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      Chapter 1

      Introduction: 
The Kantian Revolution in Metaphysics
      

      
         
         
         
      

      
      The aim that I have in my book is to show that, if we are to have a true concept of
         philosophy, a concept of philosophy that is true to itself, we must comprehend philosophy
         as biblical in origin, both ontologically and historically. Consistent with my earlier
         studies, the most recent of which have been on Shakespeare and Spinoza, I argue how
         important it is to overcome the dualistic opposition, so common today, between philosophy
         and theology, between reason and faith, and between the secular and the religious.
         I concentrate here on the three philosophers that I consider the most important in
         modernity: Kant, Hegel, and Kierkegaard (dwarves standing on the shoulders of giants:
         Descartes and, above all, Spinoza). It is gripping to encounter Kant, Hegel, and Kierkegaard
         when and as situated within a shared ontological and historical framework. While they
         are, as distinctive thinkers, significantly different from each other, their differences,
         we shall see, are to be understood within a common philosophical framework that presupposes
         biblical, not Greek metaphysics. I conclude my book, however, with Feuerbach and Schopenhauer
         in order to show how untrue philosophy becomes insofar as it is based on a distorted
         and, indeed, false conception of biblical ideas, above all, in their Christian representation.
      

      
      The issues, then, that confront us—both author and reader—in this study are at once
         endlessly challenging and profoundly engaging. For we take on the most demanding of
         modern thinkers in placing them, historically and ontologically, within the context
         of the question that was famously posed by Tertullian, the first Christian theologian
         who wrote in Latin, c. 200 CE: What does Athens have to do with Jerusalem? What is
         the relationship between philosophy (the love of wisdom) and theology (the logos or
         Word of God)? What, in other words, is the relationship between reason and faith,
         between philosophy and theology, between, we can say, Plato and Aristotle, on the
         one hand, and Moses and Jesus, on the other. It will be evident, then, that, in addition
         to considering the relationship between modern (biblical) and ancient (Greek) philosophy,
         we shall also be required to think through the relationship between the Hebrew Bible
         and the New Testament (keeping in mind that the Christian Bible includes the “Old”
         Testament of the Jews), between Judaism and Christianity. (I shall not be concerned
         here with the third Abrahamic religion, Islam.)
      

      
      I shall argue, consistent with Kant and Hegel, that the fundamental myth of modernity
         is the biblical story of the Fall, of the “fall” of Adam and Eve from paradisiacal
         ignorance into conscious responsibility for knowing good and evil. As Spinoza points
         out, Adam and Eve “before” the fall were not free to fall: freedom is coincident with
         knowledge of good and evil. Both freedom and the responsibility for knowing good and
         evil, for doing good and combating (overcoming) evil, come into existence with the
         covenantal relations that, in the beginning, from the beginning, the ancient Israelites
         constitute with God according to the accounts of the five books of Moses and then
         as elaborated in the subsequent histories, prophecies, and wisdom literature of Hebrew
         Scripture and re-elaborated in the four Gospels and in the key Epistles of Paul, 1
         John, and James of the New Testament. In other words, the inspired authors of Genesis
         narrate the story of Adam and Eve (in fact, they tell two stories brought together
         in one) as if it takes place in the real, physical space and the actual, chronological
         time of a garden of nature, although with a serpent unnaturally sapient and with two
         trees bearing unnatural fruit, one of the knowledge of good and evil and the other
         of immortal life.
      

      
      But what the authors of Genesis actually show us—what they show us to be their aim—is
         that their story, in violating the inviolable law of contradiction, must and, therefore,
         is to be understood as paradox. The contradiction central to the story of Adam and
         Eve—recall Spinoza!—is that human beings who are made in the image of God do not begin,
         naturally, ignorant of good and evil. The contradiction is that the state of nature
         is contradictory. The paradox is that human beings begin their lives, not in nature
         but in the covenant with the responsibility of knowing, like God, good and evil in
         loving their neighbor as themselves. The paradox is that life lived eternally in and
         through relationship with God and neighbor in the covenant involves conception in
         both flesh and spirit, labor in both flesh and spirit, and the death of the flesh
         the comprehension of which by spirit as history involves what the Latins call the
         saecula saeculorum, the historical age comprehending all the ages subject to natural chronos and so representing the kingdom of God. Thus, Paul, citing the prophets Isaiah and
         Hosea, writes:
      

      
      
         Death is swallowed up in victory.

         
         O death, where is thy victory?

         
         O death, where is thy sting? (1 Cor. 15.54–55[1]   )
         

         
      

      The immortality of the soul that flourishes naturally, that is, contradictorily, in
         the Bible’s Garden of Eden is championed by Plato and Aristotle as the logical conclusion
         that follows naturally from the indemonstrable first principle of the law of contradiction.
         According to the fatal logic of contradiction, you can know if someone (say, Priam
         or Oedipus) is a happy man only if he is not, i.e., only if he has attained his end (in death). Because the end (of life) is known
         only in death, it is solely the immortal (dead) man who can truly be said to have
         attained the end of his life, life’s end. For, just as the living man can be said
         to be only when he is at his end, i.e., when he is not (living but dead), so it is solely the dead man who, as immortal, can be said truly
         to be (living). Yet, this is also patently contradictory. For, as Achilles (contradictorily)
         tells Odysseus, who (in violation of the law of contradiction) visits, according to
         Homer’s account in the Odyssey, Book 11, the dead hero in the underground, it is better to be (a) living (mortal),
         unheroic peasant who is not (at his dead end) than to be an immortal hero who is at his (dead) end. But thus we see that, according to the law of contradiction, to be (living) is not to be (dead) and not to be (living) is to be (dead). But which is one: living or dead, being or non-being? The answer, however,
         is unknowable. For, since, according to the Greeks, nothing (living) can come from
         nothing (dead), everything (living) comes from everything (dead). (This proposition
         is contradictorily reversible.) To be (living) can be and is knowable only in and
         through its contradictory end, not to be (dead); and not to be (dead) can be and is
         knowable only in and through its contradictory end, to be (living).
      

      
      This contradictory conception of natural life as found in paganism, according to whose
         fatal law of contradiction immortal life is the end of mortality, i.e., its dead end,
         is not that which is presupposed by the authors of Genesis in their story of Adam and Eve.
         They tell their contradictory story in order, rather, to show that it is only in and
         through the covenant, in embracing life as the end of death, that pagan contradiction
         can be overcome by paradox: the paradox that life is created from nothing, from nothing
         that is found in the contradictory space and time of nature, from nothing that is
         dead. But, paradoxically, then, to live (to be) means to embrace death, not as the end of life but as the redemption, the liberation,
         of life from death. So Edgar, in King Lear, after coming upon his father Gloucester, who, having earlier, blindly ordered his
         son’s death, is now blind and, overwhelmed by the despair in willing to be himself,[2]    seeks his own death, remarks in an aside, with infinite compassion, love, and
         hope: “the worst is not / So long as we can say ‘This is the worst’” (4.1.28–29).
         Or as Spinoza writes in the Ethics: “No one can desire to be blessed, to act well and to live well, who at the same
         time does not desire to be, to act, and to live, that is, actually to exist” (4.21).
         The good life, the blessed life is not found outside of the desire to be, to act,
         to live, “that is, actu existere.”
      

      
      Death for those in the biblical tradition is not the end of life. Rather, life—the
         desire to exist—is the end of death. Death can be truly comprehended only by those
         who desire, actually, to exist. Indeed, Edgar proceeds to stage for his despairing,
         blind father the paradox of the Fall, whereby Gloucester, in falling (he thinks) from
         the Cliff of Dover to (his anticipated) death, finds that, as his son informs him:
         “Thy life’s a miracle.” In answer to Gloucester’s question—“Is wretchedness deprived
         [of] that benefit, / To end itself by death?”—Edgar responds:
      

      
      
         Therefore, thou happy father,

         
         Think that the clearest [i.e., most illustrious] gods, who make them 
[i.e., for themselves] honors
         

         
         Of men’s impossibilities, have preserved thee. (4.6.55–74)

         
      

      The (divine) miracle of life, whereby human beings overcome the contradictory impossibilities
         of life, is the paradox that one is not blessedly immortal (at one’s dead end) either
         prior to or posterior to coming into existence. For immortal blessedness is the self-conscious
         realization that death is not the worst so long as I can say, actually existing, it
         is the worst. But what if I say, with Schopenhauer, that death, the extinction of
         all desire actually to exist, is the best, the true blessing of life? Is not, however,
         the desire to extinguish desire, the desire not to desire the ultimate contradiction
         whose impossibility reflects the illusory reduction of life to the very nothing from
         which it is created? This illusory contradiction is unknown in paganism but is the
         risk, always, for those in the biblical tradition to whom the return to the Garden
         of Eden, from which they have been eternally expelled into life, is barred. Nihilism—the
         view that the sacrifice of life, what Kierkegaard calls self-denial (in loving the
         neighbor), is in the service of death, and not of life—is the dark side of modernity.
         It is brilliantly portrayed, as we shall see, by Schopenhauer with his view that individuals,
         in their struggle for existence, are but the illusory representation of the eternally
         unchanging will, the-thing-itself, whose true reality is the extinction of all consciousness,
         of all desire, of all will—utter nothingness. Yet, the issue that is central to this
         study is how, recalling Edgar, we can speak of this nothingness without embracing
         the paradox, without experiencing the miracle that so long as I can say my life is
         nothing it is not “nothing.” Indeed, Nietzsche, in the final sentence of On the Genealogy of Morals, provides the ultimate refutation of Schopenhauer: man would rather will nothing
         than not will.
      

      
       That existence (life) is the good and nonbeing the evil insofar as death is made
         the end of life is but the ontological representative of the golden rule: do unto
         others what you desire others to do unto you. It is true that I may, in sadomasochistic
         perversion of the golden rule, undertake to hurt another individual because I want
         that individual to hurt me. Still, if I kill the other, I cannot then want that other
         in reciprocation to kill me. It is little wonder, then, that the heroic life of the
         Greeks is utterly contradictory: it is better for the hero to kill the other (hero)
         than to suffer death done to him (the hero) by the other (hero). Or, in Socrates’
         no less heroic and equally contradictory version: it is better to suffer harm (done
         to you by others) than to do harm (to others)—with which, by the way, the Athenian
         jury, as reported in the Apology, fully, i.e., contradictorily, agrees in ordering the death of Socrates.
      

      
      Kant

      
       Kant initiates self-consciously what I call the modern revolution in metaphysics
         with his demonstration that reason is—critically, absolutely, primordially—practice,
         not theory. To reason is to think the good, to desire the good, to will the good,
         to do the good as a subject, now and always. To reason is not to know the good as
         a theoretical object that is separate from the subject and indeed knowable solely
         by the soul when separate from the body (i.e., when the subject is dead to life).
         Kant famously argues that we can know the thing in itself, what the thing in itself
         is, solely as an object of possible, i.e., of empirical or scientific, experience.
         But we cannot know the thing in itself, what the thing is in itself. For what the
         thing is in itself, Kant demonstrates (yet never tells us directly, so far as I am
         aware), is the human person, the human subject, Kierkegaard’s single individual. Indeed,
         Kant elegantly demonstrates that that by which we know something (empirically) we
         cannot know as we know that thing. Reason is, paradoxically, transcendental yet practical,
         i.e., what Hegel, following the biblical tradition, calls at once divine and human.
         Thus, we can understand that Kant, in distinguishing between practice and theory,
         subject and object, person and thing, freedom and nature, value and fact, ought and
         is, states at the beginning of The Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals that there is one thing only, whether in or even outside of this world, that can
         be called good—and, I would add, evil—in itself, and that is the will. The will, whether
         human or divine, is the source of all good—and evil.
      

      
       Thus, Kant is absolutely consistent with Spinoza who demonstrates in the Ethics that the good is not what we desire but that, on the contrary, what we desire is
         the good—or the evil, I add. Spinoza, in other words, articulates the absolute difference
         between Platonic (Greek) metaphysics and biblical metaphysics. Because the good, for
         the ancient Greek philosophers, is the object of desire, it is the good of which human
         beings remain fatally ignorant. To desire the good, to seek the good is to demonstrate
         that you are ignorant of the good. As Socrates tells us in the Apology, he knows that he is ignorant but he does not know what (the good in itself is that) he is ignorant of. In order for human beings to know
         what they are ignorant of, as the good in itself, is to be the good (without any consciousness
         of the good, i.e., to be dead). We see, consequently, that Greek metaphysics is shaped
         by the contradictory opposition between consciousness (thinking), which is ignorant
         of the good (of being), and the good of being, of which there is no human consciousness
         (thinking). To think—to seek or to desire knowledge—is not to know what you are (in
         yourself): all you know is that you know that you are not what you seek, the good
         in itself. To know the good in itself is to be the good, in being identical with it,
         without any consciousness of it. Thinking (consciousness) is without being (the good).
         Being (the good) is without consciousness. Either consciousness lacks its object in
         contradictory opposition to it (following the law of contradiction) or consciousness
         is its object in identity with it (following the law of identity). Thus, Spinoza’s
         demonstration that the good is not what we desire but that what we desire is the good
         is the ethical (and political) articulation of the Cartesian demonstration that thinking
         (consciousness) entails existence (the good of life) and vice versa.
      

      
       It is useful, consequently, to remember that Aristotle sums up Greek philosophy—following
         Socrates and Plato—with the observation that things are knowable in two ways: relative
         to us and in themselves. The first is what Socrates, in Platonic dialogue, calls appearance
         (which is multiple, changeable, and knowable relative to us). The second is what he
         calls the form of the good (which is one, unchanging, and knowable in itself). Socrates
         thus teaches that to seek knowledge of the good (as virtue, justice, wisdom, piety)
         is to demonstrate that you lack it, that you are ignorant of it. In contrast, to know
         the good (in itself) is to be the good (in itself). It follows, then, that consciousness
         in the Greek world is ignorance of the good (as the Greek tragedians, not to mention
         the comic playwright Aristophanes, demonstrate in their plays). While, then, consciousness
         of the good is not to be the good (to be conscious, to think is to contradict the good of being), to
         know the good is to be the good (to be identical with the good is to be without consciousness
         of the good). We can well understand, then, that Aristotle, in the Metaphysics, defines God as thought thinking itself (consistent with his analysis of the activity
         of soul, in Book 10 of the Nicomachean Ethics, as contemplative imitation of the gods who have no interest in the political or
         ethical lives of human beings).
      

      
       It is little wonder, then, that Kant shows that what he calls transcendental logic—the
         logic of desire or the will—is not founded on the Greek logic of either deduction
         or induction, both of which are equally powerless to demonstrate their premises, i.e.,
         their first principles. Indeed, Aristotle acknowledges in the Metaphysics that the first principle of demonstration, the law of contradiction, is itself indemonstrable.
         In other words, it rests on our ignorance (on what is shown to be moira, fate, in Greek tragedy.) We can well understand, then, that Descartes, in his little-known
         philosophical dialogue, entitled The Search for Truth, shows that the principle of modern (i.e., biblical) metaphysics is not the law of
         contradiction (together with, we can add, its two sister laws of identity and the
         excluded middle) but the law of doubt. For to doubt everything that exists is to prove
         the existence of, at one and the same time, the subject doubting and the subject doubted.
         Thus, we have the ontological argument, which Descartes, following in the footsteps
         of St. Anselm in the late eleventh century, makes the basis of his Meditations on First Philosophy and that Spinoza formulates at the beginning of his Ethics: there is one thing that cannot be thought, by me, without necessarily existing,
         and that is God, i.e., the other, the neighbor. As Hegel summarizes the ontological
         argument in the Introduction to The  Phenomenology of Spirit: consciousness thinks something: consciousness has an object. We can well understand
         that St. Anselm, true to the Bible, shows that the doubting Thomas of the Psalms,
         the fool who, more than two millennia before Nietzsche, says in his heart that there
         is no God, has to be saying (communicating) something meaningful both to himself and
         to us. For, if he is speaking nonsense, then . . . God may not be what others (in
         the Bible) say God is, but to doubt the existence of God, to doubt that God exists,
         is to demonstrate that you are thinking something. There is content to your thought.
         Something exists that is other than your thought, however adequate or inadequate your
         conception (thought, image . . .) of it may be.
      

      
       It is Kant, as I indicated above, who brings to a climax the revolution in modern
         metaphysics inaugurated by Descartes and Spinoza
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