs , here fall 
between the circles of conscious life under a certain size (threshold), above which the
consciousness begins to shine.

    This sentence can be found in the 45th chap. my psychophysics discussed and 
developed.

    The relation of the soul to the body can be brought under two formulas. It can be 
said that the soul is the self-manifestation of the same essence, which appears 
outwardly as a body, and the soul is the linking principle of the body, its composition 
and separation. Both formulas are connected by the fact that in the self-appearance, 
uniform and simplified contract, which in the external appearance diffuses into a 
manifold. (For this, see chapters l, 37, and 45 of psychophysics.)

    The infinite is not beyond finitude; but the finite is the content of the infinite, and 
experiences in the sphere of the finite provide the basis of an ever-expanding and ever
more secure, but never exhaustive, conclusion to infinity.

    The most general, certain, and surest experience we can do is that everything that is
not consciousness is abstracted as space, time, matter, atom, law, only in 
consciousness, or out of what appears in consciousness. And a supreme and ultimate 



consciousness, therefore, will be the whole embrace and its unity the last knot and the
highest peak of what is.

    From what we assume beyond or behind the consciousness and the content of 
consciousness, nothing is directly experiential; but everything outside and behind is 
hypothesis that we can only establish if necessary.

    But if we wish to grasp the experiential fact that we know nothing of existence, and
have the consciousness of it, in the sense of the principle of extension and increase, 
then we can dispense with the hypothesis, all dark documents and grounds of 
existence beyond consciousness and reduce everything to relationships, connections, 
determinations, laws, realities and possibilities of consciousness and its contents.

XII. Final view.

    Ceterum censeo, Carthaginia esse delendam . Under the Carthage, however, I 
understand that philosophy which puts itself above things without having ascended 
from its foundation to its summit. 


