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Quaerebam nde malum eit NON erat eX1ItuSs
(S Augustine, Confessions, V,
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Pontificio Istituto (1L0vannı Paolo II, Roma
Facolta di Teologia, Lugano

uffering 15 somethıng INOTEC than paın In the usual meanıng of the WOrd. Paın,
ASs well, sounds note of warnıng, ANNOUNCES the “presence of SOINC malady In INan,
54 threatens hıs 1fe But ıts meanıngz be educed the nction of revealıng
the Iness Havıng made di1agnosI1s, allevıiate paın, ryıng CVON elımınate it, ıf

ATe able destroy ıts Causcs But C VCIl 1f ucceed In oıng }  r the feeling of
eing In danger, awakened Dy the experlience Of paın, 111 remaın in OUT CONSCIOUSNESS
dS part of the real condıtion of OUrTr eing; it 11l spea. about ıts truth

It 1s iın paın that the realıty of IIness and ca indicated Dy Iness ıtself, arec
forced oOut into the OpCHh

They provoke In INan particular kınd of paın 16 resides in the COTEC GT hıs
eing and be elımınated 140 he lıves, unless he ecıdes 18 commıt Ssulc1de.
For INan hımself 1s thıs paın. The awakens In hım and speaks 1a(0)1 only of
yesterday’s paıns OT the lost moments ofhappıness, but EVCnN it forecasts further
afflıctions and ultımately ea! It 1s thıs paın that call uffering

uffering 1s trıbulation ofman’’s Soul; it 15 In the suffering INan that the
awakens 16 does not OW hım 1(0) reduce hıs 1ıfe LO the polıtical admınıstration of
mundane act1ons. Suffering ca into question the human calculatıng ICason uncapable
ofcalculatıng eıther suffering ca In fact, neıther uffering NOT ea dIC ob] ect
of ıts operatıons. uffering and ea call INan to quıte dıfferent task, the hard task of
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confronting hımself and of searchıng for the salvatıon of hıis eıng, threatened wıth
€ea] When there 1S paın man’s 1ıfe 15 In mortal danger; wıthout suffering man’s
eing 1S endangered.

10 perce1ve the meanıng of uffering ıt 15 fırst to know how 6,  read”
the paın ıtself. 15 not question of merely locatıng and elımınatıng the paın by
of intellıgence, but rather the wısdomaconsısts In “readıng” wıth all one’s eing
ıts second meanıng that of ea! It 15 in accepting thıs meanıng that Ültie retrieves
neself. The INanll who reads the paın and illness, texti wriıtten CVCIY human eing,
Duts question the meanıng and of 1ıfe tSCIE that 1S, question the truth of
human PDCTSON, Only he who has the COUTASC tO face such question wıth all hıs eiıng

that he becomes thıs question‘, day ın and day Out, truly 1S able suffer, and only
the DCISON who 18 able LO suffer Can approac. the truth revealed in the paın and IIness

Every paın 1S the paın of the ole INa  - TIhe paınCreveals the IlIness of
C: ÖT of finger penetrates the entire PCISON and it 15 the PCTSON, not the Cal the
finger, who lıves thıs paın. The ear’s paın ortures the PCTSON, nNnOotTt the Cal. He 15 aNnX10uUS
for the Cal because of hımself. that thıs paın of the body introduces hım 18

1alogue wıth hıs body. In thıs 1alogue he 15 askıng about the ole of hıs eing
In order ecelve adequate CVCLIY question must be made by

DIODCI DCISON and dırected ONC who Can make the The question about the
meanıng of the body’s paın 1S diırected 18 the physıcıan and together, physıcıan and
patıent Ir y to discover the of Ilness and, ıf ıt 15 possıble, heal ıt The question
about the meanıng of suffering, however, Can be made only Dy the suffering INa  3

15 he alone, isolated by the necessity ofca hıs Cal who asks “"why?”. No
other INan has the Ad115WEI o the question. He 1S in the face ofea 10 whom, then, 15
thıs question dırected, question : 7En INan cannot ANSWECT because VE  ıng in hım
1s question?

1o lıve such question does nNnOot yet INCcanN know how sufter. Only he knows
how 118 suffer, who for hıs eing iıtself, that 1S tOo SaY, who becomes INOTC and
INOTC mıindful of the truth of hıs eing Thıs preoccupatıon makes INan hınk and ex1ist
In LNOTC profound WAdY. Havıng become the question, he 00 for what does not
depend hım yel what relıes hıs salvatıon. Every other WaY of thınkıng 15 only
intellectual Samce.

When OMNC Was healthy and plunged ın MOMEents of the happıness of pOSSESSION,
the doors ofthıs 1alogue wıth self were ırmly closed One Wäas outsıde oneself, lost in
entertaiınments in the Pascalıan where there 15 place for questi1ons about the
essentıial and consequently for Ser10us hought ese Saillec entertaınments suffocated
the mM truth of being. He who 1s healthy imagınes thıs truth (Kierkegaard®),
1.e ıdealızıng the transıtory MoOoments of pOosSeEssS10N, In 1C he closes himself. He

See ugustine, Confessions, LV, (Factus SU:i miht IpSse 54 quaestio)
See Sören Kierkegaard, Esercizio del Cristianesimo, Studıum, Roma 1971, translated by TO.



STANISLAW (SPYGIEL &7

seeks the fulfıllmen of hımselt ın hIs OW sublımated weakness. Hıs hınkıng, educed
questions that dIC already answering themselves, sometimes COU. be useful, but it

dıd touch the UNUM NEeCESSAFLIUM.
The “Jeg10ns” of such “1dealızed” l1es chatter man’s hınkıng, that he

longer knows how ask about truth, because the truth 1S the OTIC and only. Thıs shattered
hought does not ask about the truth but about the functioning of thıngs.

Only the uffering (not the paın), thıs *dıre need’” parable ost Son,
qawakens ın INnan the CINOTLY ofuth 1S the of the er It 15 thıs er
that man’s eiıng, that the ost Son discovers h1is eıng 1s orlıentated. Fecisti NOS ad Te,
Domine, el inquietum est COr nOSIruUumM. St Augustine SayS at the egınnıng of hıs
*“Contess1i0ns”. Let us NOT antıcıpate, however, the COUTSC of OUT reflection.

The loss of what he had, but nOot of what he 1S, does not yet such paın N

OW INan become fully CONSCIOUS of hıs mi1sery and, ll SCC, paradoxıcally, of hıs
greatness. Havıng lost something, OT CVCNMN somebody whom he only possessed, INan 1S nNnOLT
yet ready ask OT &f In ultımate WdY about the truth 15eIing What Was possessed
Caln be replaced. The ““sımple worker”, homo faber, present ın CVCIYONGC, 15 capable of
repaırıng broken machıne OT of replacıng ıt wıth NC  z ONC, and evecn of substituting OIlLC
INan for another: for hım the ımportant 15 not wıth whom he 1s producıng the objects.

Ironıcally, homo faber does nNnOot BVn SCC hımselfas ırreplaceable in the applıcatıon
of such practical “cCcommon sense” approac LO human ealıty.

In Job, fınd Ial who calmly ndured the paın caused by the I10sSs of hI1s
DOSSESS1IONS. ecogn1zıng that G0d had the rıght 18 g1ve 4S ell AS to take AaWaYy what
He had g1ven, Job knelt down and blessed Hım (see Job E 20-2 He dıd nOot confuse
his eıng wıth what he possessed. Yet he dıd not ask wıth all hıs eıng about hıimselft.
Hıs mode of ınkıng WAas shaken only when, hrough the paın of his body, he Was

confronted ırectly wıth ea]
One’s CONSCIOUSNESS 1S usually stricken first Dy the eag of somebody close.

The departure of the DCISON wıth whom OMNC has constituted personal organısm of
love ca ıfe and eıng ıtself into question. ONEC day, 1ı1le hıs (Job’s) SONS
and hıs daughters WCIC eatıng and drınkıng wıne In the house of the eldest rother
MESSCHNLCT Camnlec 18 (Job 15 13) wıth the NeCWS H78 SInCe then 1s called
NeECWS Hıs chıladren WEeTIC dead Factus SUM mihi IDSseEe 23  Na quaestio; ıt 15 wıth these
words that Augustine called what he experienced Tollowıng the eg] of the frıiend
1S you paın arkene': hıs eart AIl they had in COMIMON, NOW, wıthout hım,
changed into aw ful torment””® ato, after nıg alk of hıs en wıth Socrates
who WAas awaıltıng execution, Sd'  S the WOT. In such changed perspective that he
thereafter identified phılosophy wıth meditation about and preparatıon for death4.

ugustıne, Confessions, IV,
ato, Phedo, One could Spinoza’s affırmatıon, hat “homo er de NUu. mMInus

Juam de mMorte cogıtat, 1US sapıentia NO  b mortIis, sed viıtae meditatıo est‘  ,7 (cfr. 1CH, affırmatıon 67)
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The CONSCIOUSNESS 1C already knows that “the last aCct 15 bloody, CVCN if the
entire play WeTC MOST eautıful, clod of earth the head and here 15 the end for
GVG!: > 1s wounded, that INan Cal heal ıt “DO nNnOotTt C ıt 11l not help  99 1en!|
sa1d tO olon after the ea of hıs SON, 10 he eplied “It 1S exactly because it
11l not help that Cry Precisely because it 15 wounded, man’’s CONSCIOUSNESS
becomes hıs self-consc1i0usness: it 1S 110  S that he, remıindıng hımselfof the truth 1S
eıng and see1ng hımself and the WOT. in due proportion, begıns to lalogue wıth the
er who 15 God

Job dıd nOot Nelı the l0ss of pOSSESSIONS insuperable injJustice for INa  3 In
ea however, IC threatened hım wıth the l0ss of hıs VCLIY scH: he Sq  S

done hıs eing, that, together wıth thıs5he 1ve. hıs OW: greatness.
Job realızed that althoug he WAas mortal, he Was at the SdI1llc time spirıt; that a  oug
he 1ve: in the WOT of thıngs, he 0Ug not 18 be treated 1ke OMNC of them Wonderıing
at hıs e1ng, the SOUTCE and g0oal of16 remaın MYSTETY, Job became of
eıng sovere1gn subject ın the WOT. 1.e that he Was orıentated NOLT towards the
world.which he Was leavıng, but towards God; it 15 only He who Can make the gılft of
eing and it 15 only ıIn Hım that the truth of thıs eing Can have its foundatıon and
fulfillment®.

f be sovere1gn and free and at the SaImne time o be ubject ea| 15 both
absurd and unj]ust. No wonder that In the face 15 OW) eag] Job, sovere1gn subject,
eels forsaken and dece1ved by God ven Jesus yıng “cried Out ın oud VO1Ce: MY
God, My God, why have yOUu forsaken me?” (Mk

cal places Job the T1n of nothingness where hIis eing, menaced wıth
thıs nothingness, suddenly AaDDCAIS 4S un1ıque and unrepeatable and h1is tTeedom d>
cruel joke

TIo g1ve INan the entıre WOT. g1ve hım all that he hımself 1S, only snatch
it all AaWaY from hım, 1S thıs not unjust mockery of man? In thıs amatıc sıtuation,
Job becomes question16he throws 18 (GJ0d 4S challenge. Job WAas rıght 18 demand
ofGod AIlC You? Are yOUu capable ofo1ng such 18 man? Dıd praıse YOou
in Va ?ı CONCETIN 1S apparently for hımself. But it 1S transformed nto question
about G0d Hımself1 Can be esse. to Hım alone. The AaNSWeT Can be only
g0 gıft

crapıng hıs wounds wıth potsherd, wounds that ANNOUNCE hıs ca and havıng
become question to 16 the absolute er alone Can be AaNSWCT, Job enters into

lalogue wıth (G0d The experience of death approac. changes the WaY he VIEWS

under OC condition, 1.e that hıs meditation OUu! ıTte 1S made In the 1g of eal No (0101 that who
thınks OU! eal separated from ıfe 1S led nowhere. In fact, thınk ın thıs WaYy about €ea! thınk
OU! nothing; ıt StOpPS In the 1C| 15

Pascal, Thoughts, DA
Both ato and Arıstotle saıd that cognıtıve ınkıng arıses in the INan when he wonders hat 15.
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hımself and the WOT. it eal hım out of dıstant country ” of pOoSSesSs10N, where he
lost himself in multıtude of “ideals”, and introduces hım LO hıimself (see 15 13
and 17/) For Man, perce1ve h1ıs OW) e2] o be introduced rel1g10us
experience in1 hıs self-consc10usness, regardıng the “handy” thıngs, 1S obered
and yel, al the Sdalllc tiıme, 1S enthused wıth that infinıtely dıstant Realıty 18 1C he
discovers he 15 intımately OUN!

Job knows that h1ıs ıfel nOoTt return. Yet he knows LOO, from the EXpeMNENGE of
immınent ea that al] he had consıdered be In hıs possess1on dıd a(0)1 In truth
belong hım Now, he Cannot Say CVOCN of h1s OW. eing ILLY

v eing, for ıt Was the
er who had gıven it hım for per10 of time.

In thıs owledge, ıll his eıng nNOotTt fiınd salvatıon in the er who 1S G0od? Is
not man’’s eıng fruıt of Love? Is ıt nNOot true that, accordıng the Og1C of love,
the gıift AS gift but ın NC  S form who has ıt done? If ]  ' then man’s eag] Can

be reca gıift of hım that he INaYy return 18 hımself iın G0d?
TIhe of the question the eing has I910)  S become reflects nOot

only the greatness Ötf hıs suffering but also the greatness of hıs hope, OT rather the
greatiness of hıs PCISON.

The greatiness of man’s hought 1S revealed iın the greatiness of the hope thıs
hought ATl OUSCS Therefore man’s irue mI1sery and tragedy result from the rejection of
hI1s OW: mortalıty firom NOoT havıng recognızed it

agna quaestio identifies ıtself nOot wıth partıcular kınd of reasonıng but wıth
man ’s eıng the desıre for another 1ıfe TIhe truth and the meanıng of thıs desıre 1S
revealed only the INnan who knows how suffer; the InNnan whose self-consc1i0usness
does not seek ..wıthın hımself but in the er 10 hınk precısely o0k
for .6 ın the er. havıng recogniızed neself question. Such hınkıng, then,
1n the MOoOst profound of the word, 1S identified wıth thıs desıire for the other 1ıfe
and 15 ach1eved In hope 4C 15 expressed In PIayCL. He who asks, The prayıng
question INnan has become o1VvES meanıng h1s transıent ex1istence. TIhe INan who 1S
question both works and waılts fOor the gıft of harvest.

Man Cal 1n only ın the 1alogue wıth God, because thıs other ıfe that Ian

desires depends God It 15 for thıs 1[CasSsOoN that hıs thınkıng-desirıng transforms ıtself
nto challenge-question thrown by I1all 18 God He who has become such question-
challenge remaıns vigılant.

tTiends cannot understand thıs suffering INa  - :Fhey have not become
quaestio be answered Dy God alone. Therefore, they AIc only able ITCasSson

andd} but not C6 1neır reasonıng and arguıng 1N! LESONAUNCE In Job who
has begun hınk

It 15 hıs eiıng that needs 6C oOse who ave not 1ve the contingency of
theıir eing and who therefore fee]l well, 1:e self-sufficient, ave nothıng offer hım
Their “practical, reasonable” quest1ons and ANSWEeETIS AI vaın, fOor they dLiC ellıng hım
how O behave, whereas hıs 1S question of how be Living dıfferent evel, they
are incapable of ellıng Job where 210 In the hope that salvatıon ll
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They AIc nNOT vigılant because they ave c6.  need” waıiıt for AaNYVONC, nNnOt GV

for God/’ They AlC self-sufficıient. 1S precıisely for thıs [CasSonN that they do NOT hınk
The ıfe abbandoned theır reason1ng; PIayCr 15 the 1ıfe of inkıng.

ege wrıtes that INan fıghts d he Caln wıth nature WN1C hım d>S object.
For SOTIIIC time he achileves 1imıted UCCECSS In the end, nature efeats ea] makes
111a ahbsolute object. eal nature’s  % VIiCtorYy, 15 the ıng that Can happen
man6®. deprıves hım of the poss1ibıilıty of ı1ghting for ireedom, E: for hıs sub) ectivıty.
Man lıves hıs eal ASs adıcal injJustice, WN1C violates hıs eing dSs DCISON.

Job does not g1ve hıs ConNnsent 18 the injJustice ofea! ea] Jashes agaınst h1Is
tTeedom. VYet through ea he galns nsıght into the truth of hI1s eıng the
quaestion, quaestio; Job dıscovers In it the epıphany of thıs Otherness 1C 1s
God Presence for and In reedom does not depend his dıalectica cog1to.
Only thıs TesenNCe COU. lıberate Job irom sterıle reasonıng regardıng eg] and from
ea ıtself.

The unıon wıth Otherness determıines OUT eing the subjects, that 1S, OUTr

existing ın thıs WOT. wıthout belongıng it (cfr. Jn 15 S 16) Otherness
Causcs that He 15 always tOo be OUunN! 10 hınk and to ex1ist ıIn reedom leave
not only the actualı of the WOT. but CVECN that ofOUT eing and search for God 1o
1n follow the of the Iranscendence 1C dIC wıthın us, d> result
of what WOU. 1ıke call the mMYyStery of OUT wıthdrawal from God INn Tlo flempore. The
W of man s freedom 1s In hıs hope, because it 1S hope that for hım Future
quıte dıfferent from time. When hope dımınıshes, anguılsh, caused by the threat of
annıhılation, Causes INnan seek forget hıs contingency and lose hımself in the
utopıan Ssurrogates of the Otherness of God In fact, InNnan 1s unable tO resign hımself
annıhiılation.

Pascal WOU. have called these SUIT! the entertaınments, ICp1
for 16 But uffering Can not be healed by such techniıcal No entertaınment
OT pıll 111 GVT Ad1NSWeT hıs being’s quaestio, for entertaınment, pıll Can

substitute Otherness.
If INnan entrusts hımself entertaiınments and pılls, he submıts to theır Og1C

bT e eal hım ea! dSs the last pleasant entertaınment, euphemistically called
euthanasıa. Reason nNnOot rooted In the quaestio encloses INan in the

So alone In the (jJarden of Olıves Jesus Christ knelt before God ıle He Wäas hrowıng Hımself
God, 1ıke challenge 1g. Hıs dıscıples slep' In thıs ıth Hıs Father, Jesus dıd NnOTL 1CAasSson and

P He thought ın the MOsSst profoun of the word. When Pascal 5SayS hat Jesusl dıe ıll the end
of the WOT| and hat Canno! sleep during thıs tıme, he 1S sayıng that O00 oug] 1n that 1S, be
the %4 quaestio and recelive the gıft of truth till the end of the world, ıke Jesus received ıt iın the
arden. It 1S noteworthy here, that ‘“ Adam” found uıltable “help  ‚97 In “Eve” only when, recognizıng
In her Ose oughts and desıtes orıentated towards the er, who 1S G0d, he ceased her in the WaYy
he reated thıngs and “anımals”.

G.W. egel, Fenomenologia Ducha (Phenomenology of Spirit), Panstwowe Wydawnıctwo
Naukowe, 1963-65, vol IL, p.30
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Tu of ıfe INan through hıs ea! Through ea A through rıft In
WOT. enclosıng hım, unsual 12 enters into hıs ıfe Thıs 1g dıssıpates the

pleasant but dangerous darkness In 1C dolatry flourıshes In relatıon LO ourselves,
OUT bodies and to OUT products.

olatry us from reflecting ourselves, 1.e€ O 1n In er10us WAY.
Thıs 1g reveals ONEC ypocr1sy AIfc 1a(0)1 what hought ourselves 18 be 15
ea IC strikes self-consc10usness and awakens ıt. In thıs 1g become

of OUT distinction from thıngs; thıngs do NOtT desire 8 be the other. In the 1g of
thıs revelatıon man’s awakened self-consciousness 1S longer satısfıed wıth anıY
hypothetica. interpretations (doxa) ofhıs 1ıfe made Dy ICasON separated irom the [24  1478}
quaestio. 1ıle he Nnno SaYy what 1s the truth 1C. 1S comıng hım in thıs WAdY,
existing In its 1g he 1s able 18 perce1ve INOTC clearly, what 15 evıl and alse The 1g
106 enters into 1fe hrough eag| AdS hrough SOIIIC mYySster10us staıned glass wındow
transforms OUT sStance before the truth that, rejecting It reject ourselves. It 1S In
that truth that OUT teedom arı1ses. In that truth it 15 the INan who arı1ses.

The tree of phılosophy W Out of question Dut man ’s >
question the meanıngz of lıfe, question the Otherness. reca phılosophy,
better, thıs question exceeds the lımıts of 1Cason phılosophy thınks not

much of the WOT. ıIn the ofwhat INan Can fınd round hımself, ofwhat Can be
the object of hI1s intentional CONSCIOUSNESS, but rather of what CSCaDCS the confines of
such CONSCIOUSNESS. greg phılosophy ınks above all about what does NOotL belong
18 the WOT. but nevertheless 1S present In ıt. Then, In the question the Otherness the
fundamental CaTrec for man’s Future CXPTCSSCS ıtself. In attempting 18 aVvO1d the9
phılosophy 15 inevıtably educed intellectual entertaınment. Its weakness does
not constitute alıy fulcrum, 1C WOU. OW man’s hought LO stand In uncondıtional
opposıtion fo talsehood and hısl to evıl. The thoughtless TCAasSson 1C does not Nal
that what 1S renders INan powerless. It steals from hım the possıbıilıty ofevaluatıng and
Cvecn of jJudging the WOT. and enslaves hım LO the predomiınant Opınıons of the day. In
effect, thoughtless reasonıng not only but EVcCcnNn partıcıpates in adıcal
inJustice towards INa  -

Phılosophy, 1C. 1S nNnOot born In sulfering and 1S thus 1N! the WOT. In 1ts
orlentation towards Iranscendence., negates the freedom and responsabılıty of INa  -
Such phılosophy Can be frıendshıp 18 wısdom (filo-sofia)

friend of wısdom responds wıth all hıs eing to the Promise the Presence of
IC it eeis in hıs heart It 1s iın thıs lalogue between man’s hope and Promise
that phılosophy flourishes. 10 phılosophıze 1s to OW the hope and the Promise 18 put
In order one’s desires and thoughts, that 1S, one’s existence.

If there 1S nNOot the er, God, LO whom INan 1S “attuned’” (Heıidegger), the
iriendship of wısdom 1S iıllusiıon; Job 1S huge mıistake, and the self-rıghteousness
of hıs frıiends 1s vindicated.
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If INan 1ve endlessly time h1ıs 1ıfe d 1T 15 1O  S WOU. be ana and boring
ofaCt10NS ending nowhere FOor ack of that Otherness 16 alone Canmg,

he WOU. lıve 1ıke the immortal struldbruggs whose wretched 1ıfe appalle ullıver
VCLY much? The struldbruggs dICc rendered uncurable Dy CONSCIOUSNCSS that antıcıpates
that nothıng NC  S 111 happen theır 1ıfe Wıthout crum outsıde 1ıfe iıtself they diC

unable rationally CVCN ask about what 15 the IMNCAaNLLS of theır lıves because all that
they WOU consıder WOU SIVC INCANUNS 1ıfe WOU not itself have the MCANINS
Meanıng cannot be homogeneous wıth what 1T 15 the MCANINS of

ore Dy everlastıng free iime that OILC Cannot wıth the help of ONC

day A1111S they WOU GV 1ıke cCommıt sulc1de but they WOU. nOTt CVCN be able
do thıs The ack of truth quenche the S  I the stru  ruggs 1re does nNOT U Vde

VaCUuUuIM

In eing the ..  eat questi0: CONCCINUN: the truth and IMCANLNS of ıfe the realm
of MNan s spırıtual ex1istence 1INTO PTFOMINCENCC Undoubtedly, 1t 15 that
introduces hım 1INTO thıs realm but not wıthout the preparatıon Occasıoned by suffering

the face ofea The struldbruggs AIc oblıyıous the realm of because they
do not suffer They OCCUDY themselves wıthın the confınes ofaıly and boast
of the d1scoverYy themselves of the SOUTCEC ÖT truth and INCANUNES for theır lıves and
eing But NOn ONC of such PreocCCupations Can embrace the ole of ıfe It 15 ea
alone that SIVINS the INanll perspecHive the truth 1S e1ng, allows hım embrace
the Ofe of hıs 1fe and com-prehen 1T irom the egınnıng I(8 the confıines traced
by hıs heart the DrOX1IMI1CYy God (Otherness In thıs perspective INan affılı1atıon
LO Hım AS ell dsS thenof putting hıimself Hıs an becomes evıdent It 15

here that INan love reveals and realızes itself that he becomes free CVOCN from h1is
OW 1ıfe 15 thıs that h1s SOVere1gNnNty CONSISTS

Vvoldıng the pPaln and suffering, 111a does nOoTt en! 1INnto 1alogue wıth HIS OW.:

body, wıth hımselfand, consequently, wıth the others includıng the BT God Hımself
Man 1INntOo monolog1zıng, garrulous thoughtlessness and lazıness The thoughtless
111a 1stens 1070 and OO much trapped wıthın webh of ideas and CONCEPIS
TU reveals iıtself IO the INanl who knows how to be sılent for truth 15 expressed ILNOTC

the word ofsılence full of man lıstenıng truth wıth rapt attent! than ndless
words ıC echo only hIs OW. conceptions!® One works hope for truth and at
the SdI11Cc time OMNC waıIlts for it sılence.

The struldbrugg, the modern homo faber,15 he who separates hıs 1ıfe from ea
However ASs he endeavours h1ıs mınd ofea! he empties h1is mınd of 1ıfe

See Stanıslaw Grygıiel “Morıiıre Ogg1 Assıstenza al Morente Aspetti culturali medico-
Aassistenzialı e pastoralı tt1ı del Congresso Internazıonale Roma 15 18 9972 1lano ıta Pensıe-
IX 994 31

ato dıd not ırectly Sa Y single Wword about the 1IrS evidences (princıples) 1C| the CYCS 15
soul caught glımpse of the nıg before Socrates ea In the famous Letter VII he sks fOor sılence
regardıng them
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Hence the dıa-bolical character of hıs ideas, and aCTs Tom the Tee word
dia-ballein, “t0 separate””)! they dIiC NOTt rdered by the Er because
they do nNnOoTt indıcate Hım In opposıtıon LO the ole truth that speaks of I1a A

somebody who 1N! hI1s identify In the el, semiıtruths rıng chaos. It 1s only irom
the entire truths, it 1S, the truths 1C comprehend the of what they dIiC peakıng
O, and 1C call sym-bolıca truths (the TE word sym-ballein “t0 unıte””),
that there 1S order and

Reason separated from the entire truth of beings destroys the “symbolıcal” natu-
o INa  3 Dıiabolical ICAaSON, unable LO ecelve the o1ft of truth, imıtates the creatiıve

Thought ofGod, ıle the dıabolical wıll, una| 18 ecelve the X00d, 1Cca Ian

ın uncondıiıtional WAY, degenerates into chance reactl1ons tOo chance stimul1. It becomes
erratıc. In the end, such ITCasSson and 111 1dentify themselves wıth the cog1to In 1C
for ack of the question put only God, morals dıssolve into ontology. The Ian of
such LTCasSson and of such 11l CONSTruCTS whatever he thınks of and ınks whatever he
pleases Dıabolical ideas and dıiabolical SUCCCSSCS present themselves d ıf each WEeTC
the ultımate truth and ultımate g00d In CO  C, it 1S nNOot freedom that 111 determıine
man’’s firee cho1ices but called free cholices 111 determıine hıs Teedom The
struldbrugg’s princıple cogıto CFSO AON patıor, and patior ErgO NO  - Coglto, has negated
man’s freedom, for it has wıpe ea! from hıs CINOTY.

The thoughtless ookıng A eg and suffering ends wıth the thoughtless ookıng
at 1ıfe ıtself. In the end, pleasure Imposes ıtself mi1iscarrıed 1CA4SON and will,
thoughtlessness and lazıness, dS the last 0al and erıterion of cho1ices made far from
the er whose offsprings AfIc (see Acts The totalıtarıanısm of pleasure
ImMpOSeESs ıts order al one-day AdNSWEeTS gı1ven one-day questi1ons, separated from
man ’s eing dAS the quaestio.

Pleasure unıtes I1an wıth h1s body, but in completely dıfferent anner from
that of paın and sumfering. Pleasure happens In the body, but focuses man’s attention
not hıs body but iıtself. Therefore pleasure Cannot be the epıphany OT the truth of
the human eing On the other hand, paın and suffering reveal danger and pomt INhan
to others who Can help and tınally the er who alone Can SdVC hım

Pleasure, instead, only permıits INhan LO hınk about hıs body for pleasure’s sake
and O make ıt instrument. It 1Ss paın and suffering that OPCH INan for COMMUNLO
DEFSONAFrUM, whereas pleasure destroys ıt

In g1ving hımself LO pleasure, INhan does nNnot enter into 1alogue wıth hıs body
and does nNnOot ask about ıts meanıng; ON does NnOot 1alogue wıth instruments. only 1SE
them nNnOot interested in what 1S the hammer make uUusc of. It 15 iımportant for
only whether ıt functions effcacı10usly when 18 striıke wıth ıt In spıte Oof appearances,

11 See also “Miılosc podpisala Se] symbolu mic1e)  29 (The Love has signed the eing SSay
about symbol and myth), 1nN: Stanıslaw Grygiel, kregu WIArYy kultury (Problems f faith An culture),
Warszawa 1990, Michalıneum, LD



AÄRTICOLNL IF

when Ian loves only pleasures, he neglects hıs body. He acknowledges it A long A

it functions effic1ently for pleasure Thıs ack of CATe for the body 15 crowned Dy the
“pleasant death”, called euthanasıa. 15 the body  S ast eff1icacıous nction.

The defeat ofmodern INan, who CSCaDCS the and at the Samne time remaıns
entombed ın it, begıns wıth the rıumphs of Goethe’s Faust

Faust fears time because for hım it 1S Only time of corruption, and he 1s afraıd
of paın, suffering and ea! because he does nNOt know how C6 confront them In such
time. Not comprehending the INCSS>aSC of the Resurrection’s because of ack of
al he 15 doomed 118 be mı1scarrıed quaestio. He does not have COUTASC
LO ex1ist AS question-challenge thrown (GJ0d Hımself.

Faust, the beaten Job, trıes O hold and DOSSCSS the SWwWIfTt eautı moments
of time that DAasSs AWAdY, eaut1ı NOT Dy virtue of truth but of pleasure. ese efitforts
end In escapısm from time into the dream ofeternal you Faust, however, 1S una:
aster such eautı mMoments He 1K078; seeks help in er, but he speaks OMNC
who 1S quıte dıfferent fIirom that er wıth whom Job 1alogues. Faust enters into
ata lalogue wıth the Force IC “continually negates’; he eNtrusts himself
Mephıistopheles, swearıng irıendsh1p wıth hım Hıs anthropology becomes
anesthes10l10gy 1C mpedes 1alogue wıth hıs OW) body, and consequently wıth
hıimself. Not owıng how suffer, he treats hımself and others d replaceable
instruments. And he substitutes the technıque ofunıting elements In vitro, invented
Dy agner, the scıentist, by the o1ift ofuth and the technıque of seducıing by the gıft of
love. Goethe called the product ofsuch thoughtlessness and lazıness of Faust, efficıent
from technıcal VIEW poimnt, homunculus.

He who abandons hımself such momen(ts, meticulously records each ONEC in
order NOT lose aNVY. Hıs insatıable appetite be quenched; he always [UNS short.
Only In the face of ca does ıt become evıdent that he 1s runnıng short of realıty
because he 1S runnıng short of himself.

WOU. 1ke recall ere the superb words of Tacıt id quod Corrumpit el
corrumpitur saeculum dicitur. Time., 1Cc becomes INCeTC saeculum when theer 15
NOTt present In 1t, takes CVeE  ıng from INan, together wıth hımself. Saeculum 1S time
of °“d1abolıical” sem1-truths, time IC does not indıcate anythıng beyond iıtself.
Secularıze INan, that 1S the INnan who lıves in the time of sem1-truths, does nOotL behold
the Future before hımself. He 1s held in eas Dy the convıction that he who does not
know how 118 avo1d paın and sulfering In the time of corruption 15 worthless Man; he
1S nobody because he NOL SUucCCeed’”’ (patior eEFrZO NO  > cogito). The secularızed
society, 16 WOU call turba homunculorum, 1S overned Dy the colorful image of
the CVOT Man, fancıfully existing beyond time 1ın advertisements, where he
indulges In pleasures.

The “mystics of UCCESS and pleasure”, however. IC the Faustian
prometheism of the secularızed soclety lıves, 1s “mySstIics of defeat“, 1C renders
soclety elpless. Thıs “mySstics of defeat” sometime takes shape of the and
therefore purely hor1izontal phılanthropy fFaust
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The socılety closed IN saeculo loses the emOTY ast and the emorYy of
the Future Living for the MOoMmMment and overned by the eed pOSSeSSs10N,
such soclety from the Tradıtion ofman’s eıng the [9}  Na quaestio, TIradıtion of
hope, of love and ofal that 1S, the Tradıtion of freedom Such soclety, not ovıng
eiıther ıts or1gın ıts destiny, Creaftfe culture, because it does not know how
cultıvate the so1l, into 16 the seeds of values AIC SOWI and advance In 18
future fulfillment. In Latın, tO cultivate coleo; from thıs verb the word cultura 1s
deriıved 1C 4S the future partıcıple indicates the future 1C INnan 0Ug work
fOor. cultivatıng the so1l of hıs OW eing Thıs eing, culture 15 created not by homo
er but Dy homo patıens; ıt requıres the patıence and the COUTASC of Job

Secularızed soclety creates infantıle civılızatıon ase the lust for thıngs
and for INan Aa ONC of them!2. Havıng made of lust SOIINC kınd of ““pre-understandıng”

thıngs, secularızed soclety ave it a]] NO  Z It 1Imposes ıts OW. construction
ECVCIN Word, when In eed of Hım, rather than bearıng wıtness Hım

One of the S1gNs of the infantılızatıon of soclety 15 the dısappearance iın HICH of
the capabılıty and be governed and, at the SaIinec tıme, the increase of the
abılıty to admıiınıiıster and be admınistered. One Can admınıster things, 18815  =

What oday 15 called polıtıcs has OT nothing do wıth the of govern1ing; ıt 15
rather kınd of admınıstering constituted the ONC hand by the monologue Of masters
and the other by that of slaves. Neıther of them knows that CVEIYV human aCct fulfills
ıtself In uffering and ea requıre the of miracle. Ifsecularızed soclety
1S not free, ıt 15 because it does not know the Chft

Job 1S free because wıth all hıs eıng he as. (GJ0d about somethıing INOTEC than
1ıfe ıtself. Job 4S Hım about the miracle 10 Was emande: by sovereıgn INa  = In
the face of Cal he S d  S that the meanıng of human eiıng 1S eıther In thıs Truth,
1C 1S miracle, OT it 1S cruel iıllusıon. Job 1spose hımself 4S sub] SCH askıng (10d
about thıs miracle, In fact he as Hım about the TU of Hıs Dıvıne eing In thıs,
he scandalızed the slaves, that 1S, the inen who dIC una: ex1ist in 1alogue wıth
God Job dıd not scandalıze God And treedom descended hıs freedom.
freedom that God challenged. In answerıng eing the quaestio, (G0d showed
18 Job the 1sdom of Hıs OW) creatiıve Ove

God does not escend 18 ends, who not yel owıng the uffering and
eA] and therefore do not know God nstead of challengıng Hım, they to [CasSONMN In
Hıs defence, d fhe Wäas dependent thıs They defend Hım 116e accusıng DOOTI Job
of eing SIN INa  3 elr ragedy COonsısts In defending only theır OW ideas about
God and Job, wıthout seekıng for the truth of both Thus they en both God., who 1s
the Love, and put Job, who 15 Just INan, in rıghteous indıgnatıon. e1Ir hought treats
both God and Job d CeYy WEIC ob]ects belongıng theır WOT. such hought 1S atheıstic.

It that Jo'  S Paul hought of lıberating soclety from such infantılısm when he saı1d
that the sıck contrıibute the deepening of the spirıtual ıfe In the Church.
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God does nNnOTt descend o rTIiends because they do not yvet constıitute
communıty and AIec nNnOot com-patıentes wıth Job. ere 1S COM-DASSLO DEFSONAFUM only
where there 1s COMMUNLO EFSONAFUM. 15 INn COM-DASSLO that the truth of COMMUNLO
reveals ıtself.

One of the S1Z2NS that lıve In secularızed soclety 15 the fact that there 15 11ON

mention the duties and rıghts of human DCISONS ex1ist In the 1alogue of COM-

DASSLO, whereas there 1s much ado about indıvıdual claıms. separated from ONMNC another
Dy monologızıng thoughtlesness. In secularızed time ONC fıghts LIOTC agaınst ca
death’s Victory has been acıtly accepted. In CONSCYUCHNCCS, the er and the others
have dısappeared.

All rıghts and duties of I11all emanate from the dıalogue between the reedom of
INnan and the tTeedom of God., between hope and Promıise, between al and Salvatıon.
ese rıghts and duties AdLiC rıghts and duties of love. e1r truth reveals ıtself In the
uffering INa  3 It 1S the oppressed INan who constitutes the epıphany of truth and Justice.

1s the tortured INan, and noOot the torturer, who perce1ves the natu: of INan, hıs rıghts
and oblıgations. Job, homopatıens, 15 the first champıon of human rıghts, In the deepest

of the WOord. He f1ghts for them wıth God and he does it eff1cac10usly, because
God Hımself fıghts for them wıth Job, A fırst glance dSs ıf they WEeTIC agaınst hıs
human eing

It 15 nOot intention o CNSALC here in SOTINC kınd of cult of uffering and ea!
HeTe: ıt 1S the question of SOTIIIC myster10us connection between sumfering and man/’’s
“second happıness””, hıs heatitudo. Job chares thıs happıness wıth God, when God
Hımself, in Job, becomes [23  Ha quaestio addressed U the ulfferıng Ian

(see Job 42, 10-17, 38-41 It 1S about thıs myster10us connection and thıs myster10us
1alogue that Jesus spoke the Mountaın (see d 3-12)

Homo patıens bDy hıs VCr 1s homo com-patıens. No wonder then that
CVCLY Job eeis guillty for the mI1Ssery of all ın the Xal CadSsSuTe in 1C he realızes
be incapable al suffering In the self-sacrificing WAdY.

Hıs sumfering ShOowsi WaY INnan 0Ug SO towards salvatıon. It 15 hIis
DTaycCr that provoke God SAaVC also hıs riends who dıd NOT know how entrust
themselves God The DIayCI of Margaret Faust from Mephıistopheles’s gTasp,
Faust who harmed her radıcally in her eing the love for hım Through the uffering
and PIayCI of Son1a in Dostoyewsk1] “Crime and Punıshment” the 1g shınes the
arkness of Raskolnıkov soul. Elıphaz, Bıldad, Zophar and lıve the
Otherness In Job, Faust In Margaret, Raskolnıkov In Sonula...

Soclety 1fe ın suffering and ın PTayOrL. If SOTINC Abraham WeTIC tO 1g
wıth God for today’'s secularızed soclety, he WOU. ave seek such Just people d

Margaret, Sonla... TIhe salvatıon of soclety from totalıtarıanısms, especılally from that
of pleasure, ll COINC through the Just ONCS who know how suffer; only they who
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know how suffer, know and LOO the Future, wıthout A 7 soclety 1s
weakened and doomed o self-annıhıilation

freedom, 1C 1S challenged throughout the treedom of the ufferiıng
INan, AaNSWEEIS hım In that Person In and for whom He created all that 15

“Where WCCIC YOUu when ounded the earth?, G0d as Job (Job 38, 4 Job
1N! In hımself AaNSWeEeT fo such question. Therefore, he becomes 181%  S A  HA
quaestio and the 1alogue between Ial and God SOCS The aCT of creation into
1C (GJ0d introduces Job ısplays iıtself INOTEC and 1981(0)8%% In the “Word” that Was ...  1n
the eginnıng” and In 1C °°al] thıngs Camnle be„ (Jn L, 1-3), the salutary aCtT ofnew
creatıon 1S eing accomplıshed. Through the Person of Jesus ist, (G0d enters into
the dıalogue COM-DASSLONLS wıth the human PCTISON. God 00 at IMNan, al hıs paıns,
uffering and ea hrough the Passıon of Hıs Son the It 15 not CaS V
understand the necess1ity of the of Jesus Christ, but wıthout thıs understandıng,

11l understand the truth of INan, for 111 nOot SCC hım hrough the CYCS of
the er that 1s G0d

When Jesus told hI1s dıscıples that he had suffer and be kılled. Peter, drıven by
the best of hıs intentions, rebuked hım forbid, Lord No such ıng CVOCI

happen 27  you Jesus eplıied °Get behind Satan YOou AIcC obstacle You
aAIc thınkıng not dSs G10d does, but A human beings d0” (Mt 16, 22-2 Whoever does
nNot hınk of the Dıvıne, ıll understand what 1S human, because INall, ...  not
comprehensıble earth” 1S “more understandable In heaven”, wrıtes Norwid!?
“ Jesus 111 dıe untiıl the end of the WOT should not sleep urıng thıs time?14 If
INan l understand hımself, he 0Ug tO be wıth Hım Hıstory 1s eiıther the STOTY of
man’s entering into the gl1OrYy (cfr. only fortultuous set of yallıs
old Dy idiots. Therefore Phiılosophy ıf it 15 be really the iriendshıp of wısdom, filo-
Sofia, it 0Ug LO be above all the frıendshıp of glory, of Hıs Love, filo-agapia.

In the Cistercı1an n  erYy In Hauterive in Swiıtzerland, In the fifteenth century
stalls, there 15 bas-relief representing the Holy I'rınıty 1ın the shape of the Pıeta the
Father Hıs dead Son TOom between CIr ea| the Dove of the Holy Spirıt
arlses: thıs Dove, ookıngz somewhere else; 15 ready IO Ily far dWAdY.

Man 1S ““attuned” God, but G0d 15 BV LNOTEC “attuned” I1a  = Man’’s freedom,
awaked Dy hıs contingency, and freedom, ouched by human condıtıon, COINC

together ın (G10d-Man
Through Word, clothed in human contingency and ubject suMering

and cal INan enters In the ystery of TIrınıtarıan 1alogue. Partiıcıpation iın thıs
eternal Conversatıon ın Ove between Father and SOn man’s sovere1gnty. Only
here, in the I'rmıity, eal reveals ıtself not d adıcal injJustice but aCT of adıcal
entrusting to the Father Therefore, ask why INanYy people Arc sulfering and why

13 OrWI “ Dumanıe Yrla (Meditatıon), 1n Pisma Wszystkie, PIW, 197/1, vol E 18
Pascal, Thoughts, 736 (D33 Brunschvicg), MYSteETYy of Jesus”.
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Jesus Christ’s does not free INall from suffering, but oblıges hım tO co-suffer
wıth S5on, 15 the quaestion. Ouaerebam unde malum el ANON eral PXILIUS.
ere Was ex1itus for such question CVOCIN for Jesus Christ; when N “Rabbı,
who sınned, thıs Ianl hıs parents, that he WAas bornbl Jesus answered: “Neıther
he 11OT hıs parents sinned; it 15 that the works of God m1g be made visıble hrough
hım  27 (Jn 9, 2-3) When He ear! that Lazarus Was dead, He Sald: “Thıs Ilness 15 not 18
end In ea but it 1S for the Glory of God, that the Son of (G0d INa Yy be glorıfıed
through lt” (Jn I: and 40)

uffering and ea! ead INan towards the Future and it 1s only iın thıs perspective
that they dIC comprehensıble. The alarm, then, 1S nOot that INanıy people ATC

suffering, but that INanYy do nOot know hOow sufter. that ManYy do nOot
en! into the gIOTY, 1C 15 OUT home. 1o be homeless be unhappy.
The house 16 WOUuU be WO: of Ial ONE Can ul only uDON hıs eıng the
a  Na quaestio.

When Raskolnikov had understood thıs truth he kıssed Son1a’s feet and Ssald: “I
bow In front of the ole human suffering”. Thıs truth has been expressed by Peter’s
brother, eW, In prayıng the words: AVe SDES UNICA.

In the pena colony Raskolnıkov Sa  S through Son1a’s suffering the dawn of the
...  NEW lıfe” 15 ın Just thıs Oment that Dostojewskı interrupted HIS tale The ...  NEW
lıfe” should be told, he wrotle, In another WAaYy. should be SONS about the ...  NEeEW
creation” (Rv 21} that Jesus hrıs egan sıng the ‘““Therefore, AICc nOot

dıscouraged; rather, althoug. OUT self 1S wastıng AWAdY, OUT inner self 15 eıng
enewed day by day for what 1S SCCH 1s transıtory, but what 15 unsecen 1S eternal” (2
Cor 4, 16-1

No Oou it 1S paınful to be contingent, but 1s it not because of thıs paınful
contingency that AI led 18 OUT being’s truth 1C 1S present In lıve G0d? We Cal

be ourselves only In Hım It Must be for thıs I[CasSON that God, allowıng Satan touch
what Job “had”‚ 1.e what 15 “Seen”, saıd to hım “behold, all that he has 15 In YOUI

only do nNOTt lay hand upon hIis person” (Job L 12) Indeed, thıs what ATIC

and then what should be 15 ın the inaccessıble God
Our 1ıfe belongs and OUT eıng belongs 118 OUT Creator. Then, ıfe 15 fOor

eing and nNOTt eıng for ıfe When Job understood thıs, he sa1d: “I have ea wıth
great thıngs that do not understand; thıngs OO wonder for 1C
know. had ear‘ of YOU by word of mouth, but 1970}  S CYVC has SCCMH you Therefore

dısown what have sald, and repent In dust and ashes’” (Job 42, 3-6)
The sılence full of the Other’s Presence 1S man’s word. Such sılence questions

and demands Thought achieved in rationalıstic calculatıon asks ser10usly. No
wonder., then, that it ends In athe1sm, into 6764 the riends of Job, In spıte of all
d|  C5, have fallen And wonder that the happıness, the attrıbut of dıvıinıty,
has COMEC only the uffering INa  = 15 only he who knew how to 1n
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Riassunto. Dıstinguendo 11 dolore la sofferenza, ” Autore dı
far vedere che 11} PCNSAIC fondamentale dell’uomo, C10€ 11 PECNSAIC che 61 esprI1-

ne domande ul SUa vıta, sSOlo in quell’esperienza
che eglı deve vivere quando viene dı fronte alla morte Fuor1 dı questa
esperlenza, che costituisce 190 Spaz1o del fılosofare, 1’uomo 1ve in modo
spensterato. Essendo domandare ed aspettare la risposta, 11 PCNSAIC
filosofico, che S1 identifica CON 1’uomo dıventato quaestio, finısce
nel Pregare. TO dı (nobbe SCIVC all’ Autore COHI1EC fondamentale in
Cul questa esperienza, propria dell’uomo, nel modo p1U ade-
QZuato possıbıle.

Resume. En faisant une distinction entre 1a douleur ei la souffrance,
” Auteur essale de montrer quc la pensee fondamentale de I’homme, C’est-a-
ıre la pensee exprimee par SCS questions SUT le SeCNS de vie, vient qu«c
de l’experience qu 1 doit vivre face la mort Sans cette experience quı1
constitue l’espace phılosophıque, 1I’homme vıt de acon irreflechie. En tant
que questionnement ef attente d’une reponse, la pensee phılosophique quı
s’1identifie I’homme devenu quaestio, ouve conclusıon dans la
priere Le Livre de Job sSert ” Auteur COMmMMe € Xie fondamental ans lequel
cette EXPEHENCE, DTODIEC 1’homme, ete exprimee de Ia anıere 1a plus
parfaıte.

Summary. ng distinction between paın and suffering, the Author
seeks Show how man’s questioning of the meanıng of ıfe 1S the basıs of
philosophical hought Outsıde thıs experience, INan lıves unthı  ing

Being a question awaltıng an ‚W  9 philosophical thougth, identified
wıth man and become the MAZNAa quaestio, ends in prayer. The Author scs
the Book the fundamental text in which thıs esperlence, specific tOo

mankınd, 1S expressed in the most appropriate WAY.

Inhaltsangabe. Indem der Verfasser zwischen Schmerz und Leiden
untersche1det, versucht er erklären, daß phılosophisches en siıch
angesichts des Todes vollzieht Andernfalls bleıbt dıe Menschheit
gedankenlos Als rage und Erwartungderortendet das philosophısche
Denken sich identifizierend mıt der Menschheit, der quaestio im
Gebet Als Grundtext, in dem siıch diese spezifisch menscniliche I8  g
auf höchst aNgCMESSCHNC Weise ausdrückt, benutzt der Verfasser das Buch

Hiob


