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Love!

1. Causes and essence

Definition. To love a thing is to deal with it
as if it were considered precious (valuable),
although a conscious judgment concerning
its value hasn’t been formed. [There is also
love preceded by an entirely conscious judg-
ment — rational love, actually very rare, — ex-
cept for the domain of art].

Theories of love are divided into two
groups, according to whether the object
of love is regarded as an absolute value or as
a value for us.

Group L. Two theories: 1) It is of value as
identical with us; the theory of identity with
an often outright pantheistic coloring. 2) It
is of value as beautiful (alternatively, good);
— the platonic theory, the Christian theory
of the love of God.

Group II. The object is of value as useful or
pleasant. Here various theories are possible, ac-
cording to instincts love is supposed to gratify.

1 Archives of Polish Academy of Sciences in Warsaw, signa-
ture I11-181, folder 19 (44). It’s a manuscript coming from
the folder ,,Ksigga szkicow”, numbering 19 paginated pag-
es, dated 3 XII 1912. This text is provided with the fol-
lowing information, created by Henryk Elzenberg 9 VIII
1953 while putting materials in order: ,,There isn’t a cen-
tral idea here, a theme hasn’t played a role in my system-
atic thinking. It’s a mass of loose things of very diverse
character (from the most superficial, malicious sayings
to great metaphysics), not making a whole; I didn’t have
time to check and sift”.

[N. B. The pantheistically colored
theory of identity doesn’t explain why
we love this object rather than another. It
explains only the universal love of all cre-
ations. And why this rather than that? be-
cause we recognize that identity with one
object and don’t recognize it with anoth-
er. — Anyway, besides substantial identity,
qualitative similarity may suffice (,kin-
dred spirits”).

II. Effects and reason for being

First of all: what is that dealing as with
a valuable thing like?

1) Reverence, adoration — hence surren-
der, submission to the loved thing, — delight
of surrender.

2) (Egoistic): we desire to possess the val-
uable (loved) thing; alternatively, to see it,
commune with it, etc.

3) (Non-egoistic): we desire its good,
we wish it well.

2 Annotation in the margin: ,,This classification of love is
unmethodical. The first division is according to how pe-
ople conceive of the cause of their love; alternatively, what
it is really like. The second is according to which of the
essential characters of love comes to the foreground. This
implicates that every particular kind of love ought to be
defined by two factors, — one belonging to the first set,
the other — to the second one, and by their combination.
But in general: with regard to active people, it is bringing
one of love’s effects to the foreground that gives character
to love, — with regard to reflective or purely sentimental
ones — conception of cause — bathing in love”.
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These are three characteristics of love;
love adopts three moral characters accord-
ing to which characteristic is regarded as the
most essential: 1) love of devotion, surren-
der, slavishness; 2) love desire; love as ,Wille
zur Macht”, delight in exerting power (the
reverse of the foregoing) belongs here, too;
3) love as doing good, caritas.

Questions: 1) Where does the happiness
of love lie? 2) Where does the ethical value
of love lie?

Happiness. — Here (and everywhere here-
after) two things should be distinguished:
to love and to be loved. According to our
hitherto definitions, the happiness of loving
will be able to consist in:

A) Bathing in the feeling of identity (sub-
stantial or qualitative: one or the other, — or
»a kindred spirit”); here the delight consists
in the fact that I, as an individual, don’t feel
alone in the world. But what does the tor-
ment of loneliness consist in? It consists in
the absence of witnesses of our life and suf-
ferings; and in the impossibility of confid-
ing, of externalizing oneself. If I am happy,
I need a witness and a confidant through
vanity, willingness to pride oneself. If I am
unhappy, I need pity. In fact, it most often
happens so: in love we seek pity and com-
passion for our unhappiness (alternative-
ly, happiness)’. Whereas only the one who
understands us, who is identical with us
to some degree, can sympathize with us. In
this conception also the main delight of love
is to be loved; then we dream ,of a soft
hand, which”, etc.; but we do not in the
least dream that we ourselves shall put a soft
hand upon somebody else’s sufferings®. That

3 Annotation in the margin: ,,To love with this love: it is
to do good”.

4 Annotation in the margin: ,,To love and to be loved with
this love: delight of shared wanting, parallel aspiring and

belongs to a completely different conception
of love.

The above refers to qualitative identity; —
of things, and to their similarity. Substantial
identity is a quite different matter. At this
point the difference between loving and 700
piAgioBon disappears — there isn’t reverence,
adoration and what follows them, either.
Here the essence of love consists in losing
a sense of individual being. But what delight
is in it? One needn’t ask about that.

B) Contemplation of beauty (alterna-
tively, of good) — aesthetic happiness. To
be loved with this love: if I feel indeed per-
fectly beautiful and good, this love doesn’t
add anything more to me; — at most I may
be disinterestedly glad that the other party
has got to know my beauty and my good-
ness (God’s attitude towards his believ-
ers). If I don’t, then it is insincere delight,
vanity and torment resulting from a sense
of unworthiness.

C) Usefulness or pleasure; — nothing spe-
cific here. It is not that we love that gives us
happiness but we love because of the good,
the happiness we have experienced from
a given object. Our loving is then: 1) de-
sire; 2) gratitude. The latter perhaps specif-
ic: happiness of feeling and rendering grati-
tude. What would it consist in?

D) Adoration, surrender, submission, en-
slavement. Is there delight in that? Of irre-
sponsibility. Not to have one’s own will; will-
ingly accepting the one imposed on us from
the outside, ,,to be wanted”. In this case de-
light of loving and 700 gileiofau merge into
one; or rather: we don’t need to be loved;
provided that the person we love deign to let
us love them’ (frequent examples of the typ-

willing”.
5 Annotation in the margin: ,,To be loved with this love is
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ical, slavish love of women from the folk or
those with less education). More seldom in
love of 2 man for a woman — when a man,
according to the custom, is called ,a slave”
not of a woman but of his own senses, which
is quite different, and much less delightful,
slavery. Male lust for slavery finds gratifica-
tion rather in more ideal kinds of love: love
of truth, love of homeland, etc.°

E) Love — desire; love — power. Delight
of possessing or delight of dominating. De-
light of desiring is possible, too, since desire
represents a strong stimulus and brings ho-
mogeneity into the inner life.

a) Of possessing. — If I love but am not
loved, the delight consists in actual, physi-
cal possessing (I possess a woman’, a beau-
tiful vase, a copy of , The Iliad”, — a certain
truth. If we succeed in liberating Poland,
at the first moment our love of our country
will take on this brutal character of possess-
ing). To be loved with possessive love: if you
yourself love, it’s delight of slavery, discussed
in d,. If you yourself don’t love, it’s torture.

b) Of dominating. — To love with dom-
inant love: the delight is clear and doesn’t
need any closer defining. You can love
so only if you are loved, and loved just with
more or less slavish love. For if you domi-
nate not through love but through subjec-
tion of that person, now it’s pure possessing.
To be loved with dominant love, it’s slavish
delight.

o) It’s necessary to add here delight in
being desired (since love-desiring evidently

delight as long as I don’t love with the same one: a sense
of power, domination analogical [to that in the point] E b,
even though I don’t love”™.

6 Annotation in the margin: ,,[...] people’s love for God:
«children»”.

7 Annotation in the margin: ,,As regards a woman, a living
being in general, that could love me but doesn’t want to,
here delight of tyranny, forcing power, may adjoin itself”.

isn’t delight®). If you yourself love, than
to be desired is delight according to how
you love; — whether more lustfully or more
devotedly (in the former case the delight is
lesser). If you don’t love, — to be desired, i. e.
to feel desired, is always delight and a sense
of power intensifies, self-love is gratified.

F) Love as doing good. To love with this
love gives happiness according to whether
the beloved object is of value for us as iden-
tical with us or similar to us, or as beautiful
or good, — egoistical happiness in the for-
mer case (we do good to ourselves), — ethical
in the latter (we contribute to the existence
and expansion of good and beauty). The for-
mer quality characterizes family love or love
of homeland experienced by people whose
,I” fuses with the familial or national 7. You
love with this kind of love equally, whether
you are loved or not. But you demand their
love in return, — you demand gratitude. To
be loved in this way is, certainly, egoistic sat-
isfaction, — it becomes torment if we either
don’t feel worthy, or feel it our duty to be
grateful, yet for our part cannot pay.

a) Love-similarity requires, in order to be
happy, the same love from the other person.

a’) Love-identity, — towards another hu-
man being — is happiness mixed with tor-
ment if they don’t love us, - and perfect hap-
piness if they love us with the same love.

b) Love as contemplation of beauty is al-
ways and everywhere a painful feeling. To
be loved by the object of such love (exclud-
ing the fact that it enables us to possess) adds
nothing to our happiness; on the contrary, it
may take away from it, if we experience that
love for us as a weakness and a flaw.

o Love-gratitude, since it itself is al-
ready payment, doesn’t require reciprocity.

8 Annotation in the margin: ,,But yes, it may be”.
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If we meet with that person’s love, we react
as if we didn’t love at all.

d) Surrender and devotion requires dom-
inant love on the part of that person. If it
meets with a different kind of love, an amo-
rous misunderstanding arises.

e) a) Possessing demands that one either
not be loved or be loved slavishly.

¢) B) Love-dominating is twofold: 1) as
domination without fighting, and as such
it requires slavish love on the other’s part;
2) as domination repeatedly won by fight-
ing; — and this love harmonizes with all the
others; — and according to how great my
need to fight for domination is, more sat-
isfying is going to be love as aesthetic con-
templation on the other’s part, — as a feeling
of identity, as a feeling of likeness, as caritas;
—and further even as, just the same as mine,
love-domination. Then love becomes, in-
deed, fight for domination, and we love our
adversary in the beloved person. The more
one must fight, the more infrequent a liking
for such love is. Hence that love of wom-
en, rather babies, lambish, tiny, with big,
goggled eyes and fair hair, not very intelli-
gent but meek and kind: the common ide-
al of vanquished weaklings, ineffective great
people, wasted by lust for domination but
unable to dominate. This is the dream com-
ing with ultimate defeats. Impacted on by
temporary defeat, we desire love that would
consolidate our powers (thus love-likeness,
love-identity, even aesthetic love). Impact-
ed on by ultimate defeat, we desire love that
would let us forget about the defeat thanks
to an easy victory.

f) This requires no other love but grati-
tude. If it meets with any other love, it expe-
riences it as dissonance, all the more so be-
cause often the greater merit it attributes

to itself, the less that person has deserved for
whatever they did to be loved so. Neverthe-
less, mutual caritas is possible.

If love of one kind encounters in the oth-
er person any different love from that which
suits it, then one of those amorous misun-
derstandings, so often taken as a subject
of literary works, arises.

So much for the logical analysis. Now let’s
refer to experience. Well: what are my per-
sonal dreams of love? (At the moment I'm
talking about love of a woman.) First of all:
it is a dream of being loved and not of lov-
ing. But of loving as well — as an addition.
Why? To be loved is satisfaction only insofar
as the loved one is worth something herself
(therefore my love isn’t love-domination; —
quite a matter of course, — my lust for power
has come through the whole personal crea-
tion; in that case I shall be grateful to this
woman for her loving me and my love for
her will be nothing else but just gratitude for
her love; alternatively, a feeling of possessing
her love and delectation of it, manifesting
itself in kindness to her. As for me, ,,to love”
a woman would have a twofold meaning,
according to two phases: 1) to try to appre-
hend love; 2) to enjoy her love. And since
I am a kind-hearted person, I would be very
good and nice to her in return for her love.

Now: why do I desire to be loved? It
can be stated very simply: 1) I desire sen-
sual delight; 2) because it is more pleasant
to possess a woman who gives herself will-
ingly rather than unwillingly, then I desire
that a woman who will give me that de-
light also love me. And now: why do I de-
sire to be loved by this woman and not by
that — so and not otherwise? Well: 3) I don’t
desire to be under anybody’s power, — nor
do I have any inclination to dominate, — nor
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to lose my sense of individual being, — how
on earth may that woman love me? With
love of ,a kindred spirit”, love-of-similari-
ty. I arrive at the same immediately with-
out taking sensual lust into account: for me
love is coming out of loneliness, a possibil-
ity of confiding, to be understood — and
to sense ,a soft, merciful hand upon my
aching heart”. In order that all this may be
possible, a woman must be intelligent and
cultured. Then again, pity offends and hu-
miliates me, — save it goes hand in hand
with reverence; so she would have ,to un-
derstand” me all the more, that is, to see my
strength — and not, God forbid, to penetrate
all my weaknesses, therefore she would have
to be similar to me in essential points.

My conception of love: friendship and
sensual delight. This is the most common.
There is also: a dream of love as of domi-
nation, and then a higher form: love-adora-
tion, where a woman’s love for me would be
only enjoying my love, letting me love her.
This is a completely opposite, generous in-
terpretation of my dreams of love. And now
I don’t really know which of them, the mali-
cious or generous one, is true.

[Adoration accepted graciously. To be
loved in order for the adoration to be accept-
ed graciously. What do I gain from it? That
I am allowed to freely express my adoration,
to pray aloud, to externalize].

Love of man and woman. Why do you
love at all, and why do you love this human
being and not another? If one wants to de-
fine the essence of love, it’s necessary to take
these two questions into consideration.

The answer to the former is easy: all
we need is to ask what elements are found in
love and nowhere else? The first such element
is sensual desire and this is super-certain and

unquestionable. The second seems to be the
essential psychological difference between
a man and a woman, which is of such a kind
that in their relationship a man seeks grati-
fication of certain psychological, specifically
male, needs and a woman — specifically fe-
male ones. I have defined this relationship
elsewhere. Love is: 1) sensual desire, 2) aspi-
ration for certain psychic experiences.

Now the latter question. Well, it’s obvi-
ous that as far as the two matters are con-
cerned, the choice will be made solely ac-
cording to the degree to which a given per-
son will satisfy these needs. Thus, an essen-
tially amorous choice will depend on two el-
ements: 1) physical beauty; 2) psychological
“femininity” (and vice versa “masculinity”).
(Therefore what I have written above is mis-
taken: there is only one question, not two.
If a choice is being made for other reasons, it
isn’t a love-choice any more).

Reason for being and ethical value’. —
We are taking all the forms of love point by
point and analyzing them. In order to deter-
mine the ethical value, however, the follow-
ing further differences should be taken into
account:

1) Requited
of being returned: love of one human being

love or love capable
to another.

2) Love that cannot be returned, thus
love of nature, truth, art, homeland. Here
it’s necessary to consider further a subdivi-
sion, namely:

a) we can possess an object of love, so it
can become an object of desire (works of art,
and possibly also truth);

b) it cannot be possessed and in this sense

9 Annotation in the margin: ,,Basically, only gileiv, and not
pileioBou, has aesthetic value. Or maybe a certain enno-
bling influence of tod gileiofau exists. Rather, an ethically
unfavorable influence would seem probable”.
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it cannot be an object of desire, it can be
only created. Thus homeland and any moral
beauty, heroism, etc.

A) Love-identity. One doesn’t sense the
L7 in contrast with a ,,not-I”. The value will
depend on what at all the worth of such fu-
sion or widening of self is.

A!) Similarity - ?

B) Aesthetic contemplation. To love
so — enormous value, to let others love us
so, if we deserve it, doesn’t add anything
to our worth, if we don’t deserve, it’s an
immoral thing.

C) Gratitude — ?

D) Adoration, surrender etc.; — Nega-
tive aspects strike the eye. At the same time,
however, it is here that the positive feature
common to all forms of love appears most
strongly, — since just this part is the most es-
sential characteristic of love: namely, the fact
that reverence for something outside of our-
selves and our occupation with that thing
bring us out of ourselves; they save from ego-
tism of thoughts and imagination and give
a clear sense at least to our individual life, de-
termining its certain definite direction and
becoming a germ of actions. The disadvan-
tage is this: if what we love isn’t really beau-
tiful and good, if we haven’t formed a con-
scious and clear judgment about it, then two
sins occur: 1) unreasonableness of motives
on which the whole direction of our life is
dependent; 2) abandoning oneself to poor
and paltry goals. Thirdly at last, there is an
absolutely fundamental sin: namely, we for-
go acting at our own discretion wherever the
loved thing’s interest comes into play. It’s
fabulous facilitation of our life. It has, how-
ever, advantages as well: freeing a human be-
ing from constant hesitation about one’s con-
duct, it makes action more productive. Here

is, e. g., my longing for love in the broader
meaning (not of a woman): ,to have a de-
limited route”, that is, a sharp criterion for
behavior, and not to need to be in two minds
at every moment because 1) it is painful; 2) it
leads to continuous self-analysis and ego-
tism; 3) makes me unproductive. (Egotism
and self-realization are also painful and im-
moral — why?) Irrational love is to replace the
rational , knowledge of good and evil”. It is,
without question, ethically lower than that
knowledge; nonetheless, it may be the only
love accessible to a human being.

Achtung! 1If I am judging love in ethical
terms, it means that I have a ready-made
ethical criterion, that is, that I don’t need
love. I need it only insofar as I lack an ethical
criterion. Is that so? Not necessarily. I sup-
pose I know what is good and what is evil
but good and evil things are so many and
of so many kinds that if I want to serve all
the good ones equally, I shall distract my-
self again and often have straightforwardly
to choose between two virtues. Now then,
unreasonable love determines what kind
of good we shall serve. A polytheistic sym-
bol: which of gods — services held by Chris-
tians in particular temples. Love of such
a woman and not of a different one may be-
come a living symbol of such an ethical di-
rection of our life or of a different one.

E) a) Possessing — further modifications,
not directly. f) Dominating. y) Desiring —
the ethical value of desire: super-interesting
issue. According to the position of eudai-
monism, lust deserved the greatest condem-
nation. But desiring something not regard-
ed as indispensable [...] was already per-
mitted also there. It can even have certain
eudaimonistic meaning, as Pindar’s ylvxdg
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iuepoc™ testifies, partly with regard to an in-
flow of energy and vital force, partly with
regard to giving a uniform direction to one’s
life and eliminating various conflicting, pet-
ty strivings (but then, where do these striv-
ings originate, if not from desires? So it isn’t
desire in itself that matters but dispropor-
tionate intensification of one desire, as com-
pared with others.) According also to the
strictly ethical stance, the latter is signifi-
cant as increasing productivity and giving
a style to one’s soul. Whereas it is absolute-
ly unethical lust (irrespective of eudaimon-
ism) if 1) it springs from irrational drive, it
is blind; 2) it weakens one’s ability whether
to judge objectively or to act disinterestedly.
A human being dominated by lust is ethi-
cally disgusting. In order to lose this mean-
ing, desire must be combined with a great
amount of ,skepticism”, ,didacticism”; a hu-
man being should prove to themselves by
action that they are not dominated.

F) Love-beneficence is of enormous so-
cial significance; it is the love Christianity
means when it says ,Love your neighbors”.
Strictly ethically, it is the consummation
of amorous reverence I was talking about
previously. That gave a certain uniform
program to one’s life and here we have the
detection of that program. It makes possi-
ble: 1) acting; 2) acting in a certain desig-
nated direction.

Does indeed action alone (and not pro-
ductive, producing beauty action) has eth-
ical value? Love makes action possible;
good, but why to act? Whether because —
since action delivers from egotism and ego-
tism makes us unproductive — any action,
even though itself not producing, trains for

10 Annotation in the margin: ,,One might contrast {ugpog (de-
sire) with émiBouia (lust)”.

productivity?''. It is a fact that I immedi-
ately experience egotism as a disgusting
thing, probably as an expression of impo-
tence (wallowing in one’s own impotence).
Whereas any exertion of one’s strength out-
side of oneself is beautiful in itself. Action
that is to a certain degree fight is always
beautiful. After all, I said at one time that
every effort is beautiful and, according also
to the so called ethics of will, it is a funda-
mental good.

* >k Xk

It would be further necessary to explore
what positive or negative impact the fact
of being loved with this or that love, — and
mutual love — can have; alternatively, even
whether amorous misunderstandings and
fights entail certain ethical values.

Now then, as regards love of man and
woman, its first and most unquestiona-
ble characteristic is sensuality — what is the
ethical meaning of sensuality? The fact is
known that sensuality as a constant trait
of one’s disposition refines aesthetic sensitiv-
ity, while being dominated by sensual lust
at a given moment and a propensity to ut-
terly give in to lust blunt this same aesthet-
ic sensitivity. The ideal is then a sensual but
controlling the senses human being (Indian:
yone’s senses’ master”). This sensitivity that
sensuality provides is an immensely impor-
tant thing; without it any artistry and life’s
aesthetics are impossible.

[The French are more sensual, Germans
sexually stronger. It’s very possible that some

11 Annotation in the margin: ,,Act, stoics used to say, and in
order to act, will. And why am I to will, where am I going
to take motives for action from? Christians came and said
to this: ,,love”. Love and you will already be willing, scil.
to act for the good of that which you will conceive an af-
fection for. Only a question remains: how to kindle love in
oneself?”.
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attenuation of sexual strength positively in-
fluences permanent sensitivity of senses. For
I was puzzled by the fact that people ready
at every moment to... are at the same time
deprived of all aesthetic, and even sensual,
sensitivity, apart from this single specific
one, e. g. they manifest a total insensibility
to a touch of the hand, a brush of the hair,
etc.]?.

Sensual love, as long as it is really love,
consists in sensual fastidiousness: ,,only this
one and not another”, the more general sen-
suality must get the upper hand over the sex-
ual-animal love. From this it would follow
that mainly people of lesser strength (with
underdeveloped purely sexual lustfulness),
of more refined nervous sensuality, are ca-
pable of sensual love, which also seems to be
proven correct by experience. (The paradise
of sensual love is France, not Germany).

Thus: it is the more general sensuality that
plays a positive role. But now, as far as love is
concerned: does love excite or blunt this sen-
suality? When unsatisfied, it excites, of course
—and a peculiar thing: unsatisfied sensual love
is one of the most known stimuli for poetic
creativity. Satisfied love seems rather to blunt.
Whether in other respects love has positive or
negative effects remains to be explored.

[Incidentally: what is the ethical value
of happiness if we call happiness satisfaction
not of the noblest but of the most essential,
the strongest enduring needs of a given hu-
man being’s nature and an appearance of the
awareness of this satisfaction. It’s possible
to think about it one way or another: on the
one hand, happiness may be considered ex-
citing eagerness for action, and on the other

12 Annotation in the margin: ,,In order to be able to enno-
ble people, one has to be noble oneself; in order to at least
make them similar to oneself, one has to believe in oneself

L.

hand, something soporific, like a narcotic.
It’s nevertheless an important and interest-
ing question].

The present remark occurred to me while
I was reflecting on the second question: what
is the ethical meaning of the other, psychic
element of love of man and woman, namely,
the complementary relationship of their souls?
For it’s beyond doubt that gratification of this
need constitutes one of the most perfect forms
of happiness”. How does the ethical value
of this love present itself now? As regards its
lower type (woman as slave), there seems to be
nothing but evil. In the higher one (woman
as queen), there is probably nothing but good.

Here once more an analysis of the psy-
chology of love.

[N.B. Not to forget that a human being
seems to essentially need the object of their
action or feeling to willingly surrender itself
to this action or feeling, the clay being mod-
eled to willingly let us model it, and hence
this passionate human liking for living clay,
hence also the desire to be mutually hated
by people we hate. This fact seems unques-
tioned. How to explain it, I don’t know. Isn’t
a certain kind of setting the seal of value at
stake here? The very object of my action ap-
proves of my acting. Or else: a human be-
ing’s ideal is not to know resistance from the
world. Now then, isn’t precisely such consent
of the very object of my action the highest
ideal of such absence of resistance, of such
complete accordance between me and the
world outside of me? The former explana-
tion is ethical, the latter eudaimonistic].

The normal state of a man: effort. The
dream of a man: moment of victory after

13 Annotation in the margin: ,,Psychical possession and de-
sire as well, hence opening to heart-depth with each other,
in the absence of which love is lacking”.
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the highest exertion of effort. ,Heroism”.
Action, fight, creativity.

The normal state of a woman: calmness.
The dream of a woman: undisturbed silence
of calmness. Staying in the state that is satis-
faction with herself. It can be attained either
by surrender or by domination, queenship
or slavishness. Woman queen or slave.

Hence two types of love, according
to whether an actor or a creator loves a queen
or a slave.

1) Slave. — It’s a liking of weak men, who,
instead of strenuous creative effort, seek out
somewhere else the soft clay of the soft femi-
nine nature to mold in. The delight of a man
consists here in exerting his creative activi-
ty on the feminine soul and the specifically
amorous addition is exactly that consent on
a woman’s part; from this originates that it
is more pleasant to shape a woman than any
lifeless or unwilling clay (which is ultimately
the delight of Titans). The delight of a wom-
an consists in the fact that: 1) in her purely
passive state she is freed from effort, action,
she can stay calmly satisfied and devoted; 2)
although a woman desires calmness in her
depth, she likes it, however, when winds ag-
itate ripples on her surface (,mood” is an ul-
tra-feminine thing). She attains this by cast-
ing her lot with a man. A man, as directly
engaged in fight, is deeply stirred by successes
and failures; a woman, as engaged indirect-
ly, gets from them as many stirrings as her
nature needs at the moment. On the other
hand, it’s agreeable to a man to see the sub-
dued reflection of his experiences in a wom-
an’s soul; it affects his own sad experiences in
an alleviating, soothing and subtilizing way.
Here a woman is an element that alleviates
what is too acute, a soothing element. This

character of love exists also in its other type;
then it is invariant. A man agitates a woman’s
soul, and a woman soothes a man’s soul. One
alleviates what is the disadvantage of the oth-
er’s normal state: a woman soothes a man’s
pain of fight (in a way analogous to having
read a book that expresses the same feelings
as those experienced by us), a man alleviates
a woman’s boredom and monotony of calm-
ness. Appeasement and excitement.

[Thus: on the one hand, gratification
of principal instincts; on the second hand, al-
leviation of the bad effects of these instincts.]

2) Queen: staying in a sense of her own
beauty, radiating beauty to the outside. What
does a man give a woman here? He maintains
her with his adoration in a sense of her beau-
ty (of her worth — I'm talking about the psy-
che); - thanks to him, she enjoys this sense;
it’s clear and simple'. Whereas what a wom-
an gives a man I explained extensively at one
time. It should be divided: 1) that he loves, 2)
that he is loved. That he loves: it is gracious-
ly accepted courage; a stimulus to activity,
a harbor, a respite in fight, resting on roses.
That he is loved: likewise a stimulus to acting
in the awareness of his strength and worth,
and gracious acceptance of courage.

Such a relationship between souls doesn’t
seem to contain any unethical element. Uni-
versal love. “To love humanity” is a com-
fortable way of loving nobody.

,People” can be loved either through
a sense of identity with them (/ drowning
in humanity), or through a sense of simi-
larity (,nos semblables”), or through admi-
ration and reverence for its ethical, cultural
worth, etc., or because they are useful to us

14 Annotation in the margin: ,,A woman loves in a man his
creativity and heroism”.
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(solidary) — and this love may manifest itself
either by inactive devotion and surrender, or
by doing good. Whereas lust to dominate
humanity out of love for it is excluded, save
in order to do good to it.

To be investigated: specific causes and the
ethical value of universal love.

* ok k

How to arouse love in oneself?

Identity: what I was talking about doing
good as a source of love (to identify with
oneself so as to be able to love) falls within
this category.

Similarity: deluding oneself about the sim-
ilarity (lack of psychological sophistication),
intentional uncriticalism; or: to make people
similar to oneself so as to be able to love.

Aesthetic contemplation: to commune
with the beautiful; to beautify so as to be
able to love (alternatively, to ennoble, etc.)
or to delude oneself.

Usefulness (to become aware of it).

Possessing and dominating: To weaken,
to break, to bend to one’s power so as to be
able to love. A known phenomenon.

Rendering good. To make unhappy so as
to be able to love. This phenomenon is known:
tormenting the loved ones (and watching that
any happiness doesn’t fall on them from any-
where than from us) so as to be able afterwards
to console them, make them happy, etc.

As regards our relation to people, meet-
ing beautiful, worthy of aesthetic love peo-
ple doesn’t depend on us. In order to love,
we can:1) identify people with ourselves,
2) make them similar to ourselves, 3) enno-
ble, 4) break, 5) torment. [...]

Comments. If my definition of love is
true, then why, they will ask, may a thing be
considered worthful, be revered, and not be

loved? I'm denying that this is possible. Rever-
ence that doesn’t entail love isn’t the substan-
tial reverence based on one’s own value judg-
ment but it is a theoretical assessment based
on other people’s value judgments. If a wom-
an says: “I respect this man very much but
I don’t love him”, it means ,,I know that this
man has traits of mind and character that are
universally regarded as valuable but they are
indifferent to me”. In such a case love assumes
the characteristics of anxiety: I know these are
certain extraordinary attributes, which I don’t
comprehend. In general, reverence assumes
the form either of love or of anxiety.

LA desire for love haunts us when we have
suffered a defeat, when we are dissatisfied
with ourselves, when we don’t want to be our-
selves. A dream of love is a cowardly dream
of death”. Which love was I thinking about
while writing this? It may be love as identity
or as surrender, adoration; the fact that the
safter a defeat” responds with a desire for pity.

We desire pity but we wouldn’t bear pity
unless from people who revere us. The love
we desire to be loved with is a combination
of pity and reverence. (Pity for our ,unde-
served sufferings”, reverence for our extraor-
dinary attributes? No: pity for our human
weakness, reverence for our...)

A lonely human being desires to act in or-
der to get out of oneself but cannot (because
doesn’t have a stimulus for action).

Why is loneliness (from which love exact-
ly is the best escape) so awful? Isn’t it be-
cause one senses one’s individual being in it?

2. Love (generaliter)

(11 XTI 1913]

To love a being is either to revere its excel-
lence or to wish its excellence. But what
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accounts for the fact that, from among many
imperfect beings, we love only certain ones
and not others? The conviction (,faith”, ac-
cording to the terminology of theological
virtues) that they are able to develop to-
wards excellence, that they aren’t fossilized
in the today’s manifestation of their essence,
but that they are alive and able to develop
like buds” (and that, of course, this is not
simple changeability, yielding to undulation
of influences without a steady line of de-
velopment). [, Faith” gives birth to ,love”
through the intermediary of ,hope”]. And
the definitely crystallized characters, en-
crusted in certain explicit imperfectness, are
the least able to arouse love. (Here perhaps
a mention of the contrast between a hu-
man being with a character and a human-
being with a soul). [Look De [’homme 12].

15 Annotation in the margin: ,,And that’s why Poland can be
loved very much.

In ,normal” conditions of life we prefer
to associate with people not embodying this
disturbing element of development, peo-
ple with whom we ultimately know what
to stick to (,characters” xatr’ éCoyiv) and
our attitude to whom is regulated once and
for all: in normal conditions we don’t like
to love. For love of a perfect being is taking
root, of an imperfect one — anxiety; — and
taking root as well as anxiety are factors that
arouse a need for self-perfection in ourselves,
thus they bring about pain and uneasiness.
[N.B. By perfection I understand through-
out what a human being can achieve, that is,
full realization of one’s own type].

Translated from Polish by
Hanna Lubowicz
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Mitoéé
(abstrake)

Tekst pochodzi z archiwéw wchodzacych
w sklad spuscizny Henryka Elzenberga.
Jest on rezultatem usitowan filozofa zmie-
rzajacych do pewnego usystematyzowania
pojecia i zjawiska milosci. Wedlug same-
go Autora, 6w zarys takiej klasyfikacji na-
lezy odbiera¢ jako zbiér luznych zapiskéw
o zréznicowanym charakterze, nie stano-
wigcych calosci. Definiujac istotg milosci,
filozof wyodrebnia dwie gtéwne grupy teorii
milosci w zaleznosci od tego, czy kochang
rzecz uwaza si¢ za absolutng czy wzgledna.
Jednoczesnie stara si¢ wyszczegélni¢ pod-
stawowe warto$ci mogace wzbudza¢ mitos¢,
ktére obejmuja: identycznos¢ lub podobien-
stwo, pickno lub dobro oraz uzytecznos¢
lub przyjemno$¢. Trojaki charakter moralny
miloéci wynika ze sposobu obchodzenia sig
z danym obiektem milosci: uwielbianie/po-
wazanie, posiadanie/panowanie, pragnienie
jego dobra/zyczenie mu dobrze. Jesli chee-
my opisa¢ szczg$cie mitosci w odréznieniu
od etycznej lub estetycznej wartosci mito-
$ci, potrzeba nam wyszczegdlnienia roz-
maitych konfiguracji réznych rodzajéw ko-
chania i bycia kochanym, jakie wyste¢puja

w poszczegSlnych zjawiskach milosnych,
pozwalajacych na zbadanie uwarunkowan
wyboréw mitosnych oraz zrédel mitosnych
nieporozumien. Odwolanie si¢ do psycho-
logii milo$ci miedzy mezczyzna a kobie-
ta pomaga w wydzieleniu jej dwéch istot-
nych sktadowych, tej tkwiacej w zmyslach
i tej zakorzenionej w psychice. Jesli chodzi
o drugi skladnik — komplementarng natu-
r¢ psychologicznej meskosci i kobiecosci —
wyr6zni¢ mozna dalsze dwa typy mitosci
w oparciu o ich przeciwstawne cechy: nizszy
— kiedy to kobieta jawi si¢ jako niewolnica,
oraz wyzszy, kiedy to jawi si¢ ona jako kré-
lowa. Ostatecznym ideatem milosci wydaje
si¢ by¢ zwiazek pokrewnych dusz jako dro-
ga do ztagodzenia samotnosci, nieodlacznie
zwigzanej z poczuciem wlasnego jednost-
kowego bycia, poprzez wyjscie poza siebie
i uzewnetrznianie sie.

Stowa kluczowe:

milo§¢, analiza logiczna, osobiste do§wiadcze-
nie, psychologia milosci, wartos¢ etyczna mi-
fosci, milosne nieporozumienie, mito§¢ zmy-
stowa, zaspokojenie, wybdr mitosny, powazanie

Love

(Summary)

The text comes from the archives consti-
tuting the legacy of Henryk Ezenberg. It
is the result of the philosopher’s attempts
aiming at a certain systematization of the
concept and the fenomenon of love. Ac-
cording to the author himself, this outline
of such a classification must be taken as
a set of loose notes of diversified character,
not constituting a whole. Defining love’s
essence, the philosopher distinguishes the

two main groups of love theories, depend-
ing on whether the loved thing is regarded
as absolute or relative. At the same time he
tries to single out the fundamental values
able to arouse love, which embrace identity
or similarity, beauty or good, and utility or
pleasure. The triple moral character of love
arises from the way of dealing with a giv-
en love object, which may consist in ado-
ration/reverance, possesion/domination, or
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desire of its good/wishing it well. If we want
to describe happiness of love in its differ-
ence from the ethical or esthetical value
of love, we need to specify the various con-
figurations of different kinds of loving and
being loved, which occur in particular am-
orous phenomena, letting us to explore the
determinants of amorous choices as well as
the sources of amorous misunderstandings.
The reference to psychology of love between
a man and a woman helps to isolate its two
essential elements, the one residing in one’s
senses, the other rooted in one’s psyche. As
regards the latter element - the complemen-
tary nature of psychological masculinity
and feminity — the futher two types of love
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can be highlighted based on their oposite
characteristics: the lower one where woman
appears as a slave, and the higher one where
she appears as a queen. The ultimate ideal
of love seems to be the relationship of kin-
dred souls as a route to alleviate the loneli-
ness inherent in the sense of one’s own indi-
vidual being through getting out of oneself
and externalizing oneself.

Key words:

love, logical analysis, personal experience,
psychology of love, ethical value of love, am-
orous misunderstanding, sensual love, satis-
faction, amorous choice, reverence

Ledera. Zajmuje si¢ psychoanaliza lacanow-
ska i filozofig jezyka (obronita prac¢ magi-
sterska p.t. Widzenie aspektu w filozofii Lu-
dwiga Wittgensteina pod kierownictwem
prof. Jacka Holéwki). Szczegdlng uwagg
w pracy naukowej przyklada do zagadnieni
z pogranicza filozofii (przede wszystkim, ale
nie tylko) i psychologii klinicznej. Wspét-
pracowala z réznymi czasopismami nauko-
wymi jako tlumacz.
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