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Rationality and Freedom

Schelling's later Philosophy

Abstract: With Schelling’s later philosophy the rationality German idealism bids farewell
to its fantasy of almightiness. The rationalityldan the attempt of its ultimate justification.
In the reality of an absolute ground it cannot esstself of its own reality. The rationality
realises that it is being related to an absolute,its reality as creative freedom withdraws
itself from the conceptualising striving of theioaiality (negative philosophy). However, the
possibility of this rationally ungraspable realigs understood by the rationality, liberates to
create theoretically a not enforceable change odpeetive (religion), which is nonetheless
not to be denounced as irrational. Afterwards,“tlhidocked” rationality is able to diagnose

the world in the horizon of the creative freedontre absolute (positive philosophy).
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1 Introduction

Schelling's later philosophy consists of two congius: the “negative” and the “positive
philosophy”. The negative philosophy is the scierafepure rationality. The positive
philosophy is a revelation theology that is basaderperience. These two components are
being combined in the way, as Schelling has spetift in his last wil: Unfortunately,
Schelling himself was not able to accomplish tlimbination of the two components during
his lifetime. But even afterwards could this notdme since the “Urfassung der Philosophie
der Offenbarund®, which is authoritative for the positive philosgpltould not be located. It
was not until a spectacular discovery in 1992 ithla¢écame accessible. However, as described
in Schelling's last will, it is this work only thabmes into his consideration as a source for the
positive philosophy. In principle, it is the same with the “Darstellunigr reinrationalen
Philosophie® (Presentation of the Purely Rational Philosopby)iie negative philosophy.

2 Schelling's negative philosophy ¢

The insights of the negative philosophy are purational. But they are also historical at the
same time. That is to say, they are being discuasadcertain moment in history. According
to Schelling, there climaxes a historico-intellettdevelopment in Kant's philosophy. It leads
from a pagan mythology to the ancient philosophyd dinally to the Christianity. It

distinguishes modern philosophy positively to freself from the guardianship of the latter.
This philosophical self-enlightenment of rationaig not directed against religion in the end.
This clarification is rather a precondition for tlself-fulfilment of the true religion of

freedom. The modern emancipation of rationality ¢en characterised by means of the

' Cf. Fuhrmans 1959/60, 14-26.

2 Cf. Schelling 1992.

% Cf. Franz 2002, 273; Schmied-Korwazik 1994, 164nkle 1993, 411.

* Cf. Schelling SW XI 253-572.

® Cf. Meier 2004, 67. Up to the ®@entury, Schelling's later philosophy was classlifas irrational. It was not
until Walter Schulz’s thorough analysis that freégchelling's later philosophy from these charges fibw
Schelling research begins with the publication isf $tudy “Die Vollendung des Deutschen Idealismusier
Spéatphilosophie Schellings* (The perfection of Ganmldealism in Schelling's later philosophy) in %95
Numerous continuations and variations emerged suilese to the classic controversy between WalteuRRtsh
idealistic interpretation and Horst Fuhrman's theisterpretation of Schelling's later philosoptof. Meier
2004, 28-56). Today six types of interpretationSghelling's later philosophy can be distinguishefd Kriiger
2008, 30-96): The theistic interpretation (e.g.Wslter Kasper), the idealistic interpretation (ébyg. Manfred
Frank), the Marxist interpretation (e.g. by Erngdh), the existentialist interpretation (e.g. blguPTillich), the
evolutionary interpretation (e.g. by Xavier Tillie} and the Kantianising interpretation (e.g. byeAHutter).

® Cf. Schelling SW XI 253-572; Korsch 1980, 256-2B0chheim 2001, 125-145.
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keyword: self-determination. In that way, the irtten of rationality, to assure itself rationally
in the idea of the absolute, can be illustratedcodding to Schelling, this takes place in
Kant's theoretical philosophy: Rationality realigkat it needs the idea of God as integrated
concluding idea. In the following, it is Schellisghtention to deduce no longer this insight
from a historical point of view but to develop ienely rationally.

The negative philosophy as pure science of ratignas based on the following
precondition: Human beings possess rationality.bAsgs of rationality, they are able to
articulate their ideas about themselves and thédwora form which is generally capable of
accountability. Thus, a communication about thesjility of this articulation is made
possible since the question of its own possibilgyirrefutable for rationality. Otherwise,
rationality fails its ability of general reflexiyit Hence, rationality tries to enlighten itself
about what it means to be able to discuss all plessontents, thus plainly “something”.

This leads to the next idea. If something is supdd® become thematic as something,
then it has got to be possible. If something issfs, this leads to the idea of the absolute
subject, because from this nothing can be predicdtiee absolute subject is what can plainly
be and what is not nothing. In this way the absotuibject refers to what precedes the idea of
possible predication. As underlying notion (“hypmkenon” or “sub-jectum”), it is the first
momentum, which is followed by the idea of the dibsoobject (“ob-jectum”) as the second
momentum. Both moments are not real but refer tmerds of possibility.

In doing so, the subject precedes the object amsl tiarks a difference. This necessitates
the distinction between subject and object. Howegeaice these two moments are only
making their reference to each other as a thirlyemthich is different from both, needs to be
considered if the identity of this reference ismuged to be grasped. This third entity arises
from the mutual reference of subject and objectalt therefore be referred to as absolute
subject-object or Spirit and reiterates the stmgctitom which it arises: Differently from
Hegel the third momentum of the dialectic is no meality but remains in the area of what is
possible. With these three moments the structurésomething” is fully grasped: The
rationality is the ability ("potentia”) that undeéamds every “something” according to its
possibility (“potentia”). These three moments ofh&lting’s rationality can therefore be
referred to as “potencies”. Thus, the rationalitgsyps the paradigmatic possibility with the
help of the dialectic of the potencies. And in fhexception of its potencies the rationality
realises that it is based on a reality which dadsmerge into it.

This reality is the principle of rationality. Due its nature of not merging into rationality

this principle needs to specify its moments in sackay that it is actually once more being
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distinguished from this function. As reality theinmiple needs to include and exceed the
paradigmatic possibility. In order to achieve thisciple by selection the rationality begins

to differentiate this paradigmatic possibility. $Heads to the deduction of the world of ideas
and the world of appearances, whose categorieseamg derived from the complex interplay

of the potencies. In the end of this derivationorality understands the idea of God as its
principle. However, as this principle God is menehderstood ideally.

After exhaustion of all theoretical possibilitidsis induces the rationality to perform a
practical act: Firstly, the rationality emerges ofittself and trusts secondly in the fact that
God is real as principle. The possibility of thiartsition is based on the understanding that
the principle in itself possesses its moments atdneies: The principle is the reality which
distinguishes itself from its potencies and whiem ©egin something as this reality, namely
through the realisation of the potencies. Thisdme of God, which is only noticeable in
retrospect (“a posteriori”), corresponds on thet mdérthe human, to the immediacy of the
individual will in which the freedom can be seerheTtransition from negative to positive
philosophy corresponds to the transition from “lae™gospel” and from “nature” to “grace”
respectively, as Schelling notes in theologicaglaage. Schelling wants it to be explicitly
understood in such a way: The negative and pospivéosophy are what the Catholic
theology refers to as nature and grace and themefibtheology as law and gospel.

3 Schelling's positive philosophy

In positive philosophy, God is supposed to be tadgnprehended. But this failed because the
reality was on the reservation of rationality. Noationality emanates from the actual reality
and asks for its conditions. Within those condisiorationality rediscovers itself: The
conditions of the being are the three potenciegyThay altogether be characterised as the
essence which stands for the unity of the potenéiasimportant insight is associated with
that: The essence as such is not located on the el as the three potencies. The essence
itself would be potency as well as the unity of fgencies: Immediately, it would be the
question: what constitutes this unity? The idedhef essence would not have fulfilled its
function of explaining the global unity.

Hence, it comes to a change of perspective. Thenstaction of being turns into the
understanding of essence, which incorporates tlee fotencies. Due to its freedom from the

potencies the essence appears as freddomthe being: The essence is absolute because it

" Cf. Schelling 1992; Kriiger 2008, 163-183. 191-2281-264.
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can free itself from its being (“absolutum” fromb‘®olvere”). Due to its freedotowardsthe
being the essence proves to be God. AccordinghyGaa the three potencies need to be
distinguished from his essence. This essence of @ad be identified with the
tetragrammaton of the Hebrew name for God (“*JHWHFprmally this name is a proper
name which, different from the term, refers to dentity that cannot be utilised — thus
Schelling is in accordance with the Saul A. Krigkéater theory of the proper name. And,
materially, the proper name of the Hebrew God ésdimgular and original freedom (Exodus
3,14) that begins something creatively. In suchag,whe essence of God justifies why the
world exists: Since God does not need the world lfiee to create it.

The insight into the being of God (“JHWH”) leads domonotheistic understanding of
God. This monotheistic understanding of God esthbk itself in history with the Christian
doctrine of the Trinity. Compared to the previotart of thought, it is a new insight that can
now be applied to the history of religion; and thia# world becomes comprehensible in its
genesis: In religion, the world history becomes ranaf itself; the interpretation of religion
may explain the origin of the world.

With that the crucial step is taken: If the workdsupposed to be contemplated as a free
act of a free God, as in creation, this task isgpeealised by the Christian doctrine of the
Trinity. Creation then is the procreation of thenSo the Spirit, which is unnecessary for God
the Father. The first potency represents the satisir of creation and the paternal procreative
capacity ("causa materialis”) respectively, theosetpotency the Son ("causa formalis”), and
the third potency the Spirit ("causa finalis”). $htpirit is the primordial human insofar as
nature opens the eyes in its awareness. Thus, de& ltharacter of Schelling’s later
philosophy is being substantiated: In strict salftiment (as the absolute reality of the
Father), the absolute encloses the possibility tbkmess in itself. (The substratum of
creation and the possible persons of the Son an8irit).

Consequentially, Schelling’s doctrine of the Tiynliegins with the consubstantiality of
the Father. This unity of God is not real withobe tpotencies and thus not without the
possible persons of the Son and the God. Sincé¢réla$) Father as such is not without the
(possible) Son and the (possible) Spirit the doetof the Father takes over the function of
the “immanent” doctrine of the Trinity: It expressthe freedom of God towards the world.
Previously, the appearance of the “economic” Tyin@od the Father is so real that he is free
to be differentiated in the sense of the “econonighity and thereby for the creation. And
during the “economic” separation of God during tbteeation, the Father warrants the

indissolubility of God because he does not ententbrld. The Father is free from becoming
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the world. Thus, the Father does not come into go@long with creation. Rather, only
through the Son and the Spirit does the Fatherfiestrhimself with creation in the world.

At this the absolute reality of the free Father ifemts itself as love in the world: The
Father fully releases his three potencies for treegis of the world, even though he himself
in his absolute reality does not profit from it. Ud) the Father manifests himself as absolute
freedom in the world through the realisation of p&gencies in the love and as Spirit in the
mind of the human: In the world the divine freedoranifests itself as love in the mind of the
human.

This freedom-theoretical identification of the humexplains why the human being may
originally abandon God: As image of the free Gaelllaman is originally free — and can turn
away from God. However, human beings lose theadoen with this avoidance. Unlike God,
whose essence (“*JHWH") as Father is located abowgotencies, humans are linked to the
dialectic of the potentials within the Spirit agr¢hpotency. Since the Fall of Man includes the
human wants to be like God, the human being sets thie first potency, thus the paternal
procreation capacity in the sense of the substratfiareation ("causa materialis”): The
human is subordinating himself as third potencyh first. This entails a repetition of the
creation process within the human consciousneske—history of religion. This second
potency successively overcomes the first potencthabat the end, the community with the
Father comes back with the third potency of theiSpi

The incomplete structure of the potencies integotieé freedom of God as creation and
the freedom of the human as the Fall of Man. fl@xs how the obedience of Christ restores
the community with God. Thus, by renouncing its powwvhich it has acquired in the non-
divine darkness of the pagan mythology, the sequoigncy of the Son returns the first
potency to God the Father. With the self-renuncrabf the second potency the first potency,
which is being set free in the Fall of Man, logsssupport and perishes as such.

Thus, the restored third potency comes into fodhe Spirit appears with the obedience
of the Son towards the Father. And the obedienci®fSon takes place within the Spirit,
which restores the unity with the Father. The tgalf the Spirit finally breaks through with
the performed obedience of the Son in the selffsarat the cross: God's freedom thus
presents itself anew in the freedom of human. Tdte of the first potency, which is being set
free in the Fall of Man, is overcome in the persbthe Son according to the possibility and
in the works of the Son according to the realitigye3e works of the Son are still continuing to
last and take place in the church: With the deparbd the Son the Spirit moves into the outer

history. Ultimately, this is going to be the casehe Johannine Spirit Church of the future (as
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manifestation of the third potency). The PetringhGhlcism (as manifestation of the first
potency) and the Pauline Protestantism (as maatfestof the second potency) are leading to

this church.

4 The positional designation of Schelling's later P hilosophy

Schelling’s insights can be contextualised. Schgli later philosophy can be understood
theologically as orthodox patricentrism and phijgscally as internal realism. These
classifications do simply serve the purpose ofiggth better picture of Schelling’'s later
philosophy.

Schelling’s doctrine of the Trinity explains: GduetFather is the free origin in which the
Son and the Spirit and thus also the world of timndin are justified. The Father is aware of
his freedom because of the Son and the Spirit wdnaide of him. The Father rules over the
persons of the Son and the Spirit, which are astaad within him and which do not rule over
the Father even though they entail him. In doingSshelling’s doctrine of the Trinity makes
perfectly clear that the persons of the Son and&fhiat are based on the person of the Father.
However, it has been said that this is not rightaose the Nicene dogmata of the
consubstantiality of Father and Son and of the wostsintiality of Father, Son and Spirit do
not seem compatible with such a “subordinatianfsnfowever, this impression changes
considerably when subsequently considering a rentgrkWalter Kasper There is a
legitimate orthodox patricentrism. This orthodoxrmentrism has nothing in common with
Arius and the subordinatianism. Not only Justienleus, Hippolytus and Tertullian support
this patricentrism. Athanasius and the opponenteefrianism support this direction as well.
The Cappadocian theology and the affiliated traditbf the Greek East are patrocentric until
today. For this tradition the doctrine of the gémetlations of origin cannot come into
conflict with the insight of the sameness of thenitarian persons, as Athanasius, Basil and
Gregory of Nazianzus remark. Because, accordirtigetio belief, it characterises the orthodox
doctrine of the Trinity that the Son and the Spéanie being attributed to the one Father.
Hence, it can be talked about the one essence af @ reason for the basic unity of God is

thus not an absolute equality of the Trinitariarspas but the Son and the Spirit owe

8 Cf. Wendebourg 1988.
° Cf. Kasper 1965, 273f. Anm. 57.
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themselves to the Father. Besides, in patricenttisen procreation of the Son is being
connected to the creation of the wofld.

When sharing this view of orthodox patricentrisime telationship with Schelling’s doctrine

of the Trinity becomes apparent. Thus, Schellingpsuts the patricentric main idea: The
creation of the world is justified in God, who istra community of three coequal persons.
Rather, God the Father is the essence of the fteity which the Son and the Spirit emanate
and create the world. Schelling thus realises dritecof the Trinity based on German

idealism which renews central insights of the odthopatricentrisnt?

In order to locate Schelling’s later philosophylpsophically within the horizon of the
present, it can be related to the current realistitemlism-debate of the analytical
philosophy. Because the contemporary philosophyeiag shaped by this debate. With the
relative right of one-sidedness four positions bardistinguished within

The first position is the metaphysical realism. 3ptysical realism is based on the fact
that the everyday judgement implies: Statementerdifom the things they are referring to.
Thus, statements are not as such infallible buttare or false depending on the state of
affairs. The reality does not depend on being nthédesubject of discussion. Moreover, a
statement is true if, and only if, the reality atiis discussion of it concur. Metaphysical
realism formulates this insight with the so-call@mrespondence theory of truth: True is a
judgment which corresponds with reality. Howeveiyeg this fundamental assumption,
metaphysical realism turns into a problem for ftsBecause if the reality and its discussion
are being differentiated in principle, this mealnatithe reality is fundamentally independent
from its discussion. Consequently, also the bestudision of reality may go wrong.

This explains the attractiveness of the secondtipasiwhich is contrary to the first one.
This is the antirealism, which may also be refeteeds idealism. For antirealism reality is a
question of the cognitive process. Thus, a staterabaut reality is true or wrong if it is
justified or not justified, respectively. Thus, aoding to the coherence theory something is
regarded as true if it is consistently coherentcokding to the consensus theory that is
regarded as true what is being agreed upon undesathditions of an ideal discourse. Or the
limiting value counts as true at which the acadetheory formation aims. Accordingly, it
appears to be problematic in antirealism that taeesents do not refer to things from which
they differ. It is rather the case that the thirggsx no longer be distinguished from the

statements about them: The reality becomes oneitsittiscussion. However, in doing so it

10 cf. Marcus 1963.
1 Cf. Holz 1970, 405-412. 425-441; Kriiger 2008, 285-
12.Cf. Sollberger 1996, 76-80; Koch 2006, 11-25.
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becomes unclear how something particular can beeraalibject of discussion at all. Because
if the form of the discussion specifies the conteihtvhat is being discussed in such a way
that the content consists of the form alone, thencontent can be specified as such: If
something is supposed to have its reality onlynd how it is being said, that what is being
said can no longer be distinguished from the gérfena of its statement.

The third position is the relativism. Relativismms to settle the dispute between realism
and antirealism by dismissing the theoretical éffaf justification. Relativism claims: The
truth of statements can not be clarified in the. 8@tause statements are relative they depend
on circumstances which can not be justified anthin However, this relativistic position in
the sense of a theory is difficult in principle:all statements are merely relatively valid, this
is also true for the statement “All statements awerely relatively valid”. However,
apparently this is a performative self-contradictidt does not get any better if relativism
wants to evade it by remarking that it does notuiregany universally valid statements. In
such a way it turns out to be incomprehensible wikiich right relativism is supposed to be
more than a mere opinion which can be imposed loerst

The fourth position is the internal realism. Intrrealism needs to be distinguished from
metaphysical realism. It is common to both realigiieories that reality is not only classified
as a deed of the human and his power of cognitlomever, internal realism, on the contrary
to metaphysical realism, knows that, in its appeagathis reality is constitutively related to
human opinions. In doing so, internal realism watotsavoid that — like in metaphysical
realism — reality volatilises itself into an uniltigible beyond. Internal realism states: The
statement about something real refers to sometkgvhich is different from this statement.
However, something real can not be understood irtl#gntly of its statement. Thus, it needs
to be distinguished between the articulated reaiy the statement about something real
within the statement.

The theoretical question for internal realism deaith the following: Is it about a
maintainable position? If this reality presentslitsvithin the discussion of the reality without
merging into its discussion, then this reality &ng concealed in its emergence: The reality is
concealed in its revelation. However, what allowiiestimate is actually reality revealing
itself within the discussion which is supposed w lgeyond the discussion? Differently
formulated: Internal realism is not just the answeethe questions which are brought up by
the other three positions rather, it reiteratesiatehsifies the problem of how the reality and
its discussion are entwined in each other. Heenrttically apparent, rationality comes close

to its limit. This is the moment in which Schelliadater philosophy becomes interesting.
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5 The systematic cogency of Schelling's later Philo sophy

Basically, Schelling's later philosophy implies:l#st, absolute ground of the being can be
extinguished. This ground is a creative and origi,eedom whose creativity can not be
reached by the human in the end. The human cafulhptake hold of the freedom which has
generated the cosmos and continues to generat@rdhagly, an absolute ground can be
specified: It does not merge into the world of thenan and is thus preserved as source of
original freedom. However, this freedom is nothimgtional but reveals itself precisely in the
activity of the human rationality. That is to safyrationality tries to get a grip on itself, it
realises that itself is set: If rationality refleain itself, it has always been thinking. Its own
realisation virtually anticipates the rationalifjhus, as part of the self-reflection rationality is
able to recognise its own mediation in the sendaaticity.

However, this insight is by no means just a deb€ithe human rationality. Rather, in this
way rationality realises that there is somethingartying it which enables it to persistent
activity: The rationality realises that it is basmda creative ground. This ground is free - and
can be referred to as creative freedom - insoféinesationality is not able to take hold of this
ground. In other words: The absolute, or God redgy, is a free and creative reality — a
reality in which possibilities are being presentatbugh whose realisation the absolute can
operate the world (not: has to). The absolute wawdt be free otherwise. Vice-versa, the
creative possibilities also need to be inheretihéreality of the absolute. The absolute would
otherwise not come into consideration as grounth@fvorld because it would in principle be
incapable of creating the Other of itself.

In accordance with Schelling this is directly link another idea: The absolute, which is
original and creative freedom, manifests itselfoa® with the creation of the world. Because,
even though the absolute does not depend on ther @fhitself in the sense of a real
counterpart, the absolute does create a free apanteas original freedom. This counterpart
is the human being, in whose awareness nature ofseages and experiences itself as free.
The freedom of the absolute manifests itself intthman freedom through the realisation of
its possibilities, thus the creation of the worldowever, the absolute is not itself being
constituted by that. In my opinion this positiomnclhe addressed as internal realism: The
(absolute) reality does not merge into the humaoutjh the realisation of its possibilities and
thereby through the creation of the world. Howewsgthin the human this (absolute) reality is

being recognised constitutively.
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In doing so, Schelling's later philosophy moveshimitthe limits of what, when considering
Dieter Henrich, can be called "Metaphysik des Alhsetes” (metaphysics of closure). This is
the project which actually wants to display a lastsolute ground of differences. In the sense
of the metaphysics of closure the discourse oathelute ground includes four insights. First
of all, this ground must not be a certain momenairdifference. Because if a momentum of
difference, which is supposed to be explainednscrbed into the ground as explanation,
then this is circular: At once, in reference to freund, the question could be posed which
has led to its introduction as ground. Secondlye dround of difference can not be
understood as difference of the moments of diffeeen this case the questionable facts are
already being assumed unquestionably. Thirdly, difierence as such is ruled out if the
ground is supposed to be understood. That is to ifaglations are being described as
original, one has to admit that the existence efdtfference of the elements of relation is no
longer open to any justification. Fourthly, it neetb be demanded in principle that the
formulation of the term of an absolute ground muost utilise the differences which are
supposed to become plausible with reference tQtierwise, a circle would begin which
could not be regarded as justification. Thus, artbe following problem for the metaphysics
of closure: If the ground is already differentigtéidcan not be the ground of difference.
However, if the difference is by no means justifiedhe ground, the ground can not be the
ground of difference. Thus, it is impossible touwmss an internal differentiation of the
absolute ground. And it is impossible to deny tifferentiation at the same tinf@.

Considering this problem Schelling's theoreticapmsal is the following: The absolute
ground needs to be specified in such a way thatrtbments of difference are included as
possibilities within the reality of the ground. Thbsolute ground is distinguished from the
differences which may emerge from it and which lagang stored within it as possibilities. If
this absolute ground is supposed to be comprehepdsiively, then it is the freedom
opposite to the realisation of its inherent diffeses. Because the ground itself does not
depend on it within its reality the entry of theognd into the realisation of the inherent
difference of its possible moments can only be wstded in retrospect. The metaphysics of
closure are replaced by a theory which distingusheedom as ground of the world, whose
occurrence can be diagnosed simply because aatadl entry: The ultimate justification is
replaced by a diagnostic rationality which is lidke the factual practice.

These two insights are linked with the diagnostittonality. First of all, in doing so the

freedom of God is being taken account of, whicthemend explains the freedom of the world

'3 Cf. Cramer 1988, 297-322.
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of the human all by itself. Independence can oelatiributed to the human freedom if God's
freedom can still be distinguished from the lati@rits manifestation within the human
freedom. And secondly, the practice-oriented diggnhoan not be separated from the living
of the rational beings: Rationality is always théanality of someone and for someone. The
following diagnostic character is not a sign ofi@ationalism which stays behind the rational
security of the metaphysics of closure. Rather, dlagnostic character indicates the real
world reference of rationality. The theoreticallptnfeasible justification shows that the
rationality refers to something else than itself &mat it is thus virtually justified.

These two insights are closely related. Becaus&atll realises himself within the
theoretical self-awareness of the human being, therhuman becomes the momentum of
God. In doing so, God and the human become the snefaself-assurance for one another.
Neither God nor the human are thus interestinguseraf themselves. There is the risk of the
reduction to a functionalism which in the end tigds every personal independence and
which thus contradicts the experience of freedore human is being degraded to the
momentum of divine becoming — and the continuaridie® human doings only permits the
conclusion that God's attempt of mastering his aesdemtity has been unsuccessful so far.
However, if the human is not a means which God si¢éedhimself, then God does not create
himself with the human but the human being foitsh benefit. The putative devaluation of
the human thus proves to be a true revaluation:plingose of the world is not a self-therapy

of God but the freedom of the human being.
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