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FOREWORD
SINCE this is a book about the union gfmositesand the reconciliation of contraries, it will
probably appeal to two distinct types of readersstRinere will be those who suspect that modern
sdence may be teetering on the edge of an abydisodvery as formidable as the Copernican
Revolution. To them this Foreword is addressed. Second, there aralileasy familiar with
Jacob Boehme or wittWestern esotericism, wheel that their philosophic studies cannot be
i solated from the scientific problems of toda
constituency.

What common ground could possibly serve for a conversation betweenlBblszolascu, a

modern physicist, ancadob Boehme, Renaissance visionary? To most people science is fact,
imagination idiction, and that is the end of the matter. Yet this very split, whichopasing in
Boehmeds century andnoutownibthesanptorb e gpenious o cl| os e
disharmony in our inner and outeorlds. Several decades ago there was a noisy debate, opened by
the British scientist C.P. (later Lord) Snow, who was also a pomaleelist, concerning what he

cal |l ed 0 turee"SiAdowwa rCweldt t hat t hemasistid cenmmunitigsovera nd t
growing further and further apart, to the degree thata memberdfena | t ur e 0 was not
incapable of understanding the languageiatetests of the other, but did not even edllnem. The
scientists hattecome enmeshed in a world of technology and quantitativiirigi to which the

gualitative world of arts and letters, philosophy, asldjion was at best a pleasant garnish; while

the humanists were quitentent to be mathereallyands ci enti ycal ly il 1l iter:
superiority of their pursuits to dirty jobs like engineering. Snowhsfaudience in no doubt about

the potential danger of such a cleavage.



If there has been any improvement in the situation since thosel8éflg, it is probably thanks to

the scientists, and especially to physicists, many of whom have been driven by the discoveries of
thscentury to become fimet ap hy samoagssidntsts, inthé seese e |
that the principles on fwch one sciencis based serve another as materials for study. Engineers and
othertechnicians do not need to argue about the principles handed tbyhamtheoretical

sciences, such as biology, chemistry, and phyBicdogists, generally speakinggly on the laws

of chemistry, whilc hemi st s take for granted theefgrinciop
models of atomic structure are fictions to the contempgataygicist. Can one go a stage further,

and say that the principles takiem graned by the physicist are studied by the metaphysicist? In
somecircles, one might be forgiven for such talk, since at its highestastl speculative levels,

physics now investigates what is beyd@ntkta) the physical world, and treatsith what surprise

at its ownaudacity!i the very questions of being and Aoging that were onaeserved for

philosophers.

Humanists might object to the idea of a parallel hierarchy lgriagn among their own disciplines,

unless they remember that Thegy was traditnally regarded as reigning like a queen over the

Liberal Arts, the latter being based on human investigation rather thdiviae revelation. But

what discipline is it that studies the principtédgheology? It is a delicate question, to which a

numberof answers arpossible. First, and least likely to be of interest today, is the deniartiat

di scipline could exist abovtee ToraheQuram,erWNeM at i ons
Testament. That is the exoteric vie8econd, and more positivelyhere is metaphysics, the study

of theprinciples of existence and nonexistence, including those of Buslis unbounded by the

dogmas of angne religion, since its pringies, if true, must be universal. Metaphysics is an

esoteric study, intheense hat it concerns not t hesgsdedfwar d f
religion. Basarab Nicolescefers to one particular develoent of it, associated with the name of
Rened Gu®non,ofunidemradihtei mra.m@® Thi r d,nableragthee i s 1

experiential study of things divine.

The theosophical investigation of the powers behind and whkininiverse, which some call God

or the gods, is rightly held isuspicion: history is too full of cranks and fanatics who have

pretendedo such intimacy. Very occasionally, however, a theosopher appbase claims

demand serious attention by those in search of wisdaoceb Boehme is such a one: his claim rests

both on his unimpeachabpersonal integrity, and on the spiritual fruitfuleed his theosophic

findings. Now, if Basarab Nicolescu is correct, there is a third waireatite applicability of
Boehmeds system t o t s$ciencg andibdeesl maderfi tumanityg moder n

The reader will find in this book an admirably lusdmmaryos o me of Boehmeds fi
supplemented by primary sources fromthbB e o sopher 6s own writings. I
then this book i®ne of the richest fruits to grow from the Boehmian tree. Put as saagigssible,

its thesis is thaBoehme, through some faculty of supersensory vision, was able to behold the
principle behind the creatiaand evolution of the cosmos. If that were in any way true, such

knowledge should definitely be of interest to contemporary scidhameover, Boehmeoes not

stop at explaining how the cosmos cante existencé an unsolved question, but one with which
physics isat least comfortablé but continues to explain how and why it ka®lved since then. In

order to discuss this, he is obliged to touchtmultimate qualities of good and evil and on their

deepest roots in thdivine nature. The time has come, Basarab Nicolescu suggessigioce to

stop cutting itself off from such matters and concerns,tasnife y wer e any | ess Ar
and particles to which physidgas reduced our world.

Boehmeds first principles atrteetirei @vdamrxeedsnedaip
begin not with God, which is the firBeing, but with theJngrundof Non-being (or Beyon¢being)



in the Sight of which even the Creator and its cosmos are as nothinghigét paradoxically gives

rise to them both. Here Boehme raises tattsrmost limit the hermetic principle of polarity as the
generator oéxistence, and also plumbs to its depthsptioblem of what wexperience as evil.
Boehmeds second s er nueBer, onfurl therdevelapmentl oktle cosreos and n |
of its creativewitness, the human mind and soul, revealing the tragedy ampddimese that underlie
cosmic and humarwvelution.

In his deservedly popular work, Brief History of Tim¢New York: Bantam Books, 1988), Stephen
Hawking concluded with enigmatrausings on the existence or rexistence of God, in a
dramaticdemonstration of how physics precipitates suclstjoes nowadaysJnfortunately the

dialogue between Hawking and his readers caoldoroceed further, because it wasiched in the
language of theolyy, not that of metaphysics and still less of theosophy. Hawkingwitasg for

people who, if they hadny religious beliefs, were likely ttave exoteric ones. Hence the question

of what God is and whetheriite x i st so coul d not be treated wit

WhileHawki ngdbs book began wi taktrorommy, anckenaedwith i on o f
theosophic question, this book begimsh an exposition of Boehme the theosopher and ends with a
guestioning of science no less searching than the challenge Havfldred to the theists. Yet there

is perhaps more hope for the presgmproach, sincé is founded on the principles of esotericism.
Physici t sel f has been ¢ omp.e, lolgebayoridtheirneteentecemturyi e s ot e
images of reality that are still acceptable tortiggority of mankind. This compulsion has come

from what onecanjustifiably call the visions and illuminations of Max Planck, Albemstein,

Niels Bohr, Werner Heisenberg, etiakll men of a distinctly metaphysical temperament. Religion,

on the other hand, haeclined to listen to theosophers such as PlatiMesster Eckhartand

Boehme, and is thus mired in exoteric stagnation. Only witdioudly esoteric framework can the

two cultures be reconciled.

It is moving to witness this encounter of a sophisticated and cosmopolitan physicist with a man

from theopposite end of the modern apdunt, unschooled, and untraveled except on inward paths.
Especially mpr essi ve is Nicolescubés humility in the
mi ght fall to the dest iimaginabafl m@a impasse @ swodevior k t o
science borders on the incredible. Yet within these pages, the inconceivable has actually taken

place.

Joscelyn Godwin



TRANSLATOROGS NOTE

BOTH in the main section of this book about JaBolehme and in its @endices, we have

employed he standard Engl i sh writingsrbgJotantSpaosome of Boeh
Aurora, Concerningthe Three Principles of the Divine EsseramedMysterium Magnumand John
Rolleston EarleSix Theosophic Points, Six Mysticalifte andMysterium Pansophicumjust as

thest andard French transl ations théorignaldifeme 6s Ger
editionof this book.

Sparrowbs transl ati ons -seventeenthdguny;gheyi have &sorgewlaan d i
old-fashioned ring to them &tnes, but no other English translation has ever captured the brilliantly
bombastic style of Boehme in quite the same way.

Since it is currently diff i wouksihEnglish, terselectsmy o f
made by Basarab Nicolescufrado e hme6s own texts become all tt
whowishes to read further in Boehme might tigcob Boehme: Essentidbadingsedited and
introduced by Robin Wateryel d (oMelb89)jaggodor ough
selection oknippets with, unfortunately, no indication of sources or transjafohse 6 Kazgbd o f
Boehmetranslated by William Law (Grand Rapidd|: Phanes Press, 199The Way to Christ

translated by John $toudt (Westport, T. Greenwood Publishing Group, 1979); amuanber of

shorter works, includin@ix Mystical Points, Of the Suansual LifeandFundamental Statement
Concerning the Earthly andeavenly MysteriefMysterium Pansophicungall from Holmes

Publishing GroupP.O. Box 623, Edmonds, WA 98020). Most of Hi@mes editions are the John
Sparrow translations, and the compamtgnds to bring outhe Aurora, The Threefold Life of Man
andForty Questions of the Soirl the near future.

Basarab Nicolescuiseminten y qual i yed t o Juancdoebr tBaokeeh ntehdiss i sdtel
light of contemporary science. A leaditiggoretical physicist in Paris at the Centre National de
RechercheSci enti yque, he has also been a major fo

~

approach in modern science and culture, an effodtbes cr i bes as fAa yrst ste
bet ween di fkrowhedgyge,l dsparfticul arly beiteaeen s
He was among sixteen thinkers from around the world partcipated in a UNESC®Qonférence

call ed fAScBoewmrcdaraineds tdhfe Knowl edge: ThvenicBinol og
March, 1986.

Born in Romania, he moved to Paris in 1968 and obtainedbbisrate at the University of Paris.

His own witings include thegroundbreaking and awawinning study of elementary particle
physics,Nous, la particule et le mondParis: Le Mail, 1985)] n exami ni ng Boehmeé¢
terms of contemporary physics, thethor quotes extensively fromanumberad d er n s ci ent
studiespoth popular and academic; when English editions of these lea@tswe have cited the
publishing information in the footnote sections at the end of each chapter, but it was not possible to
check theEnglish editions of each dfiese works, so some of the citings hagen translated from

the French (and may be at some variance teghAmerican or British editions).

Basarab Nicolescu has graciously looked over this translati@oforacy, as has PARABGLO s
founder and editwal director, D.M.Dooling. The translator also wishes to thaluscelyn Godwin,
David Appelbaum, Jean Sulzberger, and Paul Je&laith for reviewing thenanuscript and
offering helpful suggestions.

Rob Baker



PREFACE
WHY WRITE about Jacob Boehnteday?
Some possible misunderstandings need todmaed up, right from the start.

Jacob Boehme (1578624) is a giant in Western thought and his writings have been the safbject
countless able, scholarly commentaries. Fairignown in France oside of a small circle of

specialists, Boehmehte ast has beneyted from t wqublicrLat i c al
Philosophie de Jakob Boehing Alexandre Koyré™ andLa Naissance de Dietiby Pierre

DeghayeThe present book is neithesac hol arl'y study nor ankngpul ar

fortheaut hor 6s own area of special.ilkziasimplpan i s el s
guestion of presenting an entrance gate: a perseading, offered by a modern man of culture
interested inthe adventf a new r atiworkdal ity in todayos

Another misunderstandinggading inevitablytosuchdel nt er est ed consi der at.
mystic seen by a contemporgryh y s i diipshtyGs iwri st s @nal sdeoughtatti @
dispelledvigorously. First of all, Boehme is not reali mystic, but rather @epresentative of

gnostic thought. The work of the man whomHegel | | ed fit he for emdand Ger |
who exerted a deynite inpuence o BchiegelfGetheal it i
Fichte, or Schelling is an integral part of @uiture. Thus it is normal that a physicist who is

convinced thascience is a part of culture, and that aajak between different forms

of knowledge is more necessary tgdlaan ever before, shouldexam e Boehmeds wor k
modern perspective.

More precisely, this book arose out of the encounter betwpassionate interest and a question.

My readingled me by chance to discover the writings of Boehtheat t | e mor e t han y
ago, and it was a revelation. IndeBadehme has the reputation of writing in a highly obscure way,

and hislanguage can perplex and even irritate a modern reader. But wHesntlegvork of

symbolic interpretatioii the only @propriate ond isu s e d |, Boehmeds writings
clear and can be read as eaaBya detective novéla novel about everything which exists or is
conceivable: divinity, the cosmos, ourselves.

This passionate interest helped me to exploneestipn that | hadlready formulated in my book,
Nous, la particule et le mondehow didit happen that modern science was born in the West?
Numerous worksn the tide of orientalism that sweeps over us today state that Eesteepts are
very like ttose which form the basis of modern physist nevertheless modern scieneas born
here, in the West. istorical or economic arguments are not enough to answer so vastiargques
An in-depth study of a way of thinking and imagining that leads cerain visionof the world,
characteristic of a given epoch,jmglispensable for a rigorous approach to this question. In this
context,the work of Boehme seems to me an exemplary case, showingaica way a whole
spiritual and cultural environment thadntainshe seed of modern science.

Boehmeds work can | ead us exsence df aibadichink befwedne | p i
Western tradition and modepnh y si ¢ s . Modern science deynes it
withreligionand Trd i t i on, | i ke a baby wiBiudh dbes nlodf ta ibt

when grown, in spite of everything retaitirgk with its mother, even if the link is only genetic? In
our time, thesplit between science and Tradition is made absolute biaproeg that any coming
together of the two is dangerous and illusdfgxceptions to this bias are rare, though | could cite

* In order not to overload the text, most notes are grouped at the end of each chapter.



the important work o€harles Moraé, Les Origines sacrées des sciences modefriegatheing

the fruits of prolonged scholarly research, Morazé has succeeenhiiiying some structural
constants, such as threigled andfous i ded ygures, which cross the
and Tradition. But | believe it is possible to establish that the work of Boedxamined anew as
exemplary, permits us to broaden this somewhatow frameworkWe can then discover, through
admittedly different methodologies, a continuity on a higbeell of a true vision ahe world,

which is nourished by everything that historical time lbang to it.

The reader shoul d under st aBoehmd itmaodernity. I[ghamal v pl a
completely the opinion of Deghaygshen he afyrms: fAWe do not make
modernphilosophy. We consider his wisdom for itself. . . . The aftgh ofhis teaching often

concealed that wisdom. In order to rediscd®eehme, we must disengage ourselves from romantic
literatureand deal i stic philosophy. W®&us h dagfagledeoep eci @
di fycult to foifi Bo&hmwé einkdstmonvdern ghisosopher. His thought is

not developed on the planef a b s t r a®Wwhy redbce allkmbderg phosophy to abstract

thought? It is true that the label can be applied to a good dé&tstern philosophy, withs strong

literary tradition, which ignorethe lived,the experiential aspect of lifeand especially ignores

science. More precisely, most philosophers either prefer to ignore scemggetely, conceiving of

it as a group of technically operative ipEswith nothing to say on the ontological plane, or they

invoke it fromtime to time as a passing illustration. However, science today is capable of giving a

new inspiration to philosophy. It cannot be reduceahstract thinking: it is concerned essalht

wi t h Nat ur ®ous representationts and o eur experiences. In this sense, science
represents moments of the history of reality. How can one conceivaadern philosophy which

ignores the history of reality?

Therefore | consider Béene to be at a precursor of modern philggoy, but a modern philosopher
himself. His writings are alive, like athe great texts of mankind: they nourish themselves on time
and onhistory. It is true that his work is founded on a lived experience wiadiaps, in its deep
roots, is imagined outside of geographical s@atet historical time. But it offers us a vision of the
double nature oNature: a Nature which is at once eternal and anchored in time.

Like a moden physicist, Boehme is haunted by ttiea of thenvariance of the cosmic processes

and by the paradoxical coexisterafeunity and diversity. All is movement, in a continual creation
andannihilation, in a perpetual genesis where nothing is stable and permanent. But this movement

is not chatic or anarchic; it is structuredrganized by virtue of an order that is certainly complex
andsubtlebut nevertheless percei vabl e.Godisbedgdtbea h me s
by this movement, he is born not in the world Wwith the worldo

The absence of a system of values adapted to the complexityrobteen world could lead us to
the selfdestruction of our own speciehe formulation of a new philosophy of Nature seems to
me, in thiscontext, of immediate urgencyacbb Boehme iamong us in thiguest: he is our
contemporary.

NOTES

1. Alexandre Koyrél.a Philosophie de Jakob Boehifiaris: Vrin, 1971).

2. Pierre Deghayé,a Naissance de Dieu ou La doctrine de Jakob BogRags: Albin Michel,Collection
Spiritualités Vivates 1985).

3. G. W. Cdnférendeesg e Il 6 hfi st oi r ed dle8 Udkob PoehmEParis:AltpnhViicke,
Coll ecti on e@éatbbmeel®7), pdE1l. | 6 H

4 . Basarab NicolesciNous, la particule er le mond®aris: Le Mail, 1985).

5. Henri Atlan,A Tort eta raison (Paris: Seuil, 1986).

6. Charles Morazéd_es Orpines sacrées des sciences modg(Raris: Fayard, 1986).

7. Deghaye, p. 20.

8. Ibid., p. 19.
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Jacob Boehme, the Man

TO THOSE familiar with the writings of Jacdonehme, what is surprising about his life is its
relativdy ordinary character: nothingoald befurther ffom the clichés associated with the lives of
mystics or illuminati.

This resident of Gorlitz, Germany, was a memb
daughter, and fatheresgveral children. After selling his shoemaking shop, he opened atgeen
According to Al exandr e Ko yirPggue dehling inwoded glavesd 1 6
which he buys from the peasantstod Lusacee gi on t o r e s éHislenemy, Gregore mar
Richter, the leading pastor of Gorlitz, accused himedfidp a dangerouseretic, and Boehme was
persecuted and even jailed for a short tiAred a few days after his death, the citizens of Gorlitz
shattered andandalized the cross on his tombstone. But nonetheless Boehnselied death, in

his own bed, aér a relatively commonplace iliness.

The mystery of Boehme is found elsewhere: in his experiendes of | u mi nletageofn . 0 At
twenty-five, he had a revelation that wilie basis for all his subsequent work: while gazing at the
brightness of @ewter vase, he felt himself suddenly engulfed by an extraordftwawyof



information about the hidden nature of things. This dataineasnprehensible to him at first, and

he waited twelve yearstounrdet and what had been fAgiememed t o hi
In our day, a person undergoing such an experience would immedaitetya group of disciples

and start giving lectures and writing bsstlers. But Boehme waited twelve years, in almost total

silence, inOrder to analyze, decipher, and explaiwh at h e thaantomeéntsobgeaoeoOui n

of this gestati on utdgaemerkfhéAurorma gni ycent and

Boehme remained very discreet about his exper
in 1600. But ibcesn it, thesforoe ana thé cgmity dfihid description were both

striking and troubling. In a letter addressed in 1621 toCdspand ner , t he cust oms
Beut hen, he wr apeneduntdéiniehse tha ia bne quartersof an hour | saw and knew
morethan if | had been maryears together at a University; at which | dicteedingly admire, and

| knew not how it happened to me; ahdreupon | turned my heart to praise God for it. For | saw

and knewthe being of all Beings; . . . also the birth or eternal generation dbthdrinity; the
descent, and ord ginal of this world. o

In The Aurora the essential character of his vision is affirmed withen gr eat er cl ar i
light my spirit suddenly saw through alnd in and by all the creatures, even in herbs aaskdt

knew Godwho he is, and how he is, and what his will is: And suddenly idigratmy will was

set on by a mighty impulse, to describe the beingad. But because | could not at once apprehend

the deepest births @od in their being, and comgrend them in my reason, there passi@tbst

twelve years, before the exact understanding thereof wasmigen . So also it went with this
spirit: The f i asnhotaconstanivassng light:tSince that gmee dhany a cold

windbl ew upon it; but the will never extinguish

I n spite of Boehmeds di scrms$edithroughconsiderasleirmgrpar e
turmoil during these twelve yean$ silence, in his attempt to reconcile the richness of his
experiencavith the poverty of the written word to explain it. He speaksiofraor r i bl e aby s:
sun was often eclipsed or exting s h e dHewr i t e s o al so that 0. .
from me, | coulcheither known 0t under st an d°Bwghmeotive cobhend gloven gs. o0
merchant, responsible for the material needs of hisfamily, confesses sincerely themptation

to give wup: darkE forrthe belyeamd td gettmy livikg, and resolved to give over this
business in hand, then the gate of heaven in my knowledge wasbgtéd@ut he did pass

through these inner trials and arrived abaveriul point of equilibrium, where the written word did
notbetraft he depth of the experi ence: |Imistexercise. . it
Therefore seeing it is my work that my spirit drivethill write it down for a Memorial, in such a

manner as | know it in mgpirit, and in such a manner as | attained to it, and | will set down no

strange thing, which myself have not tried [and known], that | béonod a liarconcerning myself

bef or e Hdvandny books ophilosophy would neverave been written if others had

followed thissplendid precept of Boehme?

Boehme mistrusted all proof by logical reason that was not basedemexperience and that,

going around in circles, could lead onlyitd | usi on and f olihgyafveriyhighh av e
mastershopi ng to ynd therein the gnotbhingrbdta laaladbadt r u e
spiris for hés own method of writing, Boehme
not suck it oufrom the dead or maat| reason, but my spitethwith God,u al i !
and proveth or searcheth the Deity, howitisinalls bi rt hs athd genitures.

He al so wrote: fAiThere ought soughtforinourwaritinge al s ki
* AUTHOR'S NOTE: The word fAqualiyet hMartimelistFeench accor di ng
translation of The Aurora (L6 Aurore naissante), Athe a

results in a mutual impregnatian.



Indeed we carry the heavenly treasiran earthly vessel, but there must be a heavenly receptacle
hidden inthe earthly, else the heavenly treasure is not comprised noNuwgld.should think or
desire to ynd t he | deépyarchifgandstadyitgeifde notrbé gnterbdibyd wi i
earnest repentance in the New Birth, so that it be grown in himself; for else it ibibtdrg, where

his mind never deeth the ground. . . . 0

An inattentive reader might conclude that Boehme is asradwof reason. At a recent colloquium
organized by the University #ficardy, one otherwisewdlln f or med r esearcher a
peremptory way that Boehme wianduadersténdingtadgainsh at e
e ach &Butthisisaldsurd. His opposition is not to reason itself, but to dead reason, that

which isdetached from all experience and born of purely mechanical nassiatiation. Quite the
contrary, Boehme is a lover of reason artdlligence, and this book is preciselyeatmony to

that. But the rationdél foundin his writing isa living rationality, rooted in expesnce What did

those twelve years of silence represent if not sacrifice in the name of reason? Why else did he write
SO many books, if not to try to exphaianalyze, andationalize thaexperience®ertainly this kind

of reason is far superior to that which we have become accustorimethtthe glib spokesmen of

this century whare prophets of nothingness and emptiness, priests of nihilism, positivism and
mechanistideterminism.

The rationality of Boehme's work can be perceived through the metaphor of the treeewtish
often in his writings: The garden of this tree signiffetheworld; the soil or nould signfieth
nature the stoclof the tree gnifies thestars by thebranchesare meant thelementsthe fruit
which grow on this tree signifjnen the sap in the tree denti¢he pureDeity." ** In taking up this
metaphor of the tree, Antoine Faivre grasps the contemporary importanceaifahality of
Boehme's work:One cardescribe in a thousand wagsingle tree, but Perhaps ttescriptions all
owing between two poles:teee completely naked and abstract, or a tree laden with a living
luxuriance. To the tree of Descartes, | would opgbseoneo f B o e Whiclke rdeans first of all
to see to it that our Western tree remains indeed alive, loaded with richly colored folibfyait;
that thesap nourishes and permeates it; that it no longer resembles a dead tree in a wintry
countryside like a formalized, abstract image lmbodless being.** This is an important
contemporary gamble for whistat stakeis our own lifeandthe life of ourplanet. What Boehme
has written about his epoch remains corgbyevalid for our own world: The holy lightis
nowadays accounted a mere history and bare knowledge, and that theilspioit worktherein;
and yet theywupposehat is faith whichhey profess with theimouths' *°

Jacob Boehme oftetteclared Imself a "simple man'® and he wasaffled and astonishelly the

totality of his work, which imposed itself on him as an urgent necessity. In fact, nothing seemed to
predspose him to this fundamentalgening" of 1600. What exactly was the nature of this

opening? From wherdid this extraordiary flow d data come, since it was certainly noawn

from reading the few bookggsent in his home? What is the mechanism by which reasoeesisc

in deciphering the results of an experience which is on the wiat®nal, without betrayingIn

the current state of understanding, it would be vain to try to respond to these quesigomsg

wel |l invoke t, HerodacedrbyrHefiry Gobig’tonlesimate the truly imaginary

the creatre, visionary, essential, fundamental; withthis vision the realdissolves in an endless

chain of veiled, deforming, mutilating images.

The challenge Boehme gambled on was, and remains, druoia¢éconcile opposing principles
while preserving their specificity: the rational ahe irrational matter andpirit, finality and
endlessness, good aedil, freedom andaw, determinism and indetermiog the imaginary and
the reali concepts which appear, in the context of his philosophy, merely as laughably poor
approximations of far greateteas



Such a philosophy of contradictis, based primarily on inner garience, coul@éxpress itself only

in anappropriate language, distinct from ordinary, discursive language founded on sound
Aristotelian logic. So it is not surprising that even loverBoéhme's work are baffled by the
language he used. étandreKoyré, for example, considered Boehme "a barbariftte sees his
language asémbarrassing and stammeringddehme, as we have said, is one of the most
enigmatic thinkers in the universe, amd books are perhaps the most badly written in existence.
To express himself, Boehme writes he speaks, and speaks only in the way he thinks. The spoken
word is for himdefinitely not an apparatus of conceptual notation; it is the living expressimn of
living reality."'° Koyré adds that Boehme speaks of everything in relation to everything else. Each
of his works is a complete exposition of his whole system; and the repetitions are as fasgbhen
contradictions. No oné except perhaps Paracel$uspeaks a language so barbaric, so clunfSy."

Boehme himself recognizebedifficulties of a language adaptedtis philosophy: O that | had

but the pen of man, and were atslerewith to write down the spirit of knowledge. | can but
stammer of thgreat mysteries lika child that is beginning to speak; so very little can the earthly
tongue express what the spirit comprehending and understandingilyetenture to try whether |
may procure some to gbout to seek the Pearl, wheretgo | mightiabour in the works of

God, in my paradisical garden of roses; for the ilog@f the eternal matrix dritle me on to write
and exercise myself in this my knowledge."

The miracle is that Boehntkd rediscover for himself a language suitable to hikopbphy: the
language of symbolism, which is, after all, commamdgd in traditional thoughtThe symbol is a
representation which makes a hidden meaning apparent; it is the epiphany of a triy<Eiyert
Durand has writteriThe symbol brings abouté unity of opposites, and, in order to be understood,
presuppses the interaction of subjestdobject. It is foundedn the logic of the included middle,
which demands a langge that breaks with everydaydtural" language.

The symbol is a marvelolising organism which helps us re#tte world. It never has an ultimate

or exclusive meaning. Its precision consists just in this fact, that it is capable of embracing an
unlimited number of aspects of realitye arethus obliged to accept the ralaty of our way of

looking at it: this relativity can be present only if the symbol is conceived of as immeovand if

we ourselves expamce it. Symbolism entailscecreamg entropy of language, a growg order,

an augmentation of information and compmesion, as it crossekfferent levels of reality,

This is why it seems to me that one must read the works of Jacob Boehme for oneself to become
convirnced of the precision of his lgnage. Even if it is almost unanimously admitted by specialists
in Boehmes work thafThe Aurorais only a "frst sketch" of his philosophic systeft: *1 am

tempted to believe, with Hegel, thEte Auroraremains his fundamental text, for, at least from my
point of view, it is there that the symbolic approach of Boehme rastsifitself in all its richness

and splendor. The other books of Boehme, while stating with more precision the ideas already
presented iThe Auroraand even introducing certain new ideas, represent, in my opinion, an effort
at rationalizéion in a languag closer to marylogic, through a partial acceptance of symbols. This
explains, perhaps, the greater fascination that they caridrdlte modern Western reader. But,

after all, the work of Boehme fornaswhole, and the partial acdapce of symbols ialmost as
enriching as the shock produced by the encounter withfthemanifestation.
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CHAPTER TWO
Structure and SelfOrganization in the Boehmian Universe

FOR A contemporary reader, | think that perhaps the main interest in the writings of Jacob Boehme
springs from a single idea which serves as the axis of his cosmology: namely, that everything which
exists is ruled by a very small number of general laws. Boehme presents this in a strict, formal
schematic diagram, which he propoasan interpretation of auvorld, of the entire cosmos, and

even of God himself. The conceptual plan is based on the interaction between a threefold logic or
structure and a sevenfold, selfganizing cycle or process. The implications of saigitan are
considerable in discussisgich modern problenss freedom versus constraint, determinism versus
indeterminacy, order versus chaos, and evolution versus involution, and we shall analyze these in
detail.



The idea of a very small number of general laws is, from the start, extreneggsting: it

establishes a new method of approaghiality which can be calledhypotheticaldeductive."

Foreseen by Kepler and established by Boehme, this method is found in science up to the present
day: acertain limited number of lawisoften veryabstract, mathematical, and removed from

directly observable realitly is postulated; the consequences of these laws are deduced; and then
these consequences are compared to experienced data. The reverse method, by which tise attempt
made to deduce gera laws by starting with experienced data, belongs to sciences which are not
yet mathematized or formalized

Moreover, the fact that Kepler (154530) and Galileo (1564642) are the contemporaries of

Boehme (1578.624) does nateento be pure historal coincidence. Their works represent three
different branches of the same common trunk of Christian thought. It is a question of three different
crystallizations of one and the same cultural and spiritual environment: Boehme, the heretic of
Christian thoght; Kepler, the man of transition between traditional thought and modern scientific
thought; andsalileo, the iconoclast andlawwledged founder of modern science.

One of the principal theses of this book is precisely the idea that Christian thinkimg Dmnity i

of which Boehme's doctrine stands at the apex, in my opingamstitutes the composthich has
allowed the birth ofodern science. The questiokylly was modern science born in the West?" is
thus illuminated by a rather unexpected light.

A: THE THREEFOLD STRUCTURE
In the cosmology of Boehme, reality is structured in three parts, determineel &stithn of three
principles: 'Now thus the eternal light, and the virtue of the light, or the heavenly paradise, moveth
in the eternal darknesand the darkness cannot comprehend the light; for they are two several
Principles;and the darkness longaedlfter the light, because that teirit beholdéh itself therein,
and because the divine virtue is manifested. iBut though it hath not comgrended the divine
virtue and light, yet it hath continually with great lust lifted up itself towards it, till it hath kindled
the root of the fire in itself, from the beams of the light of God; and there arose the third Principle:
And it hathits original at of the first Principle, out of the dark matrix, by the speculating of the
virtue [or power] of God.?

These three principles are independent, but at the same time they all threeanhtamaetthey

engender each other, while eacm@ning distinct The dynamic of their interaction isdgnamic of
contradiction one could speak @f negative force corresponding to the darkness, a positive force
correspondig to the light, and a reconicity force corregonding to what Boehme calledxtra

generatiort. It is a question of a contradiction among three poles, of three polarities radically
opposed but nevertheless linked, in the sense that none of the three can exist without the other two.

The three principles havevatual quality, for they exist outs&lour spacetime continuum. As a

result they are, in themselves, invisibl@touchable, immeasurabl&Veé understand, then, that the
divine Essence in threefoldness in the ungidiudwells in itself, but genates to itself a ground
withini t s e | f éik is moutgbe undstood as to being, but as to a threefold spirit, where each
is the cause of the birth of the other. And this threefold spirit is not measurable, divisible or
fathomablefor there is no place found for it, and it is at the same tire@ihground of eternity,

which gives birth to itself within itself in a groundThefoundation of the Trinity issubject to no
locality, nor limit [number], nor place. It hath ndage of itsrest” 3

It is important to stress that it isaotly thisprocess of contradion which allows manifestation.

* TRANSLATOR'S NOTE:Boehme's termuhground"’ Ungrundin German andansfond in Frenchi refer to this
mysterious "bottomless state" which at the same time serves as the base or foundation ovigeoeitide Trinity
dwells.



The hidden God¥eus abscondityss not pure transcendence. Through the two other poles of this
ternary contradiction, he can show himself, he can manifest, he can respond to the wish to
understand himself. Thus the three forcesesponding tthe three principles will be present in

every phenomenon of reality: "And no place or position can be conceived or found where the spirit
of the triunity is not present, and in every being; but hidden to the being, dwelling in itsaff, as
essence that at once fills all and yet dwells not in being, but itsedf being in itself * God

hidden thus becomes God manifd3e(s revelatu$

In this context, it is extremely interesting to remark the role that Boehme attributes to our own
world.

The three principles engenderdh different worlds which mooger are overlapping the world of

fire, the world of light, and the exterior world: "And we are thus to understand a threefold Being, or
three worlds in one another. The first is tine-world, which takes its rise from tleentrum

naturaed .And the second is the lightorld whichdwells in freedom in the unground, out of

Nature, btiproceeds from the firavorldé .1t dwells in fire, and the fire apprehends it .nanhd this

is the middé  w o rThedhé&d world is the outer, in which we dwell by the olnedy with the

external works anbeings. It was created from the klavorld and also from the lightorldé . ®

The exterior world, our world, appears as if it were a world ofreeaertiliation. Itis not the world

of the Fall, the world of man's guilt, of his downfall into matter. As Pierre Deghaye remarks
pertinently, our world is a world of reparation: "The body of Lucifeseon fire and it is

destroyed. But this body was the warise before ours. It is the result of this catastrophe and in order
to repair it thabur world was created.u® world is thethird principle. ®

All the grandeur of our world resides in the incarnation of these three principles.

First of all, the threfeld structure of reality is inscribed in man himself. Man is the actualizafion

this threefold structuresb also in like manner is evemyassor seedof theTernaryor Trinity in
everyman,"’ Boehme tells us. Human natuneerging the three principde 'understands therefore,

at least potentially, the totality of divine marsifé a t ®iWhat maim makes of this human nature is,

of course, a whole other story. In our modern world, man has forgotten that he is potentially the
incarnation of thee princiges. The very wordsthliree principles,” not to mention their meaning,

seem to us strange and absurd. We are, evidently, far from the work of spiritual alchemy, based on
the balance of our own threefoldness, a work to wBo@dhme invites us, and which aeoould

give this worlda real meaningOtherwise our world is dead, absurd, accidental.

But what interests us here in the first place is the manifestation of the threefold structure of all the
phenomena of Nature. Of course, one must not confuse "naame"threefoldness" :Natureand
theTernaryare not one and the same; they are distinct, though the Ternary dwelleth in nature, but
unapprehended, andyets an et e 1°Buaih evérygphedaménbn of Nature threefoldness
perpetualy appears. Té Trinity, this triumphing, springing, moveable being" is tlete€rnal

mother of nature” * Even if thethree principles are encloseid ho time nor place,* they

manifest themselves naheless in space and time. The third principle has a crutgainrdhis
manifestation; it is what "contains thaffithe creative word of God:® Everything becomes a

trace, asign of threefoldness: man, the planets, the stars, the elements. The alliance between nature
andthreefoldness is eternal, but man hascth@ice between discovering and living this alliance or
forgetting, ignoring, and therefore distuny it.

One thus undergtas the deepelationship between the thoughtBdehme and that of Galileo,
even if it is implicit and surprising, for their lanages are very differenitVhen Galileo points out
the importance of experimental observation, separating experiment from sentient evidence (that



furnished by thesense organs), he is very close to Boehmeyfmm nature is a manifestation of
divinity, andinsofar as it is a manifestation, is measurable and observable. Both of them,

like Kepler as well, are haunted the idea ofawsandinvariance The idea that it must be possible
to reproduce phenomena, fundamental for the methodology of modern sc@nes,in here. The
"new science" does not concern itself with singular phenomena but with thoseanéhieipeatable
and which submit ta mathematic formadation. Galileo, like Boehme, did not identify human
reason with divine reason. Maurice Clavelinne outthat the position of Galileas'lucid: created
by an infinite being, the world is on the scale of his reasorhuroan reason, which understands it
only within the limitations of its capacities, that is, through what it has in common with divine
reason; mathematics is precisely in this positith."

But the difference between the two approaches, that of Galileo and that of Boehme, is also of
paramount importace. For Galileo, every divineduse" must be excluded in the formulation of a
scientiic theory, while for Boehme the comprehension of reality must take into account the
participationof the divine in the processes of our world. The mathematics of Galileo is strictly
guantitative, while that of Boehme is qualitative, of a symbolic order.

Since Nature has a double nature, so also does modern science. Modern science has been
developing itself for seval centuries on thegth traced by Galileo instead of the far more obscure
and complex one implicit in the works of Boehme. Galileo's succasstaggering, as much on the
level of experimenas on that of theory. His tewblogical applications, demondtirg the mastery

of man over nture, seemed to show the indisputable accuracy of this approactudeoon binary

logic, that of "Yes" or No," modern scienceeached its peak in the nineteenth century, in a
scientistic ideologyroclaiming that science alone, hunraason alone, had the excliesrightof-

way to truth and reality (though the position of Galileo was, as we have seen, ff@ientdinon
positivist and norscientistic). The scientistic ideology began to fall apart at the birth of quantum
physics, with the discovery of a level of reality that clearly differs from our own; this, in order to be
understood, seemed demand a threefdllogic, that of the included middi&. Moreover, an
unexpected encounter seems t@bmingabout just now between modern physics and traditional
symbolic thought. | have analyzed these aspedéngth in my bookNous, particular et le monde

I6 and lask the reader to refer to that in order to avoid too many annoying repetitions here. In any
case, the resurgence of meaning' in modern physics is the sign of the double nature of modern
science: by excluding meaning from its domain, modern science reeliedat, by means of its

own internal dynamic, on its own road.

Will there then be a return to the ideas of Boehme? It would be hazardous to formulate any such
affirmation. But whaseems certain to me is the current necessity for formulating a nevgdihio

of Nature. Understanding Boehme's work thus has a real immediacy in this context today. A
comparison between his idea of threefoldness and that of modern thinkeas Stigphane

Lupasco or Charles Sanders Peifteould thus be highly instructivieut it goes beyond the
framework of this book. It is suffient to say here that astonisip correspondences can be
established between the threefoldnesBad#hme, the triadfd_upasco (actualization, potent

* AUTHOR 'S NOTE:The French word "le sens" (neaning’) has to be understood here in a very general
philosophical, metaphysical, and expariial way. At its most basifimeaning" refers to the ¢athat many processes
which intially seem chaotic or disordered may, if properly studied, be seesvtoaisignificance or direction that
reveals the premce of order. In this sense, "meaning" atas" are intimately correlated. In a deeper way, and
especially in Boehme's writings, "meaning" refers to the unitive interaction between different lesalgyofn a
harmonious, evolutima r y mo v e me nt . mesiung"és thp coptradickory éngountefibetween presence and
absence, things sacred and profane. In our physical universe, since consciousness is thought to be present only on the
planet Eath, the individualand mankind have a cosmic rote simulaneously discover and produce meaning.
Through his body, senses, and sensations, maymeEscthe cosmic instrument afiéaning: Experiences and
experiments are two facets of discovennganingThis is why the study of the universe and the study of man are
complementary.



ialization, andheT-s t a t encludédhmeddld),iand the triad of Peirce (f'itness, secondness,

and thirdness,"asleal | s t hem). Boehme s pged'thee noaftersiandr e e
Peirce of three universes." Indeed, the different triads evoked are far from identical. The source of
threefold thinking in Boehme, Lupasco, and Peirce is equally different: an inner experience on
Boehme's part, quantum physfos Lupasco, and mathematical graph theory for Peirce. But one

and thesame lawseems tananifestitself, under different facets, in all who think in threes, and it is

that which produces the threefold structure of reality, in all its manifestations.eViaftan

understand how a virtual structure can set in motion the different procesealtypf

B: THE SEVENFOLD SELFORGANIZATION OF REALITY
If threefoldness concerns the inmgmamics of all systems, seveluness is, according to Boehme,
the kasis,in its inexhaustible riamess, for thenanifestatiorof all processes. Sevenfoldness
functions in continual interaction with threefoldness: it is precisely this interagtiarh furnishes
the key to a full comprehension of reality, at least in the viéehvBoehme proposes to us.

But, firstof al, why choose the number sev&m the beginning it is difficult to understand why

any number, even on the level of symbolic thought, should be more important than any other, in an
absolute and definitive way. Ny, for example, should the numbeeXclude aliinterest in the

numbers 4 or 9 or 137 or @ Of course, the mystitheological, or symbolic value of the number
seven is well known. Alexandekoyré 6 thesis™ provides an almost exhaustive list of thifferent
meanings of the number seven which could be applied, more or less, to Boehme's sevenfoldness:
the seven lights and the seven angels of the Apocalypse, the sevesdphienthof the Kabbalah,

the seven alchemical processes, the seven pl@feigorite hypothesis dkoyré ), and so forth.

Personally | think one can demonstrate that all tlesdalse trails. Correspondences between the
different meanings of sevenfoldness could certainly be found, but | believe, for reasons | will
explain late, that Boehme had no exterior source of inspiration for his concept of sevenfoldness
other than his own vision. Moreover, sevenfoldness asserts itself in the philesddghme as a
relentlessly logical consequence (following symbolic logiGaurse)of one of the kestones of his
thinking: that the basis of all manifestation must be in perpetual interaction with threefoldness.

It is amusing to ascertain that it is precisely this interaction which has plunged many of Boehme's
commentators,sKoyré told us, "into the most cruel difficulty® Koyré himself speaks of the

"unhappy diagram of seven spirits that Boehme maintainssigdimdds.”*He al st says :
would not be easy to classify these seven powers into three principles and to cotrdmatethe

three persons of the Trinity, but Boehme was never able to abandon this sevanielbfk." %

Very fortunately, | would be tempted to add.

| do not pretend to offer a unique and definitive solution to this enigma, but | believe | can give
perfectly coherent reading of it, on the level of symbolic logic, from Boehme's own texts alone.
For Boehme, God is the God of ordér Now as there are in him chiefly seven qualities, whereby
the whole divine being is driven on, and sheweth itself itgiyin these seven qualities, and yet
these seven qualities are the chief or prime in the infiniteness, wheratiyitieebirth or geniture
stands eternally in its order unchangeabiyEvery process of reality thus will be ruled by seven
gualities,* ven spiritsources, seven stages, seven patterns.

* AUTHOR ' S NOTE Since "quality" is a key word in the cosmology of Boehme, it cannot be understood through any
dictionary-type definition, Boehme's seven qualities are the intermediate, active, intorah@&nergies which give shape to

all the various levels of reality. It is important to stress that the seven qualities are each generated by a partiadtiomte

of the Three Principles, This explains a paradoxical and crucial property of thesegalities: they are always the same,
even though they adapt to the given level of materiality on which they are acting. Different levels of materiality dy not imp
different levels of the seven qualities. It is precisely this property of their alwagsmegithe same which allows the

possibility of cosmic unity, through the interaction of all levels of reality. Evolution itselémic evolution, evolution of the
individual, or evolution of mankindtherefore becomes possible.



The names which Boehnadtributes to these seven qualities are poetic and highly evocative, but
they can appear somewhat naive atmenge to the modern reader: Sourness, Sweetness, Bitterness,
Heat,Love, Tone or Sound, and Body. But what interests us here are not the natntles, b

meanings which Boehme attributes to them in the context of sevenfoldness.

Restricted by everyday language, Boehme &dkipts a linear, chronological description of how
these seven qualities are linked in the sevenfold cycle, but undensiainein comes through a
simultaneousonsideration of their actions. The spsadurces all give birth to each other, gath
remainsdistinct. Again, only a logic of contiéctions gives us access to the meaning of Boehme's
sevenfoldness.

But to begin with, ét us proceed, like Boehme, stages. The thrdest qualities proceed from the

first principle. The God of the first principle is, for us, a God who is impenetrable and unknowable.
He appears to us like a Gotidarkness, a God of terrifying night, basa he is unfathomable. One
cannot even truly call him God.

An intense and bitter struggle takes place among the first three qualities to permit this God of
darkness to know himself in his potgality. Why doeshis struggle begin amontpreequalities

and notfour or six? According to Boehme, the God of darkness, once started on the road to self
knowledge, must submit to his own threefold nature.

The first quality will thus correspond to a negative force, $tstance, to aold fire, responding to
thedesire of the God of darknetgsremain what he is, independent of all manifestation. The second
quality will correspond to a positive, fluid force, inclined towamtnifestatiorand thus radically
opposed to the first quality: it is likehat Boehme c#d a "furious god." And then the third
guality appars like a reconciling force without which no opening towards manifestatiold he
possible. The God of the first principle thiemre will engage himself in a gigantic struggle with
himself. NicolaBer di aef f s p e diknstragetyyih the mysteoyfof creati.f* It is
quite simply a question of tleeath ofGodto himself as muchs he istie God of pure
transcendenceBbehme's God dies fore he is born," writes Pierre Deghayais isan idea which
by self was enough to horrify the dogmatic theologians of the dagléowd them to classify
Boehme easily as a heretic.

The merciless struggle among the first three qualities produces &heel of anguish.” The wiit
of the first triadof sevenfoldness is"dark valley,"* a virtual hell. Boehmspeakf "an anxious
horrible quaking, a trembling, and a sharp, opposite, contentious gewetat Something must
happen to allow the "childbirth," the passage to life, to manifestation.

It is precisely at this point, when the wheel of anguish turns frantically on itself, in a chaotic,
infernal whirlwind, that grinciple of discontinuitynust be manifested, to open the way for true
evolutiorary movement. This principle of discontinuisynone other thatie third principle which
appears as theat of manifestationthe creative word of God. Boehme calls this discontinuity a
"flash™ "Behold, without the flash all the seven spirits were a dark \&lle$? The insane

movement of the wérel of anguish stops in order to transform itself into harmonious movement. It
is now that life can be born, that God is bdrhe fiat of manifestation, generated by the third
principle, becomes an integral part (although mevetyal, because it corspondgo an invisible
interruption on the level ahanifestation) of the second triad of the sevenfold cycle, which equally
includes the fourth and fifthualities: Now these four spirits move themselves in the flashalfor
thefour become living there, and so now the power of these four riagthn the flash, as if the

life did rise up, and thpowerwhich is risen up in the flash is the love, which iskbéh spirit, That
powermoveth so very pleasantly and amiably in the flash, as if a deaddsgibecome living, and



was suddenly in a moment set into great claritraghtness. '*° The fact that the fourth and the
fifth qualities are intimately linked to the lightning flash, and therefore to the third principle, is thus
clearlyaffirmed.

Thecold fire of the first triad thus transforms itself intdhat fire from which light can burdorth:
"The fourthproperty thus plays the role of a turntable or pivot of transmutation for the whole
system," JeafrranVois Marquet has written | woulb# tenpted tosay rather that the turntable is
located in thenterval between the third and the fourth quality, for it is there that the action of the
hat of life, of manifestation, takes place.

But "birth" does not mean a complete manifestation ofigie. With the second triad, God Irn,
he becomes conscious of himseliit he does not yet manifest himdelfy, A second principle of
discortinuity must intervene so that elutionary movement can ctnue. Thefiat of affirmation,
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The interaction between the threefold and sevenfold cycles.

of the lightfully revealed, théaeavenly fiais necessarily the action of teecond principle. "The
secondiatis found at the fiftidegree,” Pierre Deghaye correctly affirrB%.More precisely, it is
found inthe intervalbetween the fifth and the sixth

quality.

The ntervention of the second principle generates a new triad of manifestation (“triad,"” for each
principle mustsubmit itself to its own threefold structure). This next triad is composed of three
elements: one virtual element (the interruption generatedebyeitond princip)e and two

gualities: Tone or Sound, and Body

The sixth quality is that of heavenly joy, like a joyful sound which tansugh the whole
manifestation: "Now thsixthgenerating in God ihenthe spirits, in their birth or geniture, s
tasteone ofamother, whereby and wherein thesing joy generatetlitself, from whence théoneor
tuneexisteth For from the touching andovingthe living spiritgeneratth itself, and thasame
spirit pressethihrough all births or generatings, yanconceivablyandincompehensibly to the
birth or geniture, and is a very richly joyfypleasant, lovely sharpness, like melodious, sweet
music. And nowwhen the birth generateth, therc@nceivéh or appehendethhelight, and
speaketh or inspiretie light again into the birth @eniturethrough the moving spirit* It is at
the level of the sixtiguality that Boehme placed language, discernment, and b&auty.

As for the seventh quality, it corresponds to full manifestation, to the "bodybafwhich is none
other than nature itself: "Now the seventh form, or the seventh spirit in the divine povatures,



or the issue oexitfrom the other six. [This sevendipirit] is thebodyof all the spirits, wherein they
generate themselves asaifody: Also out of this spirit aligures shapes and forms are imaged or
fashioned'®* The seventh spirit encompassing the other six gemeratetthem again: for the
corporealandnatural being consistent in the seventf?. The loopis thus closedthe seventh

quality rejoins the first, but on anothewrel, thatof manifestation. The line changes into a circle:
paradoxically, in the philosophy of Jacob Boehme, the Son gives birth to the Father.

| confess | do notinderstand the perplexity of Boebis interpreters regarding the interaction
between threefoldness and sevenfoldness, but the interpretation that | propose seems to me
coherent, rational, and completely conforming to Boehme's texts.

The cycle of manifestation oughtdemonstrate the fupower of threefoldness. This full power
obtains when each of the three prples manifests its own threefold structure, a structure which
results from the perpetual interaction between each principle and the other two principles. If each
principledoesnot have a threefdistructure, the interaction between the three principles will be
mutilated or annihilated. As a result, the cycle of manifestation must include nine elements (3 x 3
9). Buttwo of the elements are virtual, invisiilehey correspaoh to two interruptions. Therefore

on the visible, natal level, the manifestation cycle wabhaveto be asevenfoldstructure

91 2=7).

But, taken in its entirety (including therefore the two intervals where the interruptions take place
that ae produced by the action of the second and third principles), this cyclenhmesad

structure' One sees therefore the fundamental importance that Boatordeddo the number nine,
associating it with what he called thancture:"Boehme saw the teropal Universe as permeated

by an immense current of lif@incture ),which, born of thd°rincipiumor Centrum (Separatonf
Divinity, discharges itself upon the world, penetrates it, incarnates itself in it, and vivifying it,
brings it back to God , ThEincture ,which is the number nine, is the p@lement, the divine
element.'®

Two supplementary remarks need to be mentidoethe clarificdion of certain aspects of the
cycle of manifestation.

First, wehavespoken of two interruptions, of twiaats linkedto the second and third principles.
Why not speak of a third interruption, linkealthefirst principle? Certainly "in every will the flash
standethagain to [make anjpening,” as Boehme has writtéhBut, the God of the firgtrinciple

is completely ungraspable by himself. To speak fadgbound to his will would bgure verbiage.
On the other hand, this God makes himself concrete in the first triad of the séwsufel

Secondly, the inversion between the action of the third primeipt that of the secopdinciple in
the course of the sevenfold cycle seems very significant to me: again, the third principle, that which
rules our own world, acts as a reconciling force between the first and the second.

It also might be instructive tmake a comparative study between the cosmology of Boahohe

thatof G.I. Gurdjieff (187%1949). As with Boehme, the fundamental laws of the universe are, in
the cosnology of Gurdjieff, a Law of Three and a Law of Seven, and their interaction is expresse
as a Law oNine.*® 3 The threefoldness, sevetdoess, andinefoldnes®f Gurdjieff are not,

indeed, thesame as thosaf Boehme; butheir comparativetudy could reveal interasy

sidelights. We cannot attempt such a study here. Busitfisising to remark that not one of the
numerous analysts of Gurdjieffdeas speaks of the striking analogy between his laws and those of
Boehme. Even his most informed biographer, James V{&biesBoehme only casually.

Boehme's sevenfold structure pénates all levels of reality. Theerth of God is repeated endlessly



throughout all these levels, isignatures” or "traces." He writes: "Theven spirits of God, in the
circumference andpacecontain or comprehend heaven and this world; alswitiebreadth and
depthwithout and beyond the heavens, even above and beneath the world, and in the world. They
contain also all thereaturesboth in heaven and in this woddOut of andfrom thesamebodyof
theseven spirits of Godreall thingsmade and duced, alangels, all devils, the heaven, the
earth,thest ar s, the el ements, men, b e alsotstenes, liedbaw| s ,

bY

and grass, and”all whatsoever is. D0

At a certain level of reality, the sevenfold cycle can develop faly, stop, or can even involve; the
different systems behg to a level ofeality that enjoys the freedom e&lforganization The

divine Natureand its evolution is predetermined insofar as potentiality is conceBaéthe

interruption characterizing the sevenfold cycle introducede@ment of indetermingg of liberty,

of choice. As Koyréremarkéi The | i ghtning pash is that of fr
which is the offpnsBbehméodsrendomréde, deter min
constraint and freedom coexist contradictorily.

Is not the God of darkness, the magical sewrfcall reality, inhimself, the Great Indeterminacy?

But his Ahungesuhsddahehe jsobiged tsaccet 4 certain determinism, a
certain Acontraction. 0 As Disagcharig ¢herpiodsmilas out |,
phenomenon: at the origin of allworldsh e | nyni te contracts itseldf
inthebosom of *“Ditviisi oyn. d his fidi viofeurownwogdisdy o t h
founded: that of the full evolution of man. The datiowledge of God thus rejoins the self

knowledge of man.
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CHAPTER THREE
Must a Cosmology
of SeltCreation
Necesarily Be Tragic?

ACCORDING to Jacob Boehme, all creation beginsuffiering, on the wheel of anguish. Even
God, inordertounderstah hi ms el f , muwdftsotharhe ¢an ik ben. Gedainly thisn
fdeaGbdofhas not hi ngphrasanventechivg onaderwphilosopherk: &od dies
to himself in order then to take part in life, to show himself, to reve#halpowers which are

hidden inside himself. All cosmoses, all wor(dsir own included), all creatures must pass through
the shages of thesevenfold cycle which begins in suffering: it is the price paid foafipearance of
il i gfrevolution. But does this mean the cosmolofBoehme is therefore intrinsically tragic?

This question is more timely than it first appearsdMor n s cosnlogy (which concerns

only our own material world), founded t¢ime theory of the Big Bang, offers us a fascinating and

baf pi ng the enalugien of@dr universe. Moreover, very often the language(aspdcially

in so-called populazations) seems to come out of a textBoehme. The universe was probably, at

the very beginningoftheBlBang, a ball of yre where-an infe
differentiated energy animated a shapeless mass of quarks, |epiomgher paitles, described by



a single int er apotentialyrcontaimed theswhbleauhiversen By a gantaual
cooling,thedi f f er ent physi cal i nt er a c tbirthamgslaxiesatp pened
stars, to different suns, to planetsjite, toourselves. It is astonishing thatgigrowing complexity
oftheunv er se passed through extr e medegmtmhave beerw f wi
brought to bear opertain physical and astrophgal quantities (the age of the universe values

of different couplingconstants that characterize the physical interactions, etc.) so thatiwense

might actually appear. | am referring, of course, tocthé e br at ed fi a mtwhichaspi ¢ pr
in my opinion,? a sign ofa compreherige selfconsistencyvhich seems to govern the evidn of

our universe. Moreover, the idea of a spontaneous appeafahesuniverse runs through many
important works achieved withthe framework of quantum cosmology. The universe seems

capable otreating itself and organizing itself, with no external intervention.

But the fundamental questionstbe understanding of this evdilon of the universe remain

unsolved. How can we comprehend thet that our time has risen out of timelessness ainat

spacetime continuum has been generated by something of a different naihvapurpose is
served by all t he v e rbgtwegmddferentrpdysiqalrpa&aametsreso that thas s t
universe can be sués it is? All that, in order to lead up the death of the physicahiverse, either

by progressive cooling (in the eventuality of an opeiverse, continually expanding) or by a
progressive heating (in tlopposite scenario of a closed universe, which will end by contracting

itself incessantly? Evidently some ahese questions will be considered+woic i ent i yc, bel
instead to the domain of philosoplBut these questions are ineluctably there.

A great physicist like Steven Weinberg (who is among thea@m&mporary physicists who

consecrate a part of their studiestmnd philosophical thgint) does not hesitate to pose the

problemoft he absurdity of the wuni ver delievethadtwe 1 s al I
have some special relation to the universe, that hdifeais not just a morer-less farcical

outcome of a chain of ad#ntsreaching back to the first three minutes, but that we were somehow
built in from the beginning . . . It is even harder to realize thaptieisent universe has evolved

from an unspeakaplunfamiliar earlycondition, and faces a future extinctionesidless cold or
intolerableheat. The more the universe se@msiprehensible, the moreitalsce e ms pdi nt | e
For his part, Edgaviorin, founder of an epistemadyy of complexity, poses the question of the

tragic characterofthe n i v e r s e :rowindg compéexity anliz adetgur in the geakzed

di saster of a universe wagi®@t® is intrinsically

Is the universe absurd? Tragic? Maybe, if one ignores the role afflilean and his consciousness.

It is certain that modern scienceitself could never respond to suchegtions: its own methed

ologyl i mits the yeld of quest i orPbkilosbpbyofNators,e t hat
attuned to the considerable attainmentsotlern science, is cruelly lacking. contemporary

reading of the writings of Jacob Boehme Idduelp us on the long road in search of this new
Philosophy of Nature.

A: ON THE NECESSITY OF A MIRRORTHE DOUBLE NATURE OF NATURE

There is a doubl e meani ng JaobBodhme andtoidnor@éthatt ur e
would engender an endieserieschi nnoyi ng confusions. What Boehi
thei Gr eat | ndet er mi nac y°dWhénshis Greandetimihacy corfsents {o | nat

respond to its own wish for sdthowledgejt simply dies and is reborn according tdigine

nature, regulated htye sevenfold cycle. God gains consciousness of his own divingpdmging

hi mself in the sevenf ol d FKather ik @lled asholy God only & thel i f f
Son . ) ) I n an amgy God;bue in theslight & loveyee Ihd iecdlled the holy God:

and in the dar k n a?tThusthe Hody ofiGedngerérs itsef,ladted God . o
materialization of the sevenfold cycle. Ther¢higs a certain degree of materiality in the body of



God,subjecttoitown t i me. Thi s Adi vine substeantd, whic
Wi s dom [ 'Qjives thé mapter key to the sevenfojdle in the process of manifestation.

This sevenfold divine cycle wibhe the prototype of all the otheevenfold cycles acting at different

levels of reality. But if it were not a question, from the beginning,ceftain materiality, no

communicéion would be possible among #lels of reality. It is precisely this materiality which
conditionsthe pasage of information among all these levels. The divine navotdd be locked

into itself: fln the mopeirrtiiteusalo fwoprolsds itbhiléeiet ya,re¢
revelation, in thisase, wuld be only a false, gratuitous, and usetesslation. It ishere that the

necessity for the mirror appears; that is, the appeardrataer levels of reality, possessing their

own degrees of materialityhich are going to make accessible the exploration of divine nature.

The other worlds, amontghem our s, wi | | r empiercrto rt .h eB udti vtion es d
al so to i mply warhei ngnagre i cdi ¢ther tmiamr.od i s not
Thus, thesether worlds wil correspond to another naturéhe creaturely rtare. As Antoine

Faivre has aptl y r e matrhkee do nrefi pohienbcéoera © eThdteso on & te
are two self manifestations of God, one eternal and not creaturely, theotwedurely. If we do

not make this distinction maintainbg Boehmewe f al | into Pantheism. o

Thus Boehme uses two meani mutdistihguish the twe whenewverd f n
necessary. To be more precisam therefore going to write the word with a capital letter when |

wishto indicate bothmeanings at oncdeNature which takes in both tlkvine and the creaturely
natures. fANat ur ereferswointéracteon atnarglilevebs bf redlityt h u s

The interaction between these two natures explains the mehairgoehme attribuge t o i Go d
reveal edo: AT manifestatione and tkeseof alone wehavs ability to write; and not

of the unmanifested God, who, without his manifestation, also wete noo wn t o °his ms e | f
thus that the grandeur of our own wobkelcomesvident and one can then understand in what sense
Boehmebecomes ecstatic about the fwonders of the

Everythingi n t hi s wor | di asigreo€ possiBlevoluion fokcosgic @oherence:

ABut here t hou nnuhedpiriteahdeconasiderchowvt thlyole maturedith all the
powerswhich are in nature, also the wideness, depth and height, also laeavearth, and all

whatsoever is therein, and all that is abovehiraevens, is together the body or corporeity ofi;Go

and the powers dhe stars are the fountain veins in theura body of God in this worldlhou

must not conceive that in the body of the stars is the triumptahg Trinity, God. . . . But we must

not so conceive as if God wemet at all inthecorpusor body of the stars, a

Again, only the contradictory logic at the foundation of symbiblazight can give us access to the
meanings that Boehme wantsttansmit. The body of God our nature, but only by a subtle and
alchemi@l operation of correspondences. The effects and phenaomamtesting themselves in our

world are certainly different from theffects and phenomena manifesting themselves in the divine
world orin other worlds. But there is a lirdetweerthem which is ppduced bythe engagement of

the different sevenfold cycles operating at diffelemtls ofreality. The body ofsod manifesting

itself in our own world isa correspondingnageto the body of God manifesting the divinature.

The purity of this image geends orus on our capacity texplore and to live both our own nag¢

and the natruirer .calBeahmexdees not confuse unit
nal l creatures of the worl d atoaesabtmshnye timenttat a n d
AWhen | take up a bdkoporeit then | seelthatdvhichis abmwe ard thata n d
which is belowyea, [I see] the whole world therein; only, that in each thingooogerty happeneth

to be the chief and most manifest; aciogtow h i ¢ h i t *®UWsimg the aemméndlogy of

Stéphane Lupascone might affirm that, for Boehme, uypits potentialized, while divsity is

actualized, but one could not exist without the other. Tdwitradictory interplay is at the very

cente of evolution, whetheroww wn ev ol uti on or t hTai$comdrddictioh e A e X



Springs from the confrontation between two centers, two poirgsrafentration of cosmic

energies: @entrumnaturaeor naturecentre which expresses the tenasgrtowards concretization

in the differentmaterial forms of nature, which can be seen, measure@dratgked and acentre

of light, which expresses the tendency towagstualization, towards communication with

different le\els of reality.It is by the contradictory balance between these two centermtrat
becomes the mirror of the Worldweaingwrythifigithatr al |
liveth and moveth. . . . The divingrtue [or power discovereth, or] beholdeth itself in aihts, as

it is written, The word is near thee, even in your heart and Iffs

B: INSTANTANEITY AND NON-SEPARABILITY] N BOEHMEG6S COSMOLOGY

In the preceding chapter, the sevenfold cycle was describdihaaaWay, as a succession of
chronological stges. But we have alseen that as it unfolds, the line changes itself into a circle,

and attheentreof t he circle there appe aspsitsdontihually hear t
generate as™a |light of Ilife.Do

The cyclical natureclary es f or us t he pualiigs erreteigiessvhichfopertath e s e
throughout the cosmos. These s mi ¢ e n e r g-$pkits" *° are intdidependent; thay n

pemeate eachothéfi n a fAcontinual str ugamh®Asarkesulbieiget ti n
necessary to think of them as simultanedilifiese sevegeneratingsn all arenone of thenthe

yr st , t hthe tlsird, ordast,duyt theymare all seven, every one of them, bofsgheecond,

third, fourth, and last. Yet | ost set them down oradter another, according toceeaturelyway

and manner, otherwigbou couldst not understand it: For feityis as a wheel with sevavheels

made one in another, wherein a ns@ethneither beginningn o r & Tihé seden qualigis or

energies thus engender each oteach one remaining distinct, according to the predominance of

one oranother tendency in the process of manifestation.

Boehme thus arrived at a dazzling image of divinity as a wheehage charged with powenat

is poetic, symbolic, and rational. Ooeuld cite entire pages froithe Aurorahere, but | will
contentmyseltvi t h one brief passage: @ Suppsewmheals WHEE
one so made in the other that it could go on all sidesard, backward and cross ways, without
need of any turning baak stopping. In its going, that alwagse wheel, in its turning about,
generatetlthe others, and yet none of them vanish out of sighthlatiall seven be visible or in
sight. The seven whads always generiaig thenavesn the midst or centrecaording to their

turning aboutso that the nave stand always free without alteration or remaviregher the wheels
go forward or backward or cross ways or upwardawnward. . . . And the severheels are
hoopedround withfellieslike a round globe. And yet that a man may see all the seven wheels
turning round about severally apart, as also the wytalessor coming topass of the frame, with all
its fellies and spokes and naves. Fegen naveis the midst or centre being as it werge nave
which everywheeyt n the tufning about. : : . 0

This wheel, cl os ed alsnopem Byahedctiop df the secoral bnd thilkdo b e , 0
principles in relation to the intervaté discontinuitymentioned above, the wheel contains within

itself all theother wheels of the sevenfold cycle, operating at different leveeabfy. Life and

information flows to all these levels, but at the saime, divinity itself is nourished by the life and
movement of thesevels. Itisthee t hat t he dkhowledye residéssinthisr ue sel f
interaction among all conceivable sevenfold cycles, whichkespondo different degrees of
materiality. Thus i nisoBtliinedramejéstic casmicschain]whighyclpsest h e r
on itself in a cyclevithout beginning or end. The universe appears as a grand whalgt, @smic

matrix where everythingiin perpetual movement ardergetic relationship. This vision is
astonishingly close toonewhiehv ol ves from contemporary scient
natural system& Thinkers engaged in any way on this path wauld a great source of



inspiration and enlightenment in the writingsBdehme.

This interlocking of all the seven cyclesside each other determines the instantaneity and non

sepa abi |l ity act ivarge. Thenunith af thib endlesschainimg together of different
cyclesescapes the action of time, which operates on various levels of réaitynity simply is,

outside of all time or space. Itis in this sensethite wheel of divinity dal
morewonderfulandmar vel | ous, with its rising %p, and vy

Boehme 0 s salsoicharactegzed by its nreaparabity. If one given sevenfold cycle is cut

off from the others, the movementtbe whole stops and degenerates, as if disabled. It would be
veryinteresting to see in what measure sbeprising idea of quantum naeparability, discovered
theoretically asvell as experimentally in thigeld of quantum physics, might be interpreted
philosophicallyas@ si gno of gseparahility of the sortithabhchanacteriBege h me 6 s
cosmology. Certainly one must not confuse the diffdieamts of reality. Quatum nonseparability

is a precise notion (intrecie nt i yc me ani ng hasfverytlimited in its applifatioa.n d i s
According to Bernard doéEs pnargditydor manigtofmakednge i de a
sense, then such areality mustioees e par ab |l e .-s eAmar ablyl eé,nbni t must

if we coneive of reality as being made up of parts that can be localizgzh®, and thesparts

interact in certain welestablished ways whethey are close together, then they will tiouae to

interact no mattewhat their distance from each other, in accordance with the action of

i nstant aneo4dBo d mmes emacse smadr e o v against thembugives t t o  we
correlation of what dnahernateees In spealingofithe gharacterstine n a
properties ofthe o mponent s of t he yr gti ttersi:a diodch&de thdhee sse
comprehensibility or palpability, and are the birth of thiéermosn a t u*¥Bat weé must aval

confusing these tangible qutads with other qualities or energies of the sevenfold cycle. For there

we ourselves are fullyniplicated by our sensibility, by our catience, by our manner of

interacting with the world. Still, nothimlgor bi ds questioning what is 0
complex contexton the level of symbol, on the condition, of course, that this readiting gfmbol

is coherent, founded n ostricthoeractearrgspondercésaSuchanal o g
reading is obligatoryinacoso |l ogy | i ke that of Boehme, where

action with the rest of otlh ed syachetimoas realityh Bufitkei g n 0
dynamicof the sevenfold cyclesiBo e hme 6 s ¢ o s mo | oymbplicingruneentfamar v el o
decipheing the world.

C: UNITY IN DIVERSITY AND DIVERSITY THROUGH UNITY

't is difycult to veddremomxitngmudi hyw Boaehmai arenmisi
pay attention to his concept® e mb o d i*rnehe sense ofthebody o born throug
compldion of the sevenfold cycle. But the body of one cosmos is not theasathat of another,

since the rsult of each cycle depends on lawedonging to that particular cosmos. But, according to
Boehme, thalifferent sevenfold cycles are in communication with one anothediffieeent bodies

would therefore beiked to each other, whether thag the bodypf God, the bodies of angglthe

bodies of demons, oroorwn bodi es. All the differenthe bodi e
innermost birth the upper and nether Deitgne bodyandisam p e n 3 Ehe differént

c o n y tens oradifferentérms appeang in the different cosmoses certainly are impossible to

confuse witheach other, but the interlocking of the different sevenfold cydlews a certain
relationshiptoexis bet ween thewse atoroms : amdneo wealldred | s
only “Oourewnbody potentially contains earhlybodyn i t
which thou bearest is one body with the whole kindleWddy of t hi s worl d, and
mixeth or uniteth with thevhole body of this wrld; and there is no difference between the stars

and the deep, as also between the earth and thy body; it is all on& bizdg.the only difference,

thy body is a son of the whole, andidit sel f as the F®hole being its



Itistruethati i n t hat i nyni t enes sdiscoberyoflihewholaianthe t her e
particular (in every reflection) agaicae nt r e of such a %Yburatthesane i s i
time,inthepr ocess of the sevenf ol denteyithbuenumbertorer e ar
e n o This contradiction is explained by tfreedom and indeterminacy which are found in each
cosmos.Boehmedés universe, not ever yttidhnrnotegeni s pr ec
foresee the fall of Lucifer. . . . Hacosmos is determinate/indeterminate unity of contradictions.

The choice ofree will acting in each cosmos is what determines what directicsetrenfold cycle

can take in that cosmos. Theity of which Boehmespeaks concerns the completiorabfthe

sevenfold cycles, whilthediversity appears in the process of each individual cycle, with its
puctuations, hesitations, and distortions. Unity and diveriséygelves form a contradictory pair;

which one becomes actual or whimheremains potentiale&pends otthe timeoperating at that

particular level.

The unity of our physi cal greaterigaeherdl unityshgt8oemmel i k e
described. In this context, it isteresting to note the proliferatiarf unified theories in@ntemp

orary particle physics, all of which tend toward a single descripticallgihyscal interactions. In

these theories, our universe appearsvabale, from particle to cosmos. | have analyzed these

theories atength elsewheré' here Iwillonlys ay t hat fidnnifigwénoMonianidt
are words which have appeared more and more offgmysics in the past few years. laiso

interesting to note that twapntradictory aspecisthe unityand diversity of physical interactions

can coejst in one and the same theory. Thereforeisr haps no acci dent t ha
theory currently mostimoguei t h e f s up e r shagits histprical brigioin thed
Afbootstrapo app rcewhctstatesathat tlee whaedticsarnyd mtiilbutes of a

certain physical entityra the result ointeractions with other particles existing in nature: a particle

is what itis precisely because of all the other particles existing at theisataat.*

't i s not just in physics t hfreaquenly éxpressed. Jreler of u
differentguises, it appears in othereaces aswell. Wean ci te, fora exampl e,
hypot h damesdavelark: a fertile speculation on the scientific/ecologipkine, which also

has astonishing epistemological implicais: 3 theearth is seen as a living organism, with its own
intelligence about howo maintain its own life. It seems important to stress one aspect otfhesth
hypotheses, in the context being discussed. When eithérthe ot st r ap prianci pl eo
hypot hesi so igenark&ln seensgd,s imosits i neffective
model. But if we consider them partial meanings, they can leadttor ul y sci enti yc a
Everything that occurs seems to show thkétisep | or ed by scientiyc meth
partial aspectofannyni tely richer reality: afougdeccomt num
one and the same hyipesis, whether it be bootstrapn i ycati on, Gai a, or wh:
has its own vale ininvestigating the properties of natural systems. These hypottegsesent in

turn individual facets of a general hypothesis of univerdatdependence like that whichthe
central t h e cosnwlogy.fThaBvergdemerldhyetis is st more ineffectual o the
direct plane of scientiyc miathéformubatioogf gworld t s ef
vision which goes beyond the narrbwr a me wor k of s ¢cyiwithoutbesng met hodo
completely disonnected from it. Such a vision operates on the siaplane,which can be

extremely stimulating to the imagination of scientistagiman. Is not the true imagination the very
sourceof discoveryofmany great scilientiyc theories?

An understanding of Boehme dcesmassé meededantorderfosdeh e m
the correspondences between his ifeanity and unity as itisspokenf i n moder n sci e
theory. Whenh e wr i t es: AFurther, the sun isaslighmnade or
taken from the whole nature, and slimagain into thevhole nature of this world; it isnitedwith

the other stars, as if itsatigether with all the stars were trtes t &°f @ne has the impression of



reading the text of a modern physicist, familiar withbbetstrap and the anthregprinciples, who

is thus launchinganewo s mi ¢ bootstrap hypothesis. The mo«
likewise linked to this idea which keeps coming back in different fahmmighout his writing, that

nature is not accidental but existdeéach usomething about ourselves through our interactions

with it. Edgar Morin takes pertinent note of the modern rebirth of the cont@latture, which had

been expelled as a Bcomanti of phaet asmoedynghe
that e universes becoming strange, mysterious, frozen in space, yet burningxatzting

among the stars, terrifying with its black holes which dthrdir own light, the rebirth is taking

place of a Nature that is organegmplex, womblike, nourishing, drplacental, at once enveloping

man and in6ide of him. o

It is important to remember thatBio e h me 6 s ¢ 0 s neslofalg gevenfolekecyctg ara | |
energies: they are the very sourcemdd v e ment . As a result a pow of
wholecosmos to insure this inter afcTthieo nwh oNoet hd enegp
between the stars and the earth is inhabited, andpot d and empty. o

The unity of the all the cosmoses corresponds to an energy ddiiet human understandingito

which manifests itself on all levelB: T Iplace where the SUN is, is such a place as you may

choose osuppos anywhereabove the earth; and if God should kindle the Ighthe heat, then

the whole world would be such a mere SUN; for fhat a rawerwherein thesunstandeths

everywhera | | 0 \Wdsthe fabulous energy oftien y ni t el y s maentiry t hat t\
physicshas succeeded in discovering on the quantum level ds® a d thi® energy of nity? In

any case, it IS a weknowns c i e fatt that the smaller the area of exploration, the greater the
energyrequired to explore it. Everything indicates that an ever nrmareensesnergy seems to be

Ahi ddeno i rerptagen(anditisgoal dt hi ng t h a tvenithe murderous hi dde

folyofmark i nd) . Any fApoint" i s | i nk advergeiinnhniaturb.e e n
For the sevenfold generative powerisfoend er y wher e, Afeven in the sm
i magi‘iGfcourse, onceagaime must not confuse Theerfergi gno w
that is found in the physical universe is notthe energyofi t y. | n Boehmeds cos
[the yfth qguisloiutryle tolatunii g yt lE&Bdtthe energythatthenmu ni c
physicists have succeeded in discoveringdne scal e of the inynitely

its source,ilBoehmeds | anguage, from t he ytrhset fAtwhieaed oc

anguish. o
D: SPACE AND TIME: REALITY AND ILLUSION

As has been said, each sevenfold cycle unfolds in its own timéh&ubity of all sevenfold cycles
takes place inmelessness. Therefor@,n'y v er y drgme appears to beiamapproximation
orasorofillusion] i ke a section of timelesfakByehnte fi an d
continually afyr ms.

Similarly, the space that charadizes each cosrsas an apprdrmation, a section of the

spacelessness that characterizes the undylol ¢ 0 s mo s$ree seavelis Everywherd) @ven
inthatveryp| ace where thodt®l it zmdnes te t @ mdamendivehat is farav h a t
aresimplyh e s ame*Atlhi nog. oBsnmlogyspdaks to us of the possibility of the

evolution of the humasoul to the point of abolition of time and space. Tiausl tahnewbe i c
above, and now beneat h; *Butitisiasyestion of a potemial, ®rae d by
gradual approach that must&ecomplished. This approach is described by the process of the seven
part cycle, which itself unfolds in a particular time. And it is finscess which directly concerns us

and our life. Withouthis gradua ppr oac h, it is not possible to
ard passage through the wheel of anguikb,light can never burst forth.



The greatness of Boehme thus consists in his recognition @éline of time. He does not despise
time, just ade does not despise theternal world. Quite the contrary. If the external world appears
to bea reconciling force between the world of shadows ardnorld oflight, then time is

necessarily the mediator betwdadeterminacyand its mirror opposite. @ world is not the world

in ruins, but a worldn the process of repairing itself. As a result, our time is potentiaigeafor
ascent, a time for revelation and accomplishment. Otette of the unity of all the cosmoses, time
may appear to be approximation, but on our own level, it is an inevitable realityeaessary
passage. The time of nature, the time of history, the tinnerobwn evolutioreach of these times

has a fAsensaeane@aniimgt ltod ddweblweor d: direcgonistecance a
ward its own abolition, andprndgr es ginveg cfamlicyl |
sevenfold cycle. Time is truly foundent er ni t vy, as Boehme tells wus:
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CHAPTER FOUR

The Imaginal as
the Source of Reality

A: FALSE AND TRUE IMAGINATION

IN JACOB Boehme' cosmology, the interactiontiaeeen the thregart structure of reality and its
sevenfold organization is intimately linked to the active, dynamic role of the imagination. Like
other traditional thinkers, Boehme introduces an essential distinction betweengadune!
breaking imagination (Wich has been callathaginatioVera and adegeneratemagination which

is destructivedivisive, devilish (meréantasy. But the originality of Boehme's vision comes from
his rigorous, prese approach to the concept ohagination," obtained exactly from the
relationship he introduces betwdeand the two laws governing every process of reality.

Indeed, this relationship has not eluded the analysts of Boehme's work. Thus, Pierre Deghaye
stresses that each quality of the sevendgide functions as a veritableuntain of the imagination:



"Each degree of the sevenfold cycle representgjaakty or form, and each one destinal to
diversify itself infinitely. The seven qualities or forraseus rather likémagesor mirrors." * But
the consequences of thidaionship have not been expldren a systematic way, in my opam,
because of the difficulties that have already been pointed onderstanding the coherence
between the ternary and the saary.

Thus most commentators on Boehme emphasize the primawliaf the divine imagingon,

which corresponds to the divine separy.According to this interpretation, the divine imagination
is the absolute matrix of all form, the starting point of all manifestaBaern this reverts to adopting

a linear @scription of the sevenfold dgmi, contradicting Boehme's own texts, where he tells us
constantly that this linear description is an illusion created by ordinary language: the inevitably
linear, associative structure of natural languageaissposed at the level of the sevenfold dyna&mic
In Boehme's canology, as | have said, all the septenaries have a cyclicdlmear organization
which permits the meshing of all teeptenaries working at different levels of reality, insideauth
other. The divine imagiri@n, considered just ate level of the divinseptenarywould produce
only an illusory world, without consistep. Thus we see in what sensle€' Eternal, which is
manifest in itself, manifests itself also out of itself, and pours out its imaginatitiis precisely

the reiprocal 'feeding” of all the septaries which assures the comsigy of innumerable forms
and which engenders the extraordinary diversity thédint cosmoses. The divine separy,
considered alone, separatelgrh the other septenaries, certainly kes®for us the purity of forms,
that asymptotic and intangible purity of the uncreated. The divine imagination gives us the illusion
of pure and permanent forms, in a closed world, where unity does not tolerate diversity, where
permanence does not toleratgpermanence. But Boehme's whole cosmology is founded on the
unity of contradictions. Unity has meaning only through thstemce of diversity, and divaty
cannot be conceived withoutityx Similarly, invariance noushes itself on change, and what is
fleeting would be absurd drchaotic without invarianceif'a figure be imaged ia spirit, so that it
subsistettand if anothespirit wrestlethwith this, and gets the better, then it comes to be divided,
and indeed changed altered all accordng tothe kind of the qualitiesand this is in God as a holy
sport, play or scen&* True imagination is like a river of information which crosakdevels of
reality, assuring their coherence, their coexistence, theisaparabilty. One could thus spexk
veritable degrees of the imagination, each corresponding to a certain level of reality. It is these
degrees all together which constitute true imagination, a world in itself, where searchers have not
lost tauch with what Henry Corbin calitheimaginalworld. ®> This imaginaworld is like a fabulous
resevoir of data from which are drawn all the qualities of the sevenfold cycle, which by their
permanent struggle, transform the image ertdodment. True imagination thus engenders reality,
in a continuabushing forth, in a perpetual genesigHe imagination,” Deghaygays, "is the

faculty of producing images. The image in Boehme jpgle imitation of a reality already perceived.
It is itself a realitywhich elaborates itself and becomes perceptibleHeffirst time. InGeman,
imagination isinbildung This substantive is formed partly the verbeinbilden which perfectly
reproduces the Latimformare: to give a form to, to fashiont is indeed in this primary sense that
Boelme understands tlaet of imagining. For himimaginationis the creatoof forms, that which
models the substance and adizes it °

Trueimagination as the source of reality is a key idea in Boehsuostslogy. The recent
translation of the Bible bjndré Chouraquiwritten aftera very long period of interdisciplinary
research, recdinms Boehme's vision in a rather urpected way. The first word of Gesis,usually
translated a%n the beginning,” introduces from tloaitsetthe concepof time, in contradiction to
theidea of timelessness charaaterg eternity. Chouraqui's translation of this Hebrew word
Beredit is itself an extraordinary door to understanding the Bibtedis. 'In fact the Herew
word," Chouraqui writes,does not signifyp | e begihning.' Thee are words to expreshis
concept. Its meaning ia great deal more concreBereshitis composed of three terms:

Be(in), Rosh(head), andt (an ending whiclgives an abstract meaningtte word it concludes)”



It is thus, in a sens@ once con@teabstract, thalElohim created our own world in his head. In the
text on the firsvolumeof the Bible it is written, Elohim created in his image/ in the image of
Elohim created he him®and thenfi Y HMVElohim fashions/ Man, dam, the dust of the ehr
Adamalt ? There are thus two creations of man: one in the imaginatidarm; the other,
creatuggly, out of the dust of the earth. It is inddéwdtrueimagination which is the source of all
reality.

But, as Ihave already said, the universe atdb Boehme is ngiredetemined. In this sel

organizing universesach level of reality has itsvn freedom. The orientation of the sevenfold

cycle is not fixedn advance. The sevenfold cycle can go forward or backward or legen

interrupted by interva of discontinuity. In particular, the whgbeoces can stop at the end of the

first triad of the sevenfold cycl&apped in the dark world of the wheel of anguish. The imagination
continues to act, but it becomes cqited, it degenerates, it englemshollow, unstable monsters.
Thisfalse imaginatiorhasasmuch eal i ty as the real i maginati on
etymologicalsense of the term: it separase®l blocks the proces$ selfknowledge. Images

generate other images, endlessly, inrd@rnal movement, where no image has any consistency.
Matter is ndonger engendered; nothingness feeds on nothingness. One sees why Boehme linked
thefalse imagination to vanity'For Nature would fain be delivered from this vanity, that it might
procrede heavenlyorms in the holy power™ "Vanity" andfthe void" (in the sense of "nothing
ness" ) are intimately linked. Vanity, the voishdafalse imagination all repsent active, powerful
forces whichare opposed to the accomplishment of the sevenjal, to the birth of embodiment,

of light. Dowe not see them actired every moment in our lives, every day? But we must not let
ourselves fall into the trap of moral or psychological connotations. In Boehme's cosmology, as
Miklos Veto has emarked, vaity "hasa really metaphysical meanindg®Vanity is engendered by
nonconformity, by a disrespect for its prog#ace in the cosmic processes. It is the false

imagination which keeps it aliviethat veritabldife of death But, paradoxically, the false

imagination can have a consttive role. It is like a black light which allows us to see better the

true lightof life. Without the titanic cosmistruggle between the false and the true imagination, the
sevenfold cycle could not be accomplished. Evéngtltomes down to a question of place: the

place of the false imagination is in the wheel of anguish, a necessary stage which must be passed
beyond in order that there can be accomplishment. When this place is no longer respected,
destruction, anarchy, amdath establish themselves. In a world of false imagination, it is death
which lives.

B: SLEEP AND THE IMAGINAL
Up urtil now we have used the wordriagination" in order to be true to the French translations of
Jacob Boehme's writings and to the différemmmentaries published in French. Babhtemporary
usage of the wordrhagination" immedialy makes one think of fancifuéss, which is in total
opposition to the meaning Boehme attribui@the word. That is why | prefer from now on,
whenever possibjeo use the phrasdhe imaginal,” one well established in modern tewtagy,
especially since the writings of Gilbert Durand anddaisool.

A discussion about the relationship between sleep and the imaginal wéitdt stem surprisingt

is, howeer, crucial, forsleep appears in Boehme's writings as a central symbol in his cosmology,
having a metaphysical meaning very different from the sense that the word evokes in everyday
language.

*TRANSLATOR' S NOTEFhe French term "imaginaire" which Basdr&licolescu uses at this point, is ugyal
translated "the imaginary' which in English has wrong connotations of dreaminess anesnbstantiality as the just
mentioned "imagination," In this translation, therefore, we have adopted the term popularietty Corbin, "the
imaginal," which Durand describes ithe Encyclopedia of Religioas a way of presenting images of the higher, the
ultimate, the divine without slipping into the trap of idolatry: it is clearly a creative imagination or inspiratibe of
highest order, whether the term is applied to metaphysics or (as Nicolescu and Durand both do) to physics.



"Behold and consgt the sleep,” Boehme writegnd so you shall find it all. Sleep is nothing else

but a being overcome'® But being overcomby whom, or what? This is precisely the process of
theembodment of the imaginal which contains the seed of sleep as an event of resistance, a
blockage of that embodiment: "And thimstanty the sun and stars wrestled with [Adam], and all

the four 1e2/er£t wrestled so mightily and powerfully, that they overcame; and [so] he sank down into
a sleep.’

Sleepthereforeseems likestop, even like break in the evolutiomaprocess. It signifies the
breakingof all contact with true imaginatiom separabin from the flow of reality by a turning

back, a plunge the abyss of the fateagination. Boehme speaks oé Geat mysteryf
separability, out of which issued living being. This sepeability necessarily implies sleep as
stage of selknowledge a forgeting of the true nature. Sledyy itself is not harmful forwhere
sleep is, there the virtue [or powef[God is hidden in the centrd®But a sleep lasting an entire
lifetime is equivalent to death. ThB®ehne, as a great teacher, constairilyites us to wake up.
Thisresumpion of contact with true imagination is a new birth. We canebern, in this life, by
true imagination, by reestablishing our proper place in the movement of the universe that is non
separable from all levels of reglitMan builds himself by the power of true imagination; he is the
incarnation of that imagination.

A surprising process of spiritual alchemy is described in Boehme's writings. For him, the imaginal
and faith are inseparable. To the extent that saekndld cycle which leads to the embodiment of
the imaginal corresponds to a certain degree of materiality, signityattaith itself has a material
consistency, it imfoodwhich nourishes different levels of reality. The imaginal and faith on the
human ével thus nourisldivinity by an ascendingrocess, while the divine imaginalturn

nourishes man by a descending process,aycleperpetated endlessly by those who believe.
Boehme describes with no ambigui&th as nourishment'Christ, accordingo the eternal word of

the Deity, eath not of the substance of heaven, as a creature, but of the human faith and earnest
prayer, and the souls of men praising God, are higfood/

The reciprocal feeding of all levels of reality thus demands ouregptixticipation, through our

opening the imaginal to true imengtion. The sleep of man is thus equivalent to a veritable cosmic
catastrophe: quite simply, it blocks the movement of the universe. This in no way signifies that the
sleep of man and even hatal disappearance as a species will impede the revolution of the planets
or the existence of the galaxies. Bug living universe of JacdBoehme would then be trans

formed into adead universe: mechanical, axated by a mere pretense of movement.

C: MODERN PHYSICS AND THE IMAGINAL WITHOUT IMAGES
A stubborn clichéolds that scientific inventiveness, especially in mathematics and theoretical
physics, must be associated with a method of unshakable logic. It is trug#nmaala technical
scientificresult generally arises out of the rigorous development of a kind of formalism. But in the
great game of scientific invention, the ardent fire of the imaginal often plays a predominant role in
relation to the imperturbable calm of scientific logic.

Importart steps toward the comprehension of the role of theimabigg modern mathematics have
been taken in the testimonies of tgr@a mathematicians: Henri PoincafeandJacques
Hadamard®® In theoreticaphysics, the role of thimaginal has been explorby GeraldHolton. ?°

|, too, have had occasion to express myself ostiject. **

Mathematics and theoretical physics are linked by a commoaathestic. the imaginal here
operatesn an abstract, mathematical fraweek, whose subtlety and corgxity preclude any

quick understading. But there islso an importandifference between matheties andtheoretical
physics: mathematicians are concerned abounhtbenal coherence of their representations, while



theoretical physists, whilesharing thisconcern, musalso allow their representatiotsconfront

the fierce resistance of Nature. It is true that this diffex is not as clearut as it first seems. After
all, mathematical theorieme engendered by the brain, and the brain has this extragrdapacity

of putting itself on an equal footing with Nature. This explains why certain mathematical theories
have sometimes found their application in physics long afterdisgiovery. It nonetheless
happensthat thedirect presence of stalled "exernal” Nature introdces a neverm into the
dynamics of the imaginal in theoretigaiysics.

What interests us in the context of the present book is thegenesof a newform of the imaginal
in quantum physics, characterizZeyglthe total abolition ofmage, at least of that which is founded
oninformationfurnished by the sense organs. This new form ointfaginalhas been engendered
by the confrontation between twiifferent levels of reality; the macroscopic level (located at our
ownscalg and thequantum level.

| believe some examples may illustrate the sense of this prdgsathan any theoretical
development.

First of all the scalat which oneliscovers the quantum world is,andof itself, staggering. If one
takes one centimeter artten cuts it ten equal parts, and then takes one of those parts and also
dividesit into ten parts, and finally, continues this operation by carrying ithit¢entimes (10"

cm), one arrives at the threshold of the quaniworid: an infinitely small odity which, far from
being simple, hidemfinite complexity. When we fathom even smallisstances, extradmary
surprises await us. For example, the unification of vainimesactions strong, electromagnetic,

and weaki takes place with a fabulousergy (10° times greater than the energy corresponding to
the mass of a proton). According to the law of Heisenberg, this energy corresponds to an infinite
simaldistance (18° cm): if the proton was as large the sun, this scale of un#tionwould be

that of a speck ddust (I leave to the reader the pleasurdiséovering the corresponding

proportion of his own body to this speckdafst). The unification of all these physical interactions
takes place with an energy still more fabulous{tithes he mass of a proton), which corresponds
to aneven tinier distance. How can we imagine the place where alitdractions fuse in one and
the samenteraction? How can the hab#l imagination, baseoh information furnished by our
sense organs, not fedizzy contemplating such a scalénd still we must indeed resist this vertigo,
if we do not wish oudiscourse on "reality” to transform itself into pure verbiage, ot illusion.
For this infintesimal scale has a right to the statusredlity" asmuch as (if not more than) our

own bodydoes, or the objects which surround us in our everyday life.

In the quantum world the goddess "discontinuity” reigns. Energy varies by leaps and bounds:
between two successive energy levels there is nothaigoltely nothing, no dter level of

energy. The "quaaom numbers" of particles (which are the characteristics of these particles, as our
weight, the color of oueyes, etc., are the characttcis of our bodies) have precise, discrete

values, and between tvaniccessive values of theseagtum numbers, there is nothih@bsolutely
nothing, no other number possible. THiscontinuity of which we speak is a true dani¢ has

nothing in common with the meaning of the word in ordinary language (a fork in dopad,
example). How can one imagine suctigcontiruity? Let us try to imagine ajlantum ladder"

where he steps are not in any way oected to each other, and try to imagine ourselves in the
process of climbinguch a laddean obviously impossibleequesti our habitual imagination
instinctively fills in the gaps between the steps. Let us try another image: a bird jumping from one
branch of a tree to another without passing through any intermediary point: it is as if the bird
materializedsuddenly on pne branch or another. Evidently, our habitu@gination is blocked

when confronting sucl possibility, even ifnathematics can treat this kind of situation rigorously.

Numerous other surprises await the voyager in ¥aléy of Adonishment,” in shaening his



sense of the imaginal, in forcing him to discover in himself an unsuspsegeele of the imaginal

which makes everything take its proper place. On his way, the traveler encounters one of these
guantum particles which appears to him as a wadegarticle at the same tim&ontradiction,

illusion! e cries. It is as if someone told me | am and | am not at the same time." But suddenly

his face lights up, for he understands at last that it is his own way of seeing which, through a pattern
conforming to his own nature, hdsscerneda wave and a partielat once: hes, in fact, a goodeal

more complex than a wave or a particle.

More confdent,he continues his voyage. And then he stops and can no longer accept what he sees.
For he observes i his own eyes thEamous quantum neseparability, of which he has often

been told in works of popular science in his own world. He was ready to accept everything until
now: that the inhabitants of this quantum world traveliztying speeds, incompatglygreater than
those of our rockets; that the emptiness which sudetim is full of evanescent gies which will
appear andisappeacontinually, in a formal sympony of unequaled beauty; that the energy

hidden in this quantum world immense, with @ measureommon to the energies manifest
themselves in thedveler's own world. But thismbrrseparability” infuriates him. To see two
inhabitants of this Valley of Astonishmete located in one galaxy and the other in another
galaxy, reacsimultaneously, like a single wholiethat surpasses his capacity &mcepting the
unknown. How can these two particles react simutiadg when no known signal can link them
together (our travelendeedis well acquainted with the theory of relativity and wsathatno

signal carsurpass the speed of light). "Magic, mystique, mystificétibe cries, determinetd

leave this quantum world, for he wamhtssave his reason any price. And atttis precise moment,

he sees in frarof him another traveler of hmwvn world, a compatriot, whibeginsto talk to him.

Surely there isomething troubling about his fadest because this face vaguely reminds him of

that ofa sixteentkcentury thinkerthen because it suddenly resembles that of a twertgttury
physcist, and there are even moments when the face of the other traveler perfectly resembles his
own. But his speech is serene, calmassuring, rational.

"There is nothing strange herehétsecond traveler tells him.hHave been hera long time and I've

had the chance to convince myself of that. Rather, it is our awid which seems strange and
incomprehensible to me now, and when we come back to it, we ought to make the necessary effort
to understand it. kseparability' whibar&ubles tydu sosmudh.aAmexangple 6 n o
could make you understand why there is nothing strange or magmat it.Imagine yourself again

in your own familiar world, of three spatial dimensions. Now imagine a sti@aiper (of two

spatial dimensions), peoplég all sorts of inhabitants whose sense organs allow them to perceive
exactly what is happening in two dimensions, dmly in two dimensions. Now, let us take a circle

and let it gently penetrate the piece of paper, at a perpendicular &hg inhabitats of this twe
dimensional world will first of all see the sudden appearance of a dot. They will be convinced that
this isa new phenomenon that should be studied with all their scientific means. Then they will see
that the dot splits into two dots, whiblegin to move away from eackher. They will make all

sorts of experiments and will invent theories to explain completely what is going on. Complications
begin when one of these tvdimensional physicists, among the most brilliant of his age, starts to
point out with perfect clarity that the movement of the two dots demonstrates the existence of
incomprehensible relationships: the two dots reactsadihwhole, but there is no indication of

their being linked together (according to the theory issued@time ago among their experts, the
physicists know that no signal can exceed a certain speed limit). The physicists of this two

di mensi onal wor |l d Iseparability, Tleeircle dontsmiueois movardnhe n o n
two dots appearing on thbeet of paper, after having attained a maximal distance (the diameter of
the circle), havegain begun to approach each athetil they join into one dot and then all trace of
them suddenly disappears from the world of the piece of paper: the circleiteesimply passed

through the sheet of paper and out the other side. During this time controversy has raged i the two
dimensional world, not only in the community of physicists, but almong philosophers and



theologiansThe generapublic from timeto time has witnessed their televised akels or read

some of their innmnerable books and has understood nothing of what was going on. Up to the
present day, neeeparability is still consideremlgreat mystery (even though a very powerful
fellowship of ttosewho-think-well-accordingto-their-own-senseorgans has tried to make them
believe there is no mystery: one must read the mathematical equations, see that that's just how it
works, and not try to understand beyonelsia equations). However, for, tisesituation is

extremely simple and reasonable: it is only a circle passing through a piece of paper."

The face of the traveler again lights up. He understands that his own thinking habits impede the
perception of a new reality.

He continues his journeyifa long while and discovers many other marvels. After his trip (which
would be too long to describe in detail here), he returns to his own amtldritesa very learned
book,On the Nature of Spa€Eme, which has extraordinary repercussions amongdustrymen,
notonly among experts and philosophers, but also at all levels of society. As a result, many people
now hurry to undertake the journey to the Valley of Astonishment, hggiogtlythat they will at

last be able to understand their own wowtljch meanvhile has become chaotic, anarchic, violent,
crazy.

Of course, the journey we're talking about is an imaginary joumeyhe imaginal. No one has
really "seen" quantum particles. Theropeties are always detected in a very comag indrect
way bydifferent measuring devices, esfaly by those moderday cathedrat giant particle
accelerators. Thus it is more and more difficultat® experimental results from their theoretical
interpretationthetheory becomes moand more an istgral part of the feality” of these prticles.
The situation is so congx that certain people prefer to deny any reference to such a "quantum
reality": there is a group adperativeprescriptions which work, that's all. Why try to imagine the
imaginablene can recognize in this apparently rational posdistrongdose of irrationality.
Why close the eyes to the imaginahless we are afraid ddsing our habitual way of thinking?
Why closethedoors to the imaginaunless we are afraid of desyingtheillusion (so strong in
modern times) that only one level of reaktyists? This powerful metaphysical presumption lurks
behind the positions taken by-salled rationalists i sort of reaguard attack.

In fact, the imaginal of the quantum worldems up a fabulous space for freedom, for compre
hension, for dialogue, where reason is not excluded but where, quite the contrary, it is what guides
the steps of the searcher for truth. It is truly agjion of norstatic evolutioary reason, which
discovers its own successive steps in a continual dialogue with Nature. Reason and the imaginal
therefore cannot really be dissociated. The imagdiahds us cross the thresholdvweeen different
levels of reality, but it is reason which helps us to exploreendevel of reality rigorously.

In this context, | think that it is important to distinguish two types of the imaginal in scientific
inventiveness. The first form, the belshown and the most common, corresponds to action inside
only one level of realityA second form of the imaginéalwhich one might call paradoxical
corresponds to action on several levels of reality. This form, which manifests itself in the great
inventiveness of newscientific theories, is rarer and more subtle, more difficudtgyoach or test.

It is this form which is, in my opinion, similar to whatrevealed in great artistic creation.

If | were obliged to choose one name to incarnate the change in our world view through quantum
physics, | would without hesitation choose M2lanck, the chief actor in this moddviahabharata
which is playing itself out before our eyes in this century. The pages Stigistific Aute
biographyreveal all the complexity of his inier process of clarification:'nave made vain

attempts for amumber of years to adagite elementary quantum of action in amay or another to

the framework of classical physics; these attempts have cost me deakat effort. Many

colleagues haviound in this something that bordered on tragedy. But | havéeaemt opinion



about it. For the total enlightenment that | then experienced wasef@an unequalled enrichment, |
knew withall certainty that the elementary quantum of action played a much more important role in
physics than | wamclined to give itat first." %

The words "tragedy" anddtal enlightenmentare worth remeivering. In whasense can one
speak of attagedy" in connection with a scientific idea? Is it linked to the obsessive illusion of a
singlelevel of reality?

The confrontation beteen two different levels of reality through thetion of the imaginal contains
within itself an immense potential for revealing the poetic contettieotiniverse, for the
reenchament of the worldit is not a question, obviously, of more or less aalyt lyrical

effusions, inspired by a superficial contemplation of the "marvels” of modern science, but rather
one of a more whole engagement of thenan being on the road to sklowledge and kkowledge

of the universe. Thewel-informed" imaginal cannicoporate mathematical abstraction as well as
freedom of intuition, the data obtained from the exploration of Nature as well as the feelings
awakened by the contemplatiohtbese data. It is this "welhformed" imaginal which today

allows the opening od major ditoguebetween science, art, and Tradition.

NOTES

1. Pierre Deghayé,a Naissance de Dieu dia doctrine deJakob BoehméParis: AlbinMichel, Collection
Spiritualités Vivantes 1985) p. 257.

2. This remark recalls in a striking manner thifficulties we have in translating quantuphysics into the terminology
of classical physics difficulties forcefully stressed by the founding fathers of quantum mechanics, in particular Niels
Bohr.

3. Jacob Boehm&ex Rincta Theosophicar High and Deep Grounding of Six Theosopoints An Open Gate to
All the Secrets of Life Wherein the Causes of All Being Become Knoittan in the year 18). Translated into
English by &hn Rolleston Earle as part 8ix Theosophic Points and Other Writiniijew York: Alfred A, Knopf,
1920, o,p. ), 11:19p. 36.

4. The Auroratranslated into English by John Sparrow, original edition published in 1656.

5.JeanLouis VieillardBar o n, fime du dealism ddrla pensé de Jakob Boehmeifi Jakob Boehme
proceelings of a collogium organized by the Centréetiideset deRecherches Interdisciplinairies de Chantilly
(CERIC) (Paris: Vrin, 1979), p. 68.

6. Pierre Deghaye, "Psycologia Sacra,Jakd Boehmédp is: Albin Michel, Collection

Cahi er s dtesmd 167H) epr 2209

7. La Bible,translated into French and presented by André ChouraquEntite, (Paris: Desclée, ®Brouwer et Cie.,
1979), p. xi; to keep the multitude of meanings attributeer theast two thousanglears to thevord, "Bereshit "
Chourqui adopts the neologisifiEnt&e. 0

8.lbid., p. 17.

9.lbid., p. 18.

10. A detailed comparison of the biblical texts, in their translatiobgré Chouraqui, tdexts by Jacob Boehme
would lead, | am corimced, to the discovery of surprisiagrrespongnces, unknown up to now, but suctoanparison
far surpasses my awcompetence.

11.Aurora, IV:46; p. 96.

12. Miklos Veto, Le Mal salon Boehme," idakobBoehmeC.E.R.IC. colloquium notes, [1,07.

13.Jacob BoehmeZoncerning the Three Principles oktiDivine Essencéranslated by John Sparrow, 1648 (Lond
John M. Watkins, 1910, o) XI1:18; p. 204.

14.1bid. , XII:16; p. 203.

15. Jacob Boehm@® e ldctoi®@de la grée, translated ito French by Debeo {Milan: Arch£976), p. 95.

16. Three Princples XVI1:28; p. 379.

17. MysteriumMagnum, translated byahn Sparrow, 1654 (Londorlohn M. Watkins, 1924.p.), LXX:60; p. 822.
18.Henri Poincare, Bulletinde l'instit@éneral de Psychologie, no. 3, 1908; the text of ¢hisfaencewas reprintedri
Scierce et méhodes, Chapter 3, " Livention mathematical(Paris: Flammarion, 1908).

19.Jacques HadamarHssai sur la psychologie dervention dans le domaine mathétique, in the collection
fiDiscours déa méhode," (Paris:GauthierVillars, 1978); the fist edition of this book was published in 1945, in
English, by Princeton University Press, Princetérd.

20.Genald Holton,The Scientift Imagination: Case Studi€blew York: Cambridge Universitiress, 198); Thematic
Origin of Scientift Thought: Kepler to Einstei(Cambridge: Harard University Press, 1973).

21. Basarab Nicolescu, Chapter 5Ndus, laparticle et le mondé€Paris: Le Mail, 1985)also, see "L'imaginaire sans
images: symboles et thématansla physigque contemporaine,” inhi&as de l'imaginaire , no. 1: " L'Imaginaire dans les



sciences et les arts" (Toulouse: Editions Privat, 1988)2536; and " Vision de la réalitt reality de la vision:
l'imaginaire dans la physique moderne,TRiS, the review othe Centre de Réerche sur Ithaginaire de Grenoble,
no. 2, 4th quarter, 1986, pp.-35.

22.Max PlanckAutobiographiescientifique translated and ith preface and notes by And&eorge (Paris: Albin
Michel, 1960), p. 64. [English tnslation:Scientific Autobiogralpy and Other Paperdranslated by Frank Gaynor
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Pre$868), reprint of 1949 edition.]



CHAPTER FIVE
Unexpected Encounter:
Science and Tradition

A: NECESSARY DISTINCTIONS:
THE WORDS "SCIENCE" AND TRADITION"

THE contemporary encounter between science and tradition is indeed a fertile ground for multiple
confusions. Activeed by the changes which fdamental sciece (and especially quantum [sigs)

has made in logic, in epistemology, and in our view of the world, this subject has even become
fashionable: numerous books (some of which are best sellerauar@tous colloquims try, for

better or worse, to clarify the tibetveen modern scientific thought and traditional thought. What
is atfirst surprising about this debatetiee competence (or rather theampetence) of most of the
participaris. Nonscientists are seennessing themselves cheerfully on complex problems of
guantumphysics (complex even for specialists), and writers who plainly know practically nothing
about tradition holdorth with total assurance on asybject whatever relating to tradital
thought.The situation becomesyen more ludicrous (or even more disturbing) wherséimee

writers disclose to us the links thre absence of links between scieand tradition. For everything

or almost everything, seentslhave been already asserted in thisndm, ranging, on one hand,

from the proclamation of the samene$the world views proposed by tréidn (especially Far
Eastern traditions) and science, to thpagie extreme, proclaiming the absence of any bridge



whatsever , betveen them. But, of cose, this knd of research cannot be unidéenby
proclamation; militant passions can only obscure the debate.

Two facts need to be stressed clearly, it seems to me.

On the one hand, the present debate, unimaginable at the start of the century iohtud epo

triumphant scientism, has the merit of revealing the existence of a real problem in spite of all the
inherent or intentional confusions. After all, fundamental science has its roots in the cofnpost
guestions common to all realmEknowledge: Whais the meaning of life? What is the role of man

in the cosmic process? What is the place of nature in knowledge? Gradually, indeed, these questions
have come to be considered ramentific and have been banished to the limbo of irrationality, the
domain eserved for theoet, the mystic, the artist, or the philosoplBert science is a continuing
processand one wonders if it has not returned on its tovits sources, a return enriched by all it

has acquired through the scientific methodology whichsthed at its disposal throughout history.

On the other hand, the innumerable confusions which have been manifested by this debate are at
least partly inevitable. Both modern science and tradition are regions of extraordinary complexity. It
is difficult, if not impossible, for one and the same person to comutatheé same time the

knowledge and the practia# both domains. In my opinion, the search for links between modern
science and tradition is a preeminently transdisciplinarylenobit requires theoming together of

the very best experts in bdiklds to advance this researdtat does not mean that in the absence

of truly transdisciplinary research, all individual opinion is Baed. Dialogue remains possian

the condition that each speak&ays within his own field of expertise. At any rate, that is the

attitude 1 myself adopt.

One other aspect in particular seems to complicate this debate: themoéstie meaning of the
word "tradition” itself.

First of all there is the general usagieich m&es one think immediately of "customfidbits," or
"manner of thinking, doingpr acting, which is a heritage of the pa$tOf course, that is not the
connotation which is adopted in teeiencetradition debate, but ¢ould insidiously confusan
uninformed public. Even journals aneviews of a high intellectual quality carefully avoid
addressing the debate between science and traditiéeaiothat their readers might associate it
with right-wing political connotations; for is it not trakat tradition is supposed to be a privilege of
the right wing? Thisituation mightseem cartootitike, but unfortunately it corresponds to a sad
reality.

There is a second meaning of the term which is less current, but it is he only one adapted to our
conext, inwhich "tradition” refers to the whole of beliefs and practices, religious or moral,
transmitted from century to century, originally by wordegample" analso 'the whole of

knowledge, more or less legendary, retbto the past, transmitted asf orally from generation to
generation.”? According to this definition, Tradition encompasses different "traditior@hristian,
Jewish, Islamic, Buddhist, Sufi, et@.o avoid the first usage of theord "tradition,” one often

writes it with a capit@T.

But eventhis second usage of the wordadition" gives rise to confusion. In arfdamental study

of Western eserism,® Antoine Faivre suggests a triple distinctioniethcan help us eliminate

possble ambiguity. He thus distinguishes three comqterary lines ofTradition: thesevereor purist

line, thehistoricalline, and thehumanistor alchemicalline. "The representatives oftllep ur i st 0
line," Faivrewrites,i p otlse @xistence of a primordial Traditibrwhich should not be taken in a
historical or chronological senseo f  a-humanamigin,” as was often said by René @aa,
indisputably the master diiis lineof thought in the twentieth camry. A deposit of wisdom and



gnosticthought used to belong to humanity, which hastlstatterand dissolvé* As for the
"historical” line, itemphasizesthe ways oemegence througlhetraditions. The champions of the
secondyleanfreely here and there, according to a process comparableatstudentsn the

United States catishopping arond': in the firstyearof college they enroll in various courses, often
vastly different each o, before choosing their major Finally, there is thé h u m&lme, s t
which isopen to modern timeswith the third line|t is amatter of taking the witd as primary
material, the whole worlthat Gué@on scorns as the prodwidtthe Kali Yuga."® Nature, culture,

and soence are not rejected by the third line. It goes without sdletgtis this third approach to
Tradition, of which JacoBoehmaeis anillustriousprecursor, that interests us in the context of an
encountebetweenTradition and modern science.

The expressionmiodern scierg’ is somewhat less ambiguoust b also gives rise to various

confud ons. MAScientfigwnded hwidtoh | s caddemrttiiyyc tthlreeoary
interpre ati on of one scientiyc t heorandso pemitious)o men
bet ween fAscienceo anflufidamend assnmbd ciiotedicbhen o eocegy .
impossible to clarify althese confusions here, but some necessary distinctions need to be

introduced.

Firstofall,isitbgi ti mate t o osmpeaknucfts pmek e mtsd fesadi enc e
certain people quash whether we shoulgpeako f A Tr adi t i o AWhabwesedt r adi t
displayedinactu ci ent i yc activity i s s ometshiénceg ofbn ke
extraordinary variety, each having an almost absalutet onomy i n its own yel
of overlap between thdifferent sciences is not a void, and the undispwialue of inter

disciplinary studies is due to thiadt. The frontier discovered tweeen two different sciences is

often an area of great fertility. It eéxactly at these frontiers that new sciences are born: new
sciencesvhich in their turn acquireraalmost absolute autonomy. But #isdstence of these

frontiers, these overlapping areas between diffeseiences, does not assure the unity of science: it
simply demonstratethe value of certain methods which, while engendering new sciences,

neverthetss do not have a universal character.

Well, then, has science a dorsinotpatently sigaify thewunityi t vy
of science. If this unity exists, ibust be searched for elsewhere. Isthic ont ext , Ger al d
propositionis seductie.’ Holton demonstrated the existence of hiddanstable structures in the

evol uti on o fthéeataiTeesetaie pntologicdl @rassippositions, unconscious for the

most parithey do not appear in the organized body of scienceyyhich dominate the thinking of
scientigs. They generally present theetves as double or triple alterivas: evolutiorinvolution;
continuity-discontinuity; simplicitycomplexity; invariancevariation; holismreductionism; unity
hierarchical structuresonstancychange, etc. Two characistics strike those who stutlyese

thémata: (1) their antiquity and persistence through time(rtieir limited number: Holton

counts only a few score of thetb@mata in the whole history of science. He thuscaufdy r m t h a't
i i this dusability ofa relatively small number of th&ta, as well as thailiffusion at a given

moment throughout the whole community, thas given science the permanent identity that it
preserves, in a certameasure, in spite of thedelopments and changes that take plade"if

This proposition of the umdoptytas@aboodworikisgnce i s |
hypothesis.

Once this distinction betmaelewecéingute quioktyeometand
grips with other necessadystinctions.

Sci ent i yaonigoeeahdhinwadiable: it has not changed siheevorks of Galileo and other
founders of modern science. Thatdoest mean t hat this scientiyc |
someday; buthis changeould take place only under the pressure of the absodatessity to



include expemental data and not on the ssy of somescientist or philosopher. Although
scientiyc met hfordevdra centurieston tbehother gaadli ent iiy c t heor )
charactezed by perpetual change. There has never been, nor will there eaaribvanutable

theory: each theory has only a limited area of validitgl it is necessarily overturned by certain
experimental data. Thenknown is inexhaustible; Nature is kaustible. One could evenf y r m

that the greatness of science resides precisely in the pergletaah ge of sci enti yc t
naive glance, this change can sdim a falure. One hears here or ther@ees designating this

changgas a proof of s c adeptabileyGosknotvledgey Buthat tvoulditnoen i t s

t o havd haoffywnal i npexi dDQuie simplydtheweath bf&knowledgebThes
desire ftheay c0a isymalll y the product of hallucinat

Other distinctions should be made beforprapching the problemf the relationship between
science and Tradition.

A scientiyc theory has it s ioteval coharencelaradgt s moreé t s
or less mathematically formalizebthan ks t o t hi s, a <ertairerasults.yfle t heo
interpretationof these results on an ontological level momentasigpes the boundaries of

science for a moment for it brings into playaher language, other methods, another internal
coherence. Theonfusim b et we e n heory and itseénterpretation on thogical level can

lead to even worse confusions. The introductibantology into science will perhaps be the source

of a gr emvolutidrcin teerutuie yoet for the moment this revolution hasakan place.

Another pernicious confusion is that which exists betweensceemcel fAsci enti sm. 0 M
(at least in the spirit of its foundeaisd also in that of the majority of contemporary scientists)
obviouslydoes not have the means to claim to bestile path to knowledge amaith. Its own

methodology imposes upon it certain inevitable linftor exampl e, t he repeat
yndi ngs i s afthe methedolagy of mdderpsaiente. But reality and our own dires

also characté&zed by singular events, by noapeatable occtgnces. Modern science is not

concerned with singar events, antherefore there is a whole realm of reality which escapes it
completely.But, in spite of everything, scientis an ideology born of the phasm of the absolute

power of man over nature and over himsaljms that science and reasontheeonly paths to

knowledge andruth: science alone, reason alomfkis hallucination has been phactive and, after

all, positive for a given epoch, forithaslecetox t r aor di nary scientiyc ad\
becaningaformidd | e restraint, for it is 1in althopghsi ti o
scientism is dying, it is not completely dead, thoughligappearance seems to me inevitable.
Paradoxially, the progressivdisappearance of scientism iretbxact sciences has been accom

panied by its reinforcement in the human sciences (perhaps béuayse to imitate a science that

is now outdatedhat of the nineeenth century). This paradoxicabpess explains, at least partially

the tenacious persistence of the confusion between scienseiantsm.

Finally, one must distinguish betesefundamental scienandtecmology. In the eyes of the

general pubt (but also of certain philoptiers,sociologists, and politicians), interplanetary rockets
and theatomic bomb are fundamental science, instead of beingsiutsof fundamental science.
Technology $ the bastard daughter of fumaental science: she has one foot in knowledge ard o

foot dsewhereln our time, certainly, the demarcation between fundamental saewicechnology

i s more and mor e di f y cthatfundamentabsciendeiscajgon®h , t o
solve technological problem®ut that is a question of a local and partial phenomefanda

mental science remaingotally concerned abotihe confrmtation with the unknown, without a

precise aim.

This | ong digression on t henevitable ithwe aréte mgoreuslyc e 0 a
approach the relationship betwdbetwo realms of knowledge designated by these words.



B: SCIENCE AND TRADITION:IMPASSABLE BARRIER OR INTERACTION?
An impassable barrier seems to separate science and Traditoy book,Nous, la particule et le
monde | have analyzed at lengthe differences between science and Tradition. Let me rezxal h
afewof t hose di f fatkneviedgeis based ohreaebity on cootemplation, on the

direct perception of reality. Atth@p posi t e pol e, s cidbasedonthe knowl ed
understandingf reality by the intermediary of the mintbae, through logicahnd mathematical
constructions. . . . Traditional research accorgeeat importance to the body, to sensations, to the
feelings, to faithwhile scientific research excludesthee ar cher 6 s owons,hi®dy, hi

feelings,his ai t h from the yefohubofhtobseoVvabdi awsédnd t
has always affirmed thagdity is not linked to time and spaceist. . . At the opposite pole,
scientiyc searcher i s o b lobegteedealitydhatpsceparatcbnt e t h
and independent of all observatio or measur e and which itenes.trong
Traditional research demands the right to an experiemenunicable by ordinary language: The
traditional experiece isunique, total, far surpassing the catggs of ordinary logic. In contrast,

sci ent iy tisoemnueicableraedrcan be repdate . Traditional knowledge demands the

ri ght t ontherpané of mateday space and tinoe the plane oflirectly observable

materiality. . . . On the other hand, science interests @sstintially n t he o6ext er nal k
maxi mum ef yc aacfgirearma ttehrei® aplliatnye. 0

Thefact that traditional knowledge and scientific knowledgelmapeset in one and the same
person by naneans demonstrates theistence bsome kind of bridge between science and
Tradition. Forexample, one can be at the same time a practitioner of the Kalalpalahbrilliant
biologist and still refuse to recognize amklwhatsoever between the Kabbalah and biology. Or
one can be a fervefithristian and a great specialist in quantum physics and derthénatis any
relationship whatsoever between religion and physics.

The teaching of Jacob Boehme, with his thedrhe double naturef Nature, provides us with the
possibility of a rigorous approach to tmeichrdiscussed question about the relationship between
science andradition. At the same time, this approach opens us to astonjsiisgectives which |

am conwncedwill stimulate completely ungoected developments in very diverse areas of
contemporary life. If waccept the idea of a sevenfold dynamic at work in each processliof,

we are led inexorably to the conclusion that fundamesciahce, such akat practiced today, is
concerned only with the threest qualitiesof the sevenfold cycle. Stated a different way, modern
science ynds itself yrmly trapped in the fAwhe

The three yrst qualities o fthemageal oeoce efmehlitylBdt c vy c
at the same time, they are flaethestfrom realization, from the successful completion of the cycle.

The context | am proposing allows us to shed light simultaneoudlye essential difference
between science afdadition and theiequally essential relationship.

It is the very methodology of modern science which places it igrtdriad of the sevenfold cycle,

where the destiny of the whole cosrdiama is played out, in an unrestrained desire for

manifestation, in &umultuous dynamic that wants to go out toward joy, toward lkoveard

spiritual accomplishment. Mode sciences like an extremelynely-tuned and exact probing

device which permitsus aglimpséoh at fAwheel of anguish. o But s
thef undament al condition f or t hte sane time éngtstheand t F
scope othis probing device. Thus oseeghe ceeprooted motivation (péraps unconscious) of

the wish toeliminate the subject in the natural sciences, a wish that guidstefigeof the founders

of modernscience. Science has brought @ttibese rapid advanset the cost of s@pating the

subject from Natureyhich is perceived as an object of study. This is a principal diffefestiwesen



science and Traditionyhich in various ways has alwastressed the unity of all that exists, a unity

in diversity, inded, butwhich cannot exclude joy, love, spiritual development, the humearg

and the whole cosmos. phiosophyene touldyshytthatorfaditibreic o b B
concerned with the totality of the sevenfold cycle and with the interaction aaidhg sevenfold

cycles acting in all the different cosmoses.

One can thus understand the dsepted origin of scientism and g€k of metaphysical scope.
Scientism consi st dtheskverfold kyicleas antahselutey elevated as the @end

and onlyreality. The very existence of the other four qualities of the sevecyold is denied. As a

result, the interaatn among different sevenfotycles is itself reduced to nothing. There is thus

only one level ofeality, a horizontal level opposing all verticality. The verticadixyolled by

scientism is a false verticality, a simple optical illusisince movementan tke place only in one
dimensioni that of thefi wh e e | of anguish. o0 This wheehHe i s nc
movement. It becomes the wheel of anguish in the full meanitigedérm. Everything goes around

in circles (whichcouldbeagda ey ni t i on of h el jusfified: tetalimarfayismh i ng ¢
violence, destruction of others in the name of good principles. Artdeiandthere is only one

way out: seHdestruction. Scientism is nohly an ideologyit is truly a religion, aeligion without

God. Scietism, with all its philosophicalah s oci ol o g i ¢ akhowinglymepeatsthd i on s ,
action of Lucifer who, looking behind himself at the magical source of reality, wants to possess it,

but is ignorant othe fact that this dion means his own ruin.

It is not hard to understand all the confusion which dominatethdlught of certain contemporary
Traditionalists who deny (alwaysobur se i n di fferent words) the e
gualities ofthe s@enfold cycle.This current of thought is the exact mirror imagecientism, even
though it present s ienhesngllniistakesthesart for tha whaepmdakingr e | e
exactly the samerroras that of scientism. The value of science is denied coryplsté&nce is

thrown into outer dar kn ecstsffconplataytfronothe soulptpeur e, d
spirit, the sacred, the divin€his £emingly angelic attitude fails in the end by the same action as
Lucif er 6s: that oft hpee ripwehteuealt i onfg o nogueivsehr. 0

There is furthermore an intermediate attitude between the magitaaritists ad the militant

Traditionalistsi that of thosewhosdes pi ri t 6 everywhere, in partic
Thesevenfold cycle is noteshied, but it is reduced in fact to one solitguality. These people see

joy, love, soul, spirit, and who knows whstrolling everywhere, in a confusion that is perhaps
sympathetic andeassuring, but which engenderssalits of possible driftings otfourse.

Does the essential difference between science and Traditiontnagahnere is no bridge at all
between these two realms of knowledge?

Another response, for the moment purely speculative, is furnishdte context | am proposing. If

sciene is situated in the first triad tie sevenfold cycle and Tradition is concerned with the whole
cycle,their relationship is clear: science and Tradition make no senseowttbach other. To

reduce the sevenfold cycle to this first triad mehescesation of movement, a setfestructive

reality. Ontheothednand, to rob the cycle of thetsknowl ed
continuing movement, or a true accomplishment of the cyolggssible.

But the response that | have just outlined b speculative andisembodied if it is not based on
concrete scientiyc development.

| wish only to come to grips with some major facts here, the detailalysis of which it is
impossible to make except by transdisciplingsearch, as | have cl@aunderlined before. It goes
without sayinghat, in this approach, | shall not question scientific theories, inftrenal or



mat hemati cal aspect s, f aheontologcal leeel Ee pointyof d ey ni t
contact between science ahihdition can be foundonlyingh f undament al tei ent
most general results obtained by science. In other words, itiisténpretatonof s ci ent i yc
thatl shall question, an interpreian which thus becomes more and more insagarfrom

scientifictheory itself.

The emergence in this century of quantum physidas, itg discowery of a level of reality different

from the macrophysical, constitutese of these major facts, wilonsequences we have not

y n i sekprihg, on dithe planes of ourfiée. In the Boehmian context, 88 i gni yes t he
interactionbetween the sevenfold cycles locateditferent levels of reality, an interaction which
takes place throughti® r el ati onshi p among t henifthereisat ri ad s
split between the quantum level and the macrophysical level (thtbaghfferent lawsvhich

govern the two), there & the same timeontinuity: the one cannot exist without the other. The
proof: ourown existence and that of our uniser The discovery of a level mdality different from

our own brings out very selves into play: we ti@se who obligatorily must make the translation
from one level to thether. A sense of verticality thus begins to make itself felt on the pfane
language if not of understanding. At the same time, there appdagsatonovement from the

guantum level towards the macrophysieakl. Our visible macrophysical worigl built on the

invisible quatmum world. Our world thus appears, in a sense, as thabtevimaderisible.

The logic which rules the quantum world is different from that which rules our own world. All the
writings of Lupasco testify to thiéchness of this logic of contradictes in its philosophical

implications. But what interests mele is the kinship between quantlogic and traditional

thought. The th@ata of the quantum world, as alternatives to contradictions, appear to be

outmoded and replaced byeritable unity of contradictories: something not continuous er dis
continuoushut continuousinddiscatinuous; not simplicity or copiexity, but simplicity and

complexity; not unity or hierarchicatructure, but unity and hierarchical structure; not constancy or
change, but constancy and change. The quantum entity is at thérmarmentinuous and

discontinuous. The physical interactions appearc e uni yed and structured
according to the scale efiergy on which they are being explored. The quantum world seems at

once simple (through its fundamental laws which emsie unity ointeractions) and extremely

compl ex (thr ough pherfomenat differemt énergyvesets). @uamnjum ertities ask

at thesame time for symmetry and a break in this symmetry. The théapp@athus at most like

facets ofa synbol. | have discussed elsewhétsome ideasymbols of modern physics. The
reconciliationbegweenc ont empor ary scienti yc théughtusgahmgjorand t
encounter which is the sign, | think, of a still margortant encounter: that beeen the world

explored by Traditiorand the world explored by science. What Tradition discovers indheess

of the interior life, science discovers, by correspondendégicorporeality of natural systems.

|l s the uniycat iactionsthe coaespgondipgsigisamn evenimore prafoend
uniycation, thatTrvahdiich oins? slpo kene dfasacs nati ng
smalland the inynitely | arge a iofgundcoherenceg s pondi n
betwea all the levels of reality described Byadition? These are dizzying quests, to which it

would be premiare to outline a response, but their formulation is inevitable.

Finally, why does the uniyc amultdmnsohal spdectmep hy s i
so different from our own? Whatssi g nhby the extremely rapid rollinrgp of supplementary

dmersi ons into an inynitesi mal r egogchacacterizetthe s pac e
different levels of reality of which Traddn tells usy a spacdime with a larger and larger number

of dimensions (doeSod live in a spacéme withan i nyni t e numMpbuttcanmdt di me
take this step, for it seems to me to lead to an abssivenp | i ycati on, onandof e>»

spiritual poverty, iropposition to the teaching of TradmioThis temptation, as fasciirag as it



might be, has as its source the same error as that wétiks$ed before: reducing the sevenfold
cycle to it s spaceinie istloreioeatbd? Am absund Quiestidn which is not,
paradoxcally, the prerogative of scientists only.

In a celebrated book writtencentury ago, Edwin Abbott described the adventures of a two
dimensional being who was snatctiemm his own world by a theedimensional being. In his

marvelad i scovering a world inynit el yhreedimernsienal t han
being is a god. But he realizes progressivelytthiatmarvelous world, like his own world, is

peopled by criminals andise men, by poets and hoodlsby the goodnd the wickedAre they

gods? Certainly not. But this conclusion doesprevent our twalimensional being from returrgn

to his own world and proclaimg, at the risk of his own life¢hat there are other worldgsher

realities.

According to the caext we propose, based on the wgsdacob Boehme, the value of dialogue
between modern sciencecairadi t i on i s not found i n an abusi:
sceknce with certain afyr matinterestsrg colfoquitin e Saintei o n a |
Baume on t he t bAadmre® oGh oivArld g uain cver,c0t e t o ahe: @A Wi
unity ard of love, the universe would be incomprehensible, whereasdeg@hbecomes,

i ncomprehensi bl y, “mhrditienisanaunsped bylsaencs, ibytime, bydistory,

while science obtaings meaning (and, in particular, its senseaues) by interactingith

Tradition.
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CHAPTER SIX
Jacob Boehme and the Evolution of Man

LUCI FERG6S ACTI ON: CONTEMPORARY RESONA]I

ltiswe | | known t hat B o antevitidope oth® roostimportant parts ofdpie o d
work. It would be presumptuous on my paratwlyze it here after so many erudite studies have
been made. I limit myself to the aspects linkethtoformulation of a future Philosophy of Nature
that would be suitable foruo era.

As | have stressed ti me andIlogcopfadnmadictdBieseabane 6 s t
of his essential ideas is the unity @ppositesGod himself is the incarnation of thigity of

oppositesiiFor the God of the holy world, atkde God of the dark world, are neto Gods; there is

but one only God: he himself is all being, essencsyubstancghe is evil and good, heaven and

hell, light and darknessternityand ti me, bedinning and end. o

The unity of all the sevenfold cydes truly beyond good and evéoad and evil appear when
there is a dysfunction in a sevenfold cyatan the interaction between the different sevenfold
cycles. Therefortherei s a quite | ogical, <cl ear opgpsgdoi ti on



the development of a sevenfold cycle or the interadigiweerthese different cycles. In other
words, evil is anything whichpposeshe birth of God. Unquestionable signs of evil are the
conplete taking wer of the cycle by one or several of the gied in it, thestopping & the cycle,
or, once again, the change of direction ofdeguence of the cycle.

Evil has a positive side so long assita resistance to the devetognt of the cycle, a resistance

which conditions the movemerWithout thisresistance everything would be devoured by the
incomparabldire at the magical source of reality; it is a protection againsttiisn s umi ng yr e .
i's why fthere 1 s n o tismotgogdandevilneaerythingenoweth and levéetm t h
in this doublei mpu FGead and evil appear asothemasongual it i
thing in this world, in all powers, in the stars andéhe e ment s, as al so®in all
Even ft he Gadiamdghe kingdom 6f hell hang aoethe other, as one body, ayet the

one cannot compiidéalhd i & e tthe sevelfold cgcte. Ifit respect itso f

function, which is that of being, iB 0 e haneldanguage, fd hteh ¢ amev eorhie rmatn |
procced or fAthe pame of anger i s’Thdae greaniifse Sitt aatei a

life,o but Aif it beGowli,t hbouutt® htenel Ilyirgento, t hen

Evil transforms itself ird an ontological catastrophe wheglitanges function: resistance turntoi
complete opposition in reian to the development of the sevenfold cycle and the interaction

between the different cycles. The order of the world is turned upsida. Harmony bcomes

chaos, and@onstructive interaction is péaced by an anarchic, seléstructive movement. In
particularihel | 6 becomes truly i nf er nwolldofdarkness,f i r st
shutting itself off from any penetration by the ligBvil is therefore a quality of being which is

neither positive nohegative. But it is equivalent to an ontological catastrophe winbratges

function. At our level of reality, the freedom of mancomesate pri ce of aedi fyc
wherethe will of man playrucial role.

The catastrophe is symbolizedi a magni y c e n ff Luaifer,ywhidh pccupibsesuch a | | 0
signiycant placd@doiethmehe AiWwarrk feddginningasa eiogoh i n t
| i gMPidrre Deghayewrie s. A He | s dntold emmation phich begirfs inghe s e v
darkness and completes itself in the lighis regression inverts the course of thiscess. . . . The

violence dme tonature destroys the divine manif&son. It abolishes the birthf &God. It is a
deicidal’” violence. 0

What was Luci alg?rThasof lcoking mmeeckwards at@rd the magical source of
real i ty, f@Abut he thiselaceonspaceain ifs buoning qudlity, eauld riobsubsist
in God,hereuponie creation of® this world ensued. o

By this backward glance, Lucifer rages the direction of the severdalycle. This change of
direction is not made innocently, for eaehlity of the sevenfold cycle is transformed into its own
opposite Lucifer isthe creator of the upsiesown sevenfold cycle, whichengel e r s fit he ho!
dar kness, 0 t haobBaehnswes osfa stking deschiption &f this upsidgown
cycle inThe Aurorafi ldre is lamentation and woggllingand crying, and no dekrancejt is

with them as if it diccontnually thunder and lighten teregtuously. For the kindled spirits of God
generate themselvésu s . . . . T hyerce wratbful Sulphun e.t Love @& £nmiy
here. . .. The sound isna@ere beatig, rumbling or crackig. . . . The circuit, region, court or
residence of the body of tlseven is a house ahourning Their food isabomination and groweth
from t he fi er c e n Rltisdeathfvhich lives inghaald df this upsidedowncycle,

a world where the king is Luciféurned into Satan.

etion of this r evevrabd Goddahatovhieh Boesmet h e

The compl
fithe ouwer Mdshtatbiorft t hien wthreied of angui sh



whichisa t or ment and tonsuming source. o

Theidea of the danger of the backward glance runs through teatstiofies. The wife of Lot,
Abraham's nephew, is turned into a pillasaftfor having looked back during the destruction of
Sodom. Orpheudesends to hell to bring back Eurydice, but, kegéping his promiseurns to
look at her and she disappears into the darkness.

Let us look around ourselves, in our own world today, and darekto ourselves this question:

Are we on the verge of repeating thitionby Lucifer, this backward glae? Are we on the verge

of foreverlocking ourselves inside the wheel of anguish? A philosopher at#uee of Michel

Henry is not afraid t wounded all s valugslate waveringl, notfoly i t s
aesthetics, but alsthics,hesacredand wi th them the p&ssibility

Our ontemporary world, seeni t he cont ext o0i$loc&edeldaryandhe fits hi n k i |
triad of the sevenfold cycle.

It is not by chance that mnce is the dominant languagktioe agei as | have said, it explores
precisely this yrst triad.

It is not by chance that for the first time in history man has acqthieetcheans for the total,

complete destruction of hisown specigsT hou seest al so, 0 Babowhtheme wr i
wrath ofGod lieth hid and resteth in the outermost birth of nature, and charaatakened, unless

men themselves rouse or awaken it, who with theshly birth or geniture qualify, operate or unite

with the wrath of theutermost birth of nature®’ Indeed, man has succeeded precisely in

awakening an incredible energy hidden in the deepest part of Natugagergy capable of burning

up the whole earth.

It is not by chance that f ogiventheaeneanstmodifythe me i n
human being by changing his genetiakeup. There also we are quite close to the frontier of the
magicalsource of reality, with all that that implies about the danger ofdesifruction.

It is not by chance that this century has seen muilerv@remonstrous wars take place, in this
collective madness which regents the process of the mutual destruction of mankind. It is not by
chance that we are witnessing moinel anore indifferently the estiéhment of violence in our
everyday life.

It is not by chance that weve seen in this century, in the name of good principles, the bath of

sorts of totalitarianism which destroy the very existence of gmioples. To the agad question

AWhy are t he c mardcdmingthanh 6 s d a 0 k n acebsBodhmeggtves 9so  J
thisanswer which is at once surprisiagh d | ogi c al | ycagse thgy hage the indgitcal ? B
root of he original of all essencesmiafi e st {t*n t hem. o

Our world is effectively inside the wheel of anguishthe first triadof the sevenfold cycle. But this
yrst triad i s noWeaseattapaintobchaosing theroad loetween seké | f .
destructonadevol uti on. The yrst triad, tdweevewan.e | of

B: MAN, HUMANITY, AND THE SEVENFOLD CYCLE
The idea of a possible etion of man, beyond any physiaai biological aspect, dominates all of
Jacob Boehmeds bookocowddd written, Aanseeated exclusively to this idea, but
here Itry to bring only a few illuminations, in relation to the subjederests u$ that of a new
Philosophy of Nature.



INnBoehmeds perspective, evol cobpletonoftheaseverdotd be di
cycle, inthe orientation with which it is usually assatedi a movement from its vy
towards itdast quality. In particular, this evolution cannot take place withoutdisemntinuous leap

bet ween the yrst tr i adeveafoldicycelisee Chapterdhree). Buythereq u a
is afundamentadifference between these two parts of the cycle, separated bythier of

discontinuity: the qualities of the wheel of anguishaurtde the will of man (they bring into play

the forces whichandition he passage to manifestation), witite other four require the

partia pati on of man, his wil | ,perspactvenha ngvaatiomiss ci ou s
the evolution of his consciousness.

For Boehme,émanwdtulr ad e tmaee > heiseo fPiroi bnde h@ah e s00
one hand, the wheel ahgush is at work in him, it takes part in his constitution as a nasysm.

If man locks himself inside this wheel of anguish, itislilwagd e at h, f sdeadia|l t oget
death, and so bolted up in tbetermosbirthor geni t ur e i n ‘{Botklecdread pal
evovebward the world of | ight qtheahree Principted)lutyeti g ht

he is only a spark risen from theneed na the great source, or fountain, which is God himséff.

Thusit can be affirmed t hat cortegondgtothe bodyofimandn of t
all his physical and chemicaspectsand t hat the yrst discontinuit
of life, where the evolution of his own beingrcbegin.

This view of a possible evolution of man is not necessarilyomtraliction with the theories of
evolution of modern science. Aftecience recognizes that the physical evolution of living species
leadingup to man is probably aco mp | i sshed. &Ve cag econcludkat if evolution continues,

it will be able to occur only oanother plané that of culture, of consciousness, or of humanity as a
collectivebody of all mankind.

ForBoehme, conscious human basednsalfolservation,en a di f y
attention, on ganeoahetterepfovemnrtry himsélfahandby givang serious

attention to what his desire and longing impel him. But there must be real earnestness; for he must
subdue the astral spirit which ruliashim. For, to subdue thigstral spirit, navisdom nor art will

avail, but sobriety of life, with continual withdrawfibm the influxes. Th elements continually

introduce thestral craving intdnis will, Therdore it is notso easya thing to becoma childof

God it requires gredabour, with much travail and sufferirig®

This spirit of the stars pushes man endlessly toward the whaegafsh. It has led to the creation

of the visible world, of the earthe stars, the galaxies. It is near tha&gical source of creation, to

the devouring fire. To disengage from this astral influence signifies the reestablishment of the
direction of the sevenfold cycle leading to the bodlgtit. That iswhy thewonderand the

fascination of the visible worldyhen they are taken as absolutes, are paradoxically perverse
guides, for they turn back the course of the sevenfold cycle and transform evolution into involution.

The spirit of the stars leads man to believe in the complete mdwee "outer body," buithe outer
body has no power to move the light world; it lba$y introduced itself into the world of light,
whereby the lightvorld is become extingured in man. He has, howevennaned to be the dark
world in himself;and the lightworld stands in lh immoveable, it is in him as it were hiddeff."

As God dies in order to be born, man must die in this life in order to be born. His life thus
comprises two births: biological birdnda seltbirth or selfengendering. This new birth is a birth
from abae, for it presupposes the completion of the sevenfold cycle. The new birth implies death
to oneself, a singular, mysterious process which takes place in the secrecy of the interior life. The
second triad of the sevenfold cycle is a preparation for thisbimgh, which is brought forth only at



the moment of the second disitinuity of the cycle, whenr the fountain or welspring of the
heartthere riséh up the flash in theensibilityor thoughts of the brain, and therein the $jgioth
contemplate ome d i t*&Finaly, the third triad of the sevenfold cgelduring the course of
which 'the souleatethof God,"?? and leads to the creation of the new body.

The responsibilit of man is immense, for, in Boehme's perspecthenoncompletion of his

sevenfold cycle leads to a cosmic catgdten The entire universe of the creation would disappear

in the chaos. That is why Boehme tells us, AT
preci ous t h%Qursmdlléstsactions or thalgHiave a cosmic dimension:

Awhat soever tstwestherdinthepidtebs it withwodls, works or thoughts, that

will be thy eternal house?

It is necessary to distinguish clearly the evolution of the individual human being from theagvolu
of humanity. Humanity, as a coll@ge body of all mankind, obviously submits to other ldahana
man by himself. Its sevenfold cycle is different from that of one Person.

The two sevenfold cycles are indeed in perpetual interaction: the one damalutp without the

other. Let us try to imagine for an instant the earth peopladigfinitive way by a single human
being. The absurdity of this situation is obvious. The individual defines himself by interaction with
others.

But there is an asymmetbgetween the two sevenfold cycles)ated to the rhythm of their

development. If Boehme's cosmology is true,fthenders of the great religions, theeat mystics,

the great poetks and also an anonymous crowd whose names will never be remermieresl

probably completed their sevenfold cycle in the course of their lifetime, a very short period of time
compared to the age of our universe or the period corresponding to the appearance of human beings
on earth. The rhythm of development of the sevenfolteayichumanity is a great deal slower, in

accord with the cosmic rhythms ruling the formation of planets, galaxies, and our universe.

Is it absurd to hypothesize a sevenfold cycle of humanity, with the underlying idea of a unity of
humanity? Is it the piuct of simple speculation, with no foundation? The most rigorous approach
to thisquestionseems to me to be thatrnished by contemporary researchistory of beliefs and
religious ideas, of which the undestedmaster is Mircea Eliadé> What striles me in the first

place in thavork of Eliade is his discovery, based on scientific methoa, lfdlden dring force in
the spiritual growth ohumanity, through surprising coargences between different civilizations,

in spite of their sepatian in spae and time.What seems tme totally impossible, at all exrts,”
Eliade stats, ‘is to imagine how the human mind codlehction without the conviction that there is
something irreducibly real in the world. Consciousness of a real and meaningful wotilchadely
linked with the discovery of the sacred the sacred isrstdge in the history of consciousness, it is
a structural element of that consciousne<s."

If we take seriously the hypothesis of a sevenfold cycle governing the evolution of tyyrtiasi

thinking layer of the earth, a firstgn that the hypothesis is correct will be the appearance of a
planetary civilization, where all violence of man against man, of one nation agiaitiser, will be
completely abolishedbviouslywe are a verlong way from such a situation, even ifieav facts

seemto be pointing in this directiorscience is already planetary language. The dizzy

development of the computerstgm database establishes aeamication between all points on

the earth, byte creation of gort of planetary brain. The interaction among all nations of the earth

on the level of economics becomes more and more obvious. Even the menace of total destruction of
our own species seems paradoxically to carry a positive messageityumast evolve or

disappear.



But where is our humanity in the development of its sevenfold cydléRe ideas thatve have
outlined in this chapter lead us to the conclusion that we find ourselves in the first triad of the
sevenfold cycle, inside theheel of anguish, more precisely at the frontier of the second triad. A
first discontinuity musthecessarily occur to assure the passage of humanity towards life, if we are
not going to founder in the seatestructive cycle of the wheel.

Our conclusion maindeed shock the many mind#o, even ithey accept the idea of an evolution

of humanity (in any case a rare occurrence), are convinced that we are at a stage a good deal more
evolved than that of the wheel of anguish. But, after all, humanity is vengydis existence

covers an infinitesimal period in the history of the universe. Let us imagine a book where each line
covers the history of a thousand years, each page having fortyllmesthe history of the universe
would fill a library of a thousathbooks, each having 375 pages. The history of humanity would

cover only the last 50 pages of the thousandth volume of the history of the universe. It is
comprehensible that humanity finds itself at the very beginning e¥ahkition, just before itérst

step towards a sedngendering which leads the creation of its own body.

The main event which seems to me to dominate this century is fundamental science's discovery by
its own methods of the frontiers where it can begin a dialogue with the widdbm ages and with
other forms of knowledge. These other forms of knowlédge, Tradition, or the human sciences

T are concerned with one or another of the four last qualities of the sevenfold cycle. But,
paradoxically, it is modern science, immersedhie study of sealled " external” naturghe wheel

of anguish which today demandsassage beyond the wheel in our own evolution. But this passage
cannot occur on its own. A transdisciplinary dialogue between all forms of knowledge can help us
bring this about a dialogue which, without leading to a new scientism, must nonetheless take as its
point of departure the contemporary discoveries of fundamental science. In this way it will

find what there is between the differdotms of knowledge, which iratt belongs to neither one

form nor the other, but which ultimately circulates between the different disciplines, while
respecting their autonomy. It will thus contribute to the establishment of a truaelomgplanetary
dialogue, as a condition for oavolution of being'
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Complexity and Levels of Reality

IN THE beginning there was complgx" Edgar Morin writes in a dazzling formulatioh.

In fact, our vorld seems invaded by "complgx" Everywhere we look, towards the infinitely large
or the infinitely small, or even at our own scale, we see complexity manifesting itselfhantiyp
Contemporary man mosdike a stranger through arcieasingly incomprehensible world, the
slave of his analytical thinking.

The dream of auniversal physics" which would explain ey#ting on the basis of a few general
laws or a few fundamental buildjrblocks of matter has vanished with the advances of contemp
orary science itself, without any interference from considerations of a philosophideblmgical
order. Even the soalled "unification” theories in pade physics, as fascinating as theight be,



are concerned after all only with physical interactions. Moreover, the unification of all physical
interactions takes place at incredible energy levels which could never be attained in our particle
accelerators’ Only a few moreor less oudatedscientists, for reams more ideological than
sciertific, take it upon themselves to soothe publitnion with the illsion of a simplicity that is
accessible by reason and science alone.

The urgency of formulating an epistemology of complexity, like thhich Edgar Morin is

elaborating? is an immediate reality. It is not just a question of an attempt to introduce order into
complexityso that we can understand what is happening in natural systems: our very life, individual
and social, is directly caerned with the formulation of a new epistemoldgyit possible to

conceive of the emergence ofiew system of values and a new ethics without an unddrstaof

this intrusive complegy, which, if it is left to proliferate according to its own chaaind anarchic

laws, can only lead to the destruction of our life and our species?

Here | would like to outline how the concept of "levels of reality" could contribute to the form
ulation of an epistemology of complexity.

The discovery (at the same tirgestract and palpable, experini@rand theoretical) of a scale
"invisible" to the sense orgaiighe quantum scalavhere the laws are completely different from
those of the "visible" scale of our everyday lifprobably has been the most important dbation
that modern science has made to knowledge. The new camgiepthas thus emergddthat of
levels of materialityr levels of realityi is one on which a new vision of the world can be based.

But is it truly a question of a negoncept? | have es the expressionevels of reality” frequently
throughout this book, in the syralic sense which emerges from the cosmology of Jacob Boehme,
based on the relationship between the threefold structure and the severfotdasgifation of

reality. Such aeading is too vast, too general to be applied to the results of modern science. It
would be absurd, a mere caricature, to wish to bring at any price a cosmic dimension down to an
earthly dimension. Moreover, the very clear difference between the methmsodd Tradition and

of modern science foreshadows the failure of any hasty reconciliation between traditional and
scientific thoughtFinally, as Antoine Faivre nearks,” though trueTradition is intimately linked to

the existence of Rhilosophy of natre (which is precisely the thought of Jaddbehme and that of

his followers), up until now modern science has been able to dispense with the need to formulate it.
But the fact is thasince the birth of quantuphysics, this nexssity appears more and raaigent.

The formulation of this new philosophy may even, in the long run, permit a deepened dialogue
between modern science and Ttamh. But for the moment, we are only at stammering stages in
this dialogue, and it is urgent to advance in thisaion with great prudence and by very small
steps if we do not want to spoil an extraordinary potential of our age.

So let usadopta defnition of the concept oflévels of reality” whichis a good deal narrower than
Boehme's, but which will have thewahtage of being very close to what modern science teaches

us. This idea is therefore new, in a sense. It has not been brought about by a vision or by a
metaphysicbspeculation. The concept of "levels of reglitas it will be used in the following text,

is supported by scientific theory and experiment. We can say that it appears as a facet of Boehme's
symbol, engendered by the dialogue between humanitiNande over the course of timleis a

guestion of a new facet, for it is precisely the produttistbrical time. Boehme's symbol can only

be enriched by this contribution of time; its own existence in time is what allows this enrichment.

Let me first of all give a description, although it must necessarily be an approximate one, of the
meaning that attribute to the words "reality” andevel."

| use the wordreality" in its very simple meaning, in the way the physicist experiences it in his



daily work. In our practice, we continually encountesarfiething” called nature, which resists our
theores and our experiments. Thisisgance naturally gives thatdmething” the attribute of
"reality." Likewise, the relentless sistance explains why there are never definite answers in
science, but always partial, approximate ones, subject to constageclBat if there are no
definitive answers, therie nonetheless a continual deepg of questioning.

The 'reality” of which | am speaking is not simply a creation of the mind, to the extent that it does
not allow any kind of description whatsoever;ther is it something in itself, for we intervene in an
essential way and inevitably in tqgantum domain with our experental measuring process, with
our mathematical formulation, with our interpretation. This reality is not a reality in itself about
which anything can be said (butsgems, a great deal can be written), nor is it an empirical reality,
mute on the plane of being. It is rather a reality of interaction or participation.

Let me now define qgcisely the wordlével."

We can describe a lev@r scale) of reality as being a group of systems which remain unchanged
under the action of certain transform motions:. &mmple, we can conceive @hé particle sale,"
"the human scale," othe planetary scale,” with humanity appearinthasintaface between the
systems belonging to the first level and the last.

This description is a little imprecise, for it can le@ada confusion with the ideas of levels of
integration or levels of organization, such as those which appear, for example eimporary
systemic thought,

| believe that in order for a truljifferent level of reality to be seen, there must be a breakdown of
language, a breakdown of logic, a breakdown of fundamental concepts (such as causality, for
example). In this sense, theamtum level can be recognized as a level of redifitgrent from that
which corresponds to our own macroscopic scale.

| have analyzed these breakdowns at length elsewhdeze | will give just a few examples.

Our macroscopic world is characterizegtheseparabilitybetween different objects which
comprise it, while in the quantum world, there appears to be anrioneseparability The different
interacting quanturentities while each remainindistinct, behave simultaoasly as if they formed
an inseparabl&vhole. Is quantum neseparability a particular example of a generalized non
separability of the whole universe, of the kimdich isdescribedn the work of Jacob Boehme?

Local causality, essentifdr classical physics, gives place toexywdelicate causality, global
causality which, not to be confused witirdinary finality, nevertheless determines the evolution of
all the systems interacting togetherthis global causality a sign, arpartialar example, of that
global causalityhat characterizethe selforganization of Boehme's universe?

Finally, if classical thinking is based on the idea of continuity, quantum physics makes evident the
crucial role of discontinuity. Whemoesdiscontinuity come from? Is it not brought abbytthe
interactionbetween different levels of reality? Is rbscontinuitymanifesting itself at a certain

level of reality therefore a sign of the unity of the universe, a unity precisely conditioned by its
diversity?

It is very clear that, in a univee characterized by a structure of levels of reality, the passage from
one level to another bemes an urgent necessity. Hoope of this problem was recognized by the
founding fathers of quantum mechanics, especially by Niels Bbierproblem of transten from

one level of reality to another is intimately linked to the understanding of the nature of complexity.



We must thus distinguigivo types of complexityhe complexity which refers to only one level of
reality and the complexity which makes seldevels of reality come together.

The complexity appearing at only one legéleality can be, in a waystructured" by the idea of

"level of intggration”; so it is undestandable why there must not beamfusion between the idea of
"levd ofintegmat i on" and t ha tTheoefisnd dndm-ene torresgondeneesbetweerny . 0
thesewo ideas. In general, sever&Vels of integrationbelong to a singlelével of reality.” For
example, classical mechanics, organic chemistry, and classicalneicaihinking eaclset intoplay

the sameype of ideas, even if they correspondiitferent levels of integration.

On the other hand, the passage from one level of reality to another arouses a complexity of a
completelydifferent naturegdemanding newobls of conceptual approach.

The contradictory relationship between simplicity and complexity clarifies itself in a new way: what
appears to be horribly complicatatia certain level of reality can appear extremely simple at

another. For example, accorg to the superstrindnéory in particle physics, phigal interactions

appear to be very simple andified as aresult of a few general principles, if they depided in a
multidimensional spaegme of tendimensions (one of time ankde others of sgce) and at an ultra

high energy, corresponding tioe secalled Planckmass. Corplications arise at the moment of

passage to our world, which is inevitably characterized by only four dimensions and by the fact that
considerably lower energies are avaiabl

This last remark allows me to stress the probable role of the nature oftispade the definition of
a level of reality and thus in the understanding of the nature of complexity.

Our spacdime continuum of foudimensions is not the only one coivable. In certain physical

theories, it seems more like an approximation, likeection" of a spaegme a goodleal richer in

terms of possible phenomena. The conceptual implications of such a situation are considerable. Let
us try to imagine an intéglent beingliving in two-dimensionakpace (foexample, ora sheebf

paper).For him, in his own world of two dimensions, practically everything whietives fom our
threedimensional wod is experienced as a miracle, as an irrational, incomprdiensi

phenomenonit seems important to add that the supplementary dimensions appearing in theories of
contemporary physics aretrthe result of simple intellégal speculation. On the one hand, these
dimensions are necessary to assure thecealistencyf the theory and the elimination of certain
undesirablespects. On thether hand, theglo not have purelyformal character they have

physical consequences on our own scale. For example, according to certain physical theories, if the
universe was assiated with a multidimensional spatime at the beginning of the Big Baniipen

the "spontaneous compaatdition” of the supplementadymensions of spadghat is, their rapid

rolling up into an infinitesimal region of space) carlibkedto a periodof very rapid exponential
expansion of the universe in our usual thd@aensional space. The supplementirgensons will

remain hidden and unebrvable forever, but their vestiges would be precisely the known physical
interactions.

In generalizing thexample furnished by particle physics, it is not absurd to think that each level of
reality corresponds to a specific spditee, distinct from that of any other levef reality.

Without an appropriate translah in the passage from one leeélrealityto another, an endless
series of paradoxes is engendered.

Thus the source of the arisingazfntradictioncan be recognized; what appears as harmonious at a
certainlevel of reality can appear paradoxi@dlanother. That, | believe, is the source of the



paradoxes engendered by the interpenetration of the terminology of quantum physiodimatcy
language paradoxes we wrongly call "quantum paradoxd#®yar e r at phgsicali macr o
par ado x e atthemoment oftiamslgtion to our own level.

In ordinary language, we are forcexdescribe a quantum event as either a wave or a particle. But,
in its own language, that of quantum formulation,dbantum event is simultaneously both wave
andpatrticle, or, more precisely, it is neither wave noripkrt The quantum event is a new type of
entity, which is not entirely reducible to its classicainponents. All the work of Stéane Lupasco
(which isbased on quantum péics), and in particular hisystemology,® testifies to the

unsupected richnessf a logic of ‘tontradiction.”

It is interesting in this context to recall that the cosmology of Jacob Boehme, as we have mentioned
several times, is founded on the dynawii contradictory oppositesin’Nature,” Jacob Boehme

writes, 'one thing is alway opposed to another, so that one is the opposite of the other and its
enemy. However, this is not to make the creatures take a mutual averdislikerto each other,

but to keep them in motion by their struggle and their opposition, so that they cdestna

themselves thus, so that great mystery can enter into their differences and their separations, and so
that there can be a perfect exaltation of joy and felicity within the Eternal ®ne."

It is natural todefine thedifferent levels of realityaccading to our own level, in the way they are
experienced by our body and our seoggans.

We are not theentreof this succession of levels, but the natural system of reference.
With respect to ourselvese can recognize the existence of levels whretnearer or farther away.

In any case, we are those who, alone among the other natural systeenplanet, seem to be
equipped with a capacifgr translaing this information between levels.

This capacity for translation, associateith thescientfic study of naturasystems, allows us to

pass beyond the modern illusionao$ingle level of reality, an illusion which has as its source the
taking as absolute the information given by our body or our sense organs (and also, of course, the
extension ofhese perceptions by various measgiinstruments).

Our age is thupotentially that of the abolition of the single (dogic, one language, one causality,
one spacgime, one reality, one knowledge) and of the emergehttemlural (logics, language
causalitiesspacetimes, different levels of realitylifferent types of knowledge.) There is, in this
emergence of plurality, a considerable source of tolerance, Wbhadnot result from an ethical
choice, but has a character of necessity in oalbetin accord with the information furnished by
natural systems.

The structure of levels of reality permits us to understancehw@gence of meaning in modern

physics. In genai, as Raymond Ledrut staté3jt could be affirmed that meaning arises ofithe
contradictory relationship between a presence and an absence. It is the evocation of an absence in
the observe reality. (I employ the wordpkesence" in order to signify the presence on a certain

level of reality, which implieabsence" on othéevels of reality. These ideas are rgiatic: they

are evolving, fortiey depend on effective tranttan from one level of reality to another.)

We can thus understand why science represents moments of the history of the real. The role of
historic time through the action of the imaginal, is to let us embrace more and more simultaneously
the richness aflifferent levels of reality. In a certain sense, it could even be said that the imaginal
becomes concrete via the different levels of reality.



The advanes of modern science thus let us foresee the birth of a new rationality, infinitely richer
than that bequeathed to us by the scientistic vanity of the nineteenth century.

One could even speak of the existencdiffiérent degrees of reason being in a-tmene
correspondence witthifferent levels of reality. The passage from one degree of reasmotiver is
a painful process, for it puts us into questiodeitnands the change of all our habits of thinking.
This process corresponds to a true conver€dmrourse, this conversion cannot affisen science
itself; it can only be individal, for it requires a gredeal more than knowledge of mathematical
formulation or the data of scientific experiment.

On the social level, | believe that the decaderdi@aipage and its evident powerlessness in facing
multiple challenges are intimately linked to the blinding of science negpect to being, conjoined
with the existence of a major discrepancy between the new vision of the world that is emerging
from thestudyof natural systems and the dishioned values still dominating philosophy, the
human sciences, and the life of modern sodietglues based in large measure on mechanistic
determinism, positivism, or nihilism.

The opening of science toward meapitoward being, can take place if, in particular, the idea of
levels of reality is present. It permits the integration of the subject as the exjpltrese levels of
reality.

Scientific knowledge, by its own internal movement, has arrivéltearonters where it must again
take up an active and fruitful aiogue with other forms of knowledge. The fact that scientists-them
selves are beginng to wish for such a dialogdéseems to me very significant.

In this context, it might be aské&dthere ae not laws otorrespondenceghat is to say, laws that
cross several levels of reality. Their effects would be different according to the scale on which they
manifest but the laws always remain the same.

The idea of a correspondencévibeen different [anes of knowddge is not a new idea. It underlies

the celebrated dialogue between Carl Gustav Jung and Wolfgang Pauli. It appears also in the works
of Ludwig Von Bertalanffy an&téphané.upasco. Niels Bohr, in fact, did not hesitate to establish
correlatons between sociology, politics, and physics, starting from a generalization of the
complementarity principldiscovered in quantum physics.

Reality could be compared to a crystal with different facets. If one facet of the crystal is removed,
the crystakteases to exist. But if there is a crystal, this signifies that there has been crystallization,
that is, laws globally engendering the different facets of the crystal. It is exactly getisis that |
employ the termcorrespondences.” The discoventlud laws of correspondence can develop only
by a new scientific and cultural approdchne which is transdisciplinaiiyin which all the

branches oknowledge, both the scalled 'exact" sciences and the-salled"human” seences as

well as art and Tratlon, must cooperate.

It is important to distinguish cefully the transdisciplinary gggoach from others which seem to be
guitesimilar- such as the plutisciplinary, the multidisciplinary, or the interdisciplinagypaoachi
but which are actually, iboth their means and their ends, radically different.

The transdisciplinary approach is not concerned with the simple transfer of afroodehe

branch of knowledge to another, luith the study of correspondences between different fields of
knowledgeln other words, it takes into account the consequences of a flow of data circulating from
one branch of knowledge to another, permitting the emergence of unity in diversity and of diversity



through unity. Its objective is to discover the nature and theackeristics of this flowf data and

its primary task consists in elaborating a new language, a new logic, new concepts toeallow th
arising of a true dialogue tveeen specialists of different branches of knowleidgalialogue which
would then open fujl to the ordinary life of society and which in the long run will supply its
contribution to the emergence of a true planeti#aiogue.

To conclude, | will say that in céronting the problem of compléy that invades our modern
world, there are three psible attitudes, attitudes which can be clearly demonstrated in the present
debate about culture and abdifterent types of knowledge.

The position of the scientistic type is basedthe beliethat asingle type of knowledge Science,
Philosophy, Tadition, etci has the only rightf-way to truth and reality. For example, the
scientistic ideology of the nineteenth century proclaimed that science alondeamlilcdto this

goal. The happinesd humanity therefore (alas!) appeared within hand'streAny other means of
knowledge was considered eitltstructive (religionTradition) or accessory (arfjhe word
"science" could be replacéy the phrase "dogmatic Traidin" andscience and culture could be
designated adestructiveways. One couldlso replace "science" by "philosophy" culture" and
consider, aslid Michel Henry in his nevertheless very remarkable bbalBarbarie *? that it is
precisely science which is tldevil, theseparator, thdestroyer. In my opiin, the source of

moden barbaity is not science, but the anarchic proliferation of technology and the predominance
of binay logic, that of "yes'or "no." Modern fundamental science is a part of our culture and can
contribute to the renchantment of the world.

A secondpostion isthat of relativism of the nepeductionst type, formulated by Henri Agh in his
last book A Tort et araison, *® a position which will be quick tgain a great mangisciples, for it
seems to be a goattal more seductive thdhe scientistic gpoach. However, the two attitudes
resemble each other very much: mesmluctionist relativism is only a gayf "generalized
scientism! For example, Atin proclaims the existence of an impassable barrier and an
incommensurability between rstycism and sence, which norteelesdoes not prevent him from
trying to bring about dialogue inhis book between Talmuditadition and modern science. &t
comes to this conclusion startifrgm the postulate thaach of these two approaches "takes the
position fom the outset that its [own] relevance is unlimiaed that it is gaable, in principle, of
accainting for everything that exists** As a result, helenies the value of all search for a meta
discourse or aetatheory. Everything thus lsemesfun andgames: oe canamuseoneself
hoppingfrom one branch of knowledge to another, but cannot find any bridge linking them.

Here is an importardifference fom the relativism of the tradsciplinary type which | advocate:
While recognizing thautonomy of edtfield of knowledge and the essentidferences between
various ways of knowing, transdisciplinary relativism is basethe idedhat none of these ways
could embrace reality as a whole. The search for correspondences is not to be confused with the
sarch for the one and only logic of logics, to the extent that we must always formulate models
which are successive appmmations. Historic time and gpoximation will always go together.
Transdisciplinary relativism, rigorously conducted, could neverireadylobalizeddiscourse, in a
closedsystem of thought, in a new utopiardfuses all bondage to one ideology, one religion, or
one system of philosophyhatever they may be.

Totality is a phantasm, and separateness is also a phantasm. | beliéve gwatdto avoid both.
But certainly it is venyifficult for us to conceive of the unity of contradictory opposites.

An interesting example is the st birth of a new truly traxssciplinary brach of sciencé
guantum cosmologys its name indidas, this new science is based on the idea of the unity
between two scales of nature which were considered, until just a few years ago, as completely



differenti the quantumaale and the cosmological scalée interactions between particles can

teach usabout the evolution of the cosmos, atada about cosmologicdiynamics can clarify

certain aspects of particle physics. Quantum cosmology revolves around the idea of the spontaneous
appearance of the universe, as the result of laws of physics. The arsgerss capable of creating

itself and also of organizanitself, with no butsice” intervention. The most apgmoate image for
visualizing this sk-contained dynamic of the w@rse would b the ouroboros the serpenwhich

bites its own tail an ancent gnostic symbol and also the symbol of the completion of the Great

Work in alchemy.

This example foreshadows the richness of a transdisciplinary kind of researchdgnangc of

the bootstrap typesélf-consistency) could be envisaged between diffelevels of reality: each

level ofreality is what it is because all other levelseidlity exist at the same time . A meta

discourse or a metiheory would therefore be possible, but they would never be unique or absolute.

While located resolutely ithe domain of the rational, the tradisciplinary approach would permit
the emergence of a polyphonic dialogue, between rational atidnaf sacred and profane,
simplicity and complexity, unity and diversity, nature and the imaginal, man and thesamiam
convinced that in the decades to come it could establish itself as the prefieans for developing
the episemology of complexity and could light the way to themulation of a new Philosophy of
Nature.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
By Way of Conclusion

HAVING arrivedat the end at thisrief study, lam perfectly aware that | have unveiled only a very
small corner of an immense territory. But | had to bear witness to my encounter with the thought of
Jacob Boehme; to bear wass to my conviction that his work can make a fundamental contribu

tion to the contemporary search for a new Philosophy of Nature; to bear witness to a possible
reenchantment of the world through the encounter between the study of man and the study of the
universe.

After having explored the infinitely small and the infinitely large, man finds himself coaffont
with the endless complexityf the encounter with himself.

The ambiguity of our age is fascinating. Everything seems to be arranged for onecuntft in the
"wheel of anguish," for our setfestruction, our disappearance as a species from the surface of this
earth. But at the same time, everything seems to be in position for the emergence of a new
Renaissance, of a scope incommensurable wittofttae movement which spaed the sixteenth

and the sevaaenth centuries. It is about the possibility of this New Renaissance that | have wished
to bear witness.



But what are the tangible marks of the potential for such a new Renaissance, if wepasst to
beyad pure verbiage or the declaoas of intent with no real subsiee?

First of all, there is the quest for the identity of Europe. We spepkat deal, and rightly so, of the
importance of the buildip of European this dawning of the twentfirst century. But, in my

opinion, we will never succeed in realizing this buila if we limit ourselves tpolitical,

economical, or social motivations, however well justified. It is by the rediscovery of a spothl
between the different Eupean ndons that we will succeed in revealing our own identity. To
respond to a question which has recurred often in this b6@khy was modern science born in the
West?" is to contribute in a direct way to this quest for the identity of Europe.

My conclusia, based on the study of Jacob Boehme's work as an exemplary case, is that the
Christian contemplation of the Trinity has been the seedbed out of which modern science has
sprouted. This conclusion may berprising even if it does nothing more than extend define

other avenues of research, erficular that of Charles Moraz&he established churches have

indeed scorned Nature for a long time and have cast it into an outer darkness. But Christian thought
passes far beyond any institutional frameworkif onot surprising that its quintessence is often
found in the work of thinkers on the fringes of the established churcheBadétene, who was
considered aHeretic" in his time. Nor is it surprising that modern science has rdefite itself by

a lreak with traditional thought, which was locked into an institutional frameworkvhsdgtifling

and withering it. Butthis break is of a methodological order: it does not invaay make a total

breach with théiving thought which has perniéd the birth of modern science. This break in
methodology has been the condition sine qua non for the full and spectacular development of the
New Science, a development which has led to the science of our own century.

Certainly, the threefold structure of realityfasind in a great many traditions. Bhe specifiand

single quality of Christian thinking on the Trinity can be strictly demonstrated. The paradoxical
coexistence of the one in three and the three iratseady implies the potentiaf manifestation of
divinity through Nature. In order to come to the actualization of this potential, there was a necessity
for this unique encounter between creative imagination, Christian thought, and Jacob Boehme's
genius. Boehme could thwiscover, in his own interidreing, a true universal dynamic through the
interaction between the threefold structure and the sevenfoldrgealfiization of reality conforming

to it, Christian meditation on the Trinity thus reveals all these potentials, in a prophetic explosion
embraciny all the cosmosedNature finds its own place in this dazzling dynaintbat of the

receptacle of the birth of God.

A second mark of the New Renaissance, which is moreover linked fundamentally to the one
describedefore, is the contemporary@unter letween science and meaning, a major event which
will probably produce the only true rewion of this century. Contempary science is certainly
international, buits deep roots always remain anchored in the soil of its birth. More and more,
sciencedisavers its own limits, determined by its own methodology, and has more and more need
of meaning, as a tree needs the air and the soil for its full development. Science has been able to
examine the indicatiof®und in Nature in a magnificent way, but, bezaof its own

methodology, it is incapable of discovering the meaning of these signs: Science, doubled back on
itself and cut off from philosophy, can only lead to skdEtruction because of its dominant position

in our society. The seliestruction is neessarily brought about by lack of ontological

understanding of these signs of Nature which are more and more numerousndorere

powerful, and morand more active. Ahe other pole, philosophy, wisdom, and Tradition, doubled
back on themselves, thrgh mistrust or ignorance of these signs of Nature, can only, as powerless
witnesses, await their own witheriagd their own death. Thdialogue betweescienceand

meaning becomes more necessary than ever. But how can we instigate this dialogue?



It is here that the third mark of the New Renaissance comes in. We must invent a mediation
betweerscience and meaning. This mdaha can only bex new Philosophyfd\ature. It would be
presumptous andn the verge of the ridiculous to try to formulate thadrate. The ancient
Philosophy of Nature has required several centuries to come to its full formulation; in its turn, the
new Philosophy of Nature can only be formulated @vkemg period of patient research. We can
nevertheless decipher immediately som¢hete incontrovertible characteristics.

A return to a cuanddried theology, tradition, or ideology is inconceivable. The point of departure
for a new Philosophy of Nature can only be modern science, but a science which, having reached its
own limits, blerates and even demands an opening to being. This opening can take place only by a
new type of scientific and culturapproach a transdisciplinary one. This opens an incredible
space foia free dialogue between the past and the present, betweeresamn€radition, and all

other forms of knowledge. Through its own methods, sciencdibesvered the existenceletels

of reality. We were indanger of death” under the domination of thinkers who extallgdgle
horizontal level of reality, whereverything turns in circles and inevitably brings forth chaos,
anarchy, and setlestruction. We are nopassing into an era oflanger of life,"through the
recognition of different eels of reality opening a vectl, multiple, polyphonic dimension of

being. The transdisciplinary approach, intimately linked with levels of reality, is the preferred
meandor exploring what circulates between theldéerent levels. On this path, it is inevitable that
the great texts of the past, such as thoskacbb Bobme will be rediscoveredopr culture formsan
indissocidle, inseparable whole, over all times. Boehme shows us how the multiple splendor of
Being is reflected in the mirror of Nature; in its turn, modssience has brought about our
discovery of incresingly dazzling signs while looking into this mirror. Unlike Ilya Prigogine, | am
convinced that modern science's opening to being will not lead us to a return to pantheism. The
recognition of an irreducible reality, the very basis of the sacred, but wiaintiests itself through
multiple facets and which participates in our life, will open a horizon infinitely richer thaofthat
pantheism. What we call thegal" is the result of the interaction between two facets of one and the
same Reality: the physicaniverse andhumanity. The timédor a truly new alliancé that of man

with himselfi has come. In our quest, Jacob Boehme is present among us,dvesént, a friend,

a divine cobler, a living witness to this new alliance.



AFTERWORD
THE relationsip between Nature and Spirit is p@ps the mst fundamental question of
metghysics. Certainly it can be avoided, by asserting that only one order of reality exists: either
Nature alone, reduced to matter or to a form of energy; or else (follokaerexanple of the seo
called "Traditionalist®) Spirit alone, outside of which everything, including Nature in its entirety, is
nothing but illusion. Pantheism, which allows God no place outside of Nature, would then be a
variation of this twefaced monism. Onean also set a gulf between Spirit and Nature, a radical
dissolution of their continuity. From this come the various styles of dualism: both that of Deism,
with its tranquildeus otiosuglazy god), and the tragic examples developed witbregeance by the
Gnostic schools of the Manichean type, ready to pronounce upon Nature a hopeless anathema.

On the other hand, it is possible to conceive of this relationship of Nature and Spirit as a richly
paradoxical complexity. This in no way prevents one of the é&nrag from becoming absorbed by



