Meister Eckhart’s Ontology of the Subject: Deep exegesis, Trickle-Down metaphysics,
and Accidental Humanism

Historically, Meister Eckhart's role as a philosopher has played a supporting role to
his lead as father of the Rhineland Mystics. His thought has often been split in two: scholastic
Biblical commentary presented in Latin on the one hand, and daring “mystical” sermons in
the vernacular Middle High German on the other. However, Meister Eckhart would not have
made this distinction himself, and there has been an attempt, since at least the 1980s', to unify
the reading of his work. There is unity in his thought, afterall; his discussion of divine union
in the soul is an approach to metaphysics based on philosophical reasoning that is both
systematic and long in lineage. Central to this so-called “mystical” teaching is the idea of
abgeschiedenheit, usually translated as “detachment”, which advocates the focusing away of
the intellect from intelligible objects, thereby diminishing, or more accurately, redefining the
individual’s subjectivity as it relates to the whole of reality. Eckhart holds to an epistemology
rooted in Aristotle, namely that the intellect literally becomes that which it knows; and
because of this, the practice of abgeschiedenheit forces an inward turn of the intellect as it
searches for objects to know. This inward turn results in the intellect becoming united with
what it finds: the deep root of the human soul that is not just shared with God in its creation,
but is God in its eternity.

From this union of intellect and God comes a change in the whole of the individual (a
construct which will be referred to as the “subject”) so that thereafter all intelligibles
understood, as well as all actions performed, are equal to the Good, the Just, and so on. From
a performative standpoint, this new, united subject needs not conduct ritual or force

charitable acts for redemption or cultivation of virtue, because through its unified nature acts

' See McGinn, Bernard. Meister Eckhart: Teacher and preacher. (1986). For a more contemporary work, see
Brill’s Companion to the Christian Tradition, Vol. 36. A companion to Meister Eckhart. (2013). Ed. Jeremiah H.
Hackett.



of goodness, justice, wisdom and beauty are automatically rendered. Metaphysically, this
united subject no longer has the problem of subjectivity skewing its understanding of the
Godhead, the first principle?, as manifest in the world. This is not because subjectivity has
somehow vanished, but because its place in creation has been understood. Abgeschiedenheit,
then, is a method rooted in an ontology based on an Aristotelian epistemology inherited from
Averroes, a Stoic ethic, and a Neoplatonic return to the One. As such, abgeschiedenheit is as
much a unique philosophical approach as it is a familiar spiritual practice.

Upon recognition of abgeschiedenheit as a spiritual practice, it is appropriate to
address the problematic term “mysticism”. The term “mysticism” is often treated as the
gaining of inexpressible knowledge by the initiated via a random flash of divine union, and in
this sense is in no way a comprehensive description of Meister Eckhart’s epistemology nor of
his entire system of thought by extension. This definition requires both an unsurpassable limit
to human reason and the existence of hidden knowledge to which this limited reason has no
access without divine intervention. This divine intervention is self-moving in that it is not
granted to just anyone, nor can one petition for it. However, Eckhart believes that human
reason, though limited, has a way of overcoming its limitations by luring in divine
intervention. Like his Dominican brother Thomas Aquinas, Eckhart sees the faculty of human
reason as that which allows us to be closer than any other creation to God; though unlike
Aquinas, he believes this knowledge of God to be accessible in this life and the human
intellect is the key to acquiring it, if it is used correctly. Therefore, not only is information
about God obtainable by any functioning human intellect, it is the use of the intellect as a tool

that produces the environment in which this information is accessed by engaging in an

2 A whole treatise can be dedicated to Eckhart’s understanding of the term “Godhead”. For us, the term
functions in the same way as Plotinus’ term “the One”. “Godhead”, “the One”, and “the first principle” all refer
to that pervading nothingness. For Eckhart, the concept of God is the first creation because it is the first step,
from creation’s point of view, into separation from this first emptiness.



intentional exercise: a practice in metaphysical inquiry that in a sense traps knowledge of
God instead of hunting it, and this practice is abgeschiedenheit.

It is this distinction, namely that the divine intervention is intentionally initiated from
the bottom up through intellectual activity, as opposed to selected from top down through
divine will, that renders the label of “mysticism” inadequate. If anything, this makes
Eckhart’s “mysticism” more of a “humanism”. The sermons of the Meister delivered to the
laity illustrate his belief in the ability of this information to be expressed to others, albeit
through tricks of language such as the employment of contradictions. Thus, the inability of
expression taken to be a hallmark of mysticism is not found here.

Further, for Eckhart the ecstatic moment, the flash of the otherworldly bliss also
associated with mysticism, is merely an unintended consequence of this union; an
unnecessary yet pleasant experience that, in fact, often clouds the mind and disrupts the true
practice of detachment. Committing oneself to a certain form of devotion, such as pure
asceticism in an attempt to achieve the ecstatic moment, misses the point:

Therefore you should not confine yourself to just one manner of devotion, since God

is to be found in no particular way, neither this one nor that. That is why they do him

wrong who take God just in one particular way. They take the way rather than God.

(Sermon 19, transl. Davies, 216)?

The focus on the way can lead to a trap of the senses. Eckhart’s apathetic view of the ecstatic
moment further removes his thought from the trappings of the “mystical” label that have been
imposed on him throughout the years.

The fact that anyone can practice Abegescheidenheit is evidenced by Eckhart’s
willingness to preach the method to laypeople as well as learned monks, as mentioned above.

It is also this fact that has led Robert Dobie to advocate a reading of Eckhart he terms

3 The sermon number here is the number given in the Davies translation.



“Scholastic Humanism” (Dobie 2019). It is the aim of this paper to explore this reading, and
to argue that while Dobie has highlighted a key feature in Eckhart’s thought worthy of deeper
investigation by the designation “humanism”, his use of both the term “scholastic” and
“humanism” provide an incomplete description of the Meister’s philosophy by drawing
attention away from the deep influences on his exegesis provided by thinkers such as
Maimonides, and what the practice of abgeschiedenheit says about Eckhart’s view of the
subject. Thus, although slightly more accurate, this label is just as lacking as the troubling
“mystic” label. This paper reveals that Meister Eckhart’s thought is scholastic in form and
humanist by accident.

Meister Eckhart approaches the same relationship between reason and revelation as
the Scholastics, yet makes no attempt to reconcile the two because he sees no problematic
tension between them, nor does he find contradictions within scripture to be in need of
clarification®. This is a point of departure from other Scholastics and presents Eckhart as
participating in a scholastic form and not in “scholastic truth”. The division of revelation and
reason is unnecessary, as the two disciplines offer descriptions of and ways to the same
absolute truths about the first principle. This hermeneutic of the golden apple in silver
filigree’ is inherited from Maimonides, from whom Eckhart draws immense inspiration, and
whose influence is dramatically understated when we describe Eckart’s philosophy as
“scholastic”.

It must be noted that though the following treatment of Eckhart’s thought focuses on
its philosophical nature, the aim is not to cast away its spiritual colorings. Contrarily, as a
medieval thinker, it must be remembered that revelation is an irremovable part of reality for

Meister Eckhart. The presence of religious sources and influence does not render a

4 I have not encountered an instance here Eckhart meets contradictions and struggles with them: he either
explains them away as analog to the complexity of God, or is not bothered by them at all.

5 The metaphor of the golden apple wrapped in silver is commonly attributed to Maimonides, used here as a nod
to this attribution, while adding “filigree” to highlight the detailed and nuanced quality.



philosopher into a “mystic™

. The present project assumes the unity, in the spirit of Eckhart
himself, of the revelatory into the philosophical. The terms “mystical” and “spiritual” are
obscured beyond clarity, and it is not my aim to clarify them. I will not be avoiding their use,

however, because they are useful to us in illustrating the nature of the philosopher as a living,

thinking, and acting element in the perfection of the human being.

Eckhart and Scholasticism

Proposing a true definition of Scholasticism is a task beyond the scope of this paper.
This is due as much to the obscurity of the term as it is to word limits. Scholasticism can be a
form of exegesis, but it can also be an historical marker denoting a period in the history of
philosophy when Platonized teachings of Aristotle, having traveled through the Muslim
world, met medieval Western Christianity, or it can be used to describe a written format of
meticulously advocated philosophical positions in the face of their anticipated oppositions. In
his 2019 article “Eckhartian Mysticism as Scholastic Humanism”, Robert J Dobie uses the
term “scholastic” to denote the attempt to logically and dialectically resolve contradictions
and complications found in scripture and the Church Fathers by using philosophical concepts,
most notably by Aristotle. This broad strokes definition leaves out the entirety of Andalusian
Arabic and Jewish philosophers such as Averroes and Maimonides, who also engaged
Aristotelian philosophy with their respective religious traditions’. What’s more, it does little
to describe the depth of Meister Eckhart’s philosophy. Eckhart found no “scholastic truths”,
because a truth cannot be a truth if it is limited, whether by a set of rules, assumptions
provided by an “ism”, or by a piece of time. The truths that Meister Eckhart was after lay

deeper than the claim of any single label, be it a philosophical or a religious one. A claim of

6 If this were the case, we would lose 90% of our philosophical history.

7 The term “scholasticism” carries with it the institutional setting in which most philosophers under the label
worked. So in addition to leaving out the Andalusian thinkers, the term also leaves out the fact that most of the
work we have by Eckhart, the vernacular sermons, was conducted outside of the university setting. In fact, these
sermons have historically been the focus of interest in Eckhart.



Eckhart’s Scholasticism is made by Josef Koch in an appendix to The Complete Mystical
Works of Meister Eckhart (471), where he provides extracts from the Latin works as evidence
of scholastic writing. What this appendix effectively does, however, is highlight for the
reader that, although these excerpts may come from a work scholastic in time and form, the
truths they are after, such as the nature of virtue or the unity of the divine, are timeless.
Scholasticism was the tool of the trade in Meister Eckhart’s day; it was the way philosophy
was taught in the 13th century, and it was therefore the form philosophy took when it was
done. Eckhart, inasmuch as he is a Latin-writing philosopher engaging in exegesis and
accounting for opposition to his thought, is a Scholastic. Yet this says little about the content
of his writing. Hence to label Meister Eckhart a “Scholastic” is to label the carpenter an
“axeman”.

Dobie’s specific definition of “scholastic”, as it functions in the label “Scholastic
Humanism”, presents two additional problems in consideration of Eckhart’s thought: (1)
whereas Dobie’s “scholasticism” seeks to reconcile contradictions, Eckhart not only accepts
them, he uses them as a way of illustrating the dialectical nature of the Godhead (McGinn, 5),
and (2) Eckhart’s main project is not merely an attempt to describe what God is and isn’t, His
substance, the nature of universals or the will, or where the pagans missed their mark (which
is often where much of the focus in scholastic work lies), but how the human being
participates in creation as a reflection of the first principle. It is the individual’s place in
creation that is to be understood. That being said, the topics just mentioned do appear in his
work, but only because considering them helps to place the human being within creation.
However, it is the step beyond this that is important- we must discuss the doors, windows and
decorations of a building in an attempt to describe it, but it is only after we step away from
the details and see the building in place, as it functions, that we can truly understand the

nature of the building. Eckhart’s deep appreciation for the Andalusian roots of his



philosophical approach to scripture, born from his time under Albertus Magnus, is crucial to
understanding where this humanism fits into his exegesis. Eckhart approached scripture in the
same way as Maimonides: as double-countenanced, having two layers of meaning. This is
important to his humanism because, as we shall see, it reinforces his belief that anyone can
have access to knowledge of the first principle. Thus, while Eckhart’s philosophical reading
of scripture may be scholastic in culture (i.e. the time and place in which he worked) and the
form in which philosophical treatises were written, it is humanist in content.

Meister Eckhart’s embrace of contradiction has, in fact, been something that has
caused confusion in the interpretation of his writing - a contributing factor to his being
labeled a “mystic” and his philosophy being treated as irrational. Contradiction was yet
another tool in the box for Eckhart; it was meant as a way of illuminating the scope of the
One, and was used in sermons to help those without the proper philosophical literacy get a
sense of the transcendence-through-immanence that is the true nature of the One. As such,
contradictions were nothing meant for resolution. Statements about a God who gives birth to
the Son in our souls give the impression that this God is personal and near to us; in fact, “no
creature can come closer to the soul than this” (Sermon 1, transl. Walshe, 31)®. This God
participates in creation through us. However, this God also participates in a unity, and in this
participation loses all particularity, and consequently is vastly different and separate from
everything:

“This should be well noted: this One Alone lacks all mode and property. And

therefore, for God to see inside it would cost Him all His divine names and personal

properties: all these He must leave outside, should He ever look in there. But only

insofar as he is one and indivisible, without mode or properties (can He do this): in

8 In the Walshe translation, the following notation appears as part of the title of the sermon: Pf 1, Q 101, QT 57.
Thus, when a notation such as this appears in the title of a sermon cited in this paper, it will appear in a footnote.



that sense he is neither the Father, Son, nor Holy Ghost, and yet is a Something which

is neither this nor that.” (Sermon 8 transl. Walshe, 81)°

Setting the use of contradiction as a pedagogical tool aside for now, a look at how
other medieval thinkers handled contradictions between the philosophy of the pagans and the
doctrines of revelation elucidates how they viewed each method's access to the truth. For
thinkers such as Aquinas, scripture and philosophy run parallel to each other'. Scripture
offers the highest truths, the truths that philosophy wants to uncover but just can’t quite
access in its limitations. Therefore, when philosophy and scripture collide, it is scripture that
survives the crash''. This is not entirely the case for Eckhart, for whom the crash itself is a
more clear exposition of the truth. An analysis of how Eckhart handles the question of the
eternity of the world serves to exemplify his uniquely simultaneous acceptance of both reason
and revelation in even the most contentious of cases.

To the question of the eternity of the world, the radical Aristotelians held the
Aristotelian line: the world is eternal, and its eternity is provable using philosophical
demonstration. More conservative theologians such as Bonaventure would hold otherwise,
arguing a position that ascribes eternity to anything but God would be contradictory to the
very essence of God. Somewhere in the middle would stand Aquinas: it is just as impossible
to demonstrate this eternity'* as it is to demonstrate God’s trinitarian existence. As such, the

authority is given to revelation: we must accept the creation of the world as an article of faith

°Pf8,Q2,QT2

1% The object of investigation in philosophy is the world we know and sense (i.e. God’s creation), while the
object of investigation in theology is what we know about God based on what is revealed in scripture. “The
astronomer and the natural philosopher both conclude that the earth is round, but the astronomer does this
through a mathematical middle that is abstracted from matter, whereas the natural philosopher considers a
middle lodged in matter. Thus there is nothing to prevent another science from treating in the light of divine
revelation what the philosophical disciplines treat as knowable in the light of human reason”. (Summa
theologiae, 1a.1.1 ad 2)

" Averroes would expand here by saying that any properly trained philosopher would know that religion, even
though it is the highest truth, does not render philosophy untrue (Hillier, 2020). The crash in our example is the
result of the ill-equipped philosopher’s failure to yield.

12 Aquinas defends the possibility of a philosophical demonstration of eternal creation in On the Eternity of the
World, however does not seem to be convinced that this eternal creation, as it is presented, is necessarily the
case, thus he relies on scripture. (Aquinas, On the Eternity of the World. transl. Miller)



(Marenbon, 259). Eckhart, however, would say that both the Aristotelians and the
conservatives are giving us bits of the truth, because the creation of the world is eternal in
process. Insofar as it is created, the world has a beginning, however, insofar as this creation is
the product of the eternal birthing of the Word from the Godhead, which exists outside of
time, it is eternal. The process of creation rolls on in the “now of eternity”", and thus the
questions of temporality and causality are both satisfied.

Philosophy, in its rigor, cannot be viewed multiple ways. That is both the charm and
the failure of it: the logical exposition of demonstrable truth is like ripened fruit on the
branch, it is just a matter of plucking, if you can reach it. Scripture, using nuance of language,
delivers these truths to the hands of the reader, no reaching necessary. Like Maimonides,
Meister Eckhart sees the parabolic language of scripture as the method by which those
incapable of participating in philosophical inquiry, either due to lack of education or a basic
lack of ability, can learn truths about reality. This face of Eckhartian philosophy is manifested
in the Latin works as a reading of scripture that searches for the deeper meanings under the
surface- this is what should really be meant when we refer to his “mysticism™'*. In the
prologue to the Liber Parabolarum Genesis, Eckhart makes reference both to Maimonides’
acknowledgement of the “two appearances” of Biblical parables' and to ancient authors’ use
of parable to teach philosophical truths:

Plato himself, and all the ancients, either those that approach everything from

theology or those that approach everything from poetry, commonly taught through

divine, natural and moral allegory. The legendary poets said nothing in vain, but the

'3 “Haec est prima auctoritas primi capituli Genesis. Ibi invenies primo quod hoc principium est ratio idealis et
ratio rerum quam nomen indicat et diffinitio signat. Item quod hoc principium est intellectus, secundum illud
Psalmi: “fecit caelos in intellectu”. Iterum etiam quod hoc principium est nunc aeternitatis.” (Tabula
Auctoritatum Libri Genesis. LW 1 pg 133)

4 “Mysticism” used here can be problematic because it does not refer to what is normally considered
“mystical”, i.e. outside of rationality. However it is more accurate as it is a term derived from mysticus or
“hidden”.

'8 “Rabbi Moyses dicit: intelligas quam suavis sit ista similitudo; nam <<>> omnis parabola duas habet facies.”
(Prologus Liber parabolarum Genesis LW 1 pg 448)



story’s metaphor taught, especially sweetly and loudly, of the nature of the divine, of

natural and moral things; just as it openly seems to be considering and investigating

the poets’ tales.'®

Philosophy and scripture unlock each other; there are metaphysical truths about the
nature of the first principle in both, as both are equal in creation from the first principle
(Tobin, 28). The difference between the two is a difference in their approach to and
expression of these truths - something we will see demonstrated through Meister Eckhart’s
vernacular sermons. Eckhart likens this finding of these deeper meanings in scripture to
finding mead in a honey-comb'’, adding to the picture that while the honey of scripture is
sweet and pleasantly available, adding a philosophical approach to it reveals something more
complex with a more profound effect on the consumer. The search for underlying meaning in
revelation is nothing new here, however Eckhart is indebted to Maimonides for his brand of
it.

The evoking of Maimonides as simply “Rabbi Moses" (see footnote 11 above) not
only reveals the inspiration for Eckhart’s approach to exegesis, it grounds the approach in an
older tradition familiar to his contemporaries'®. Biblical exegesis using philosophical
concepts, usually from a Neoplatonized Aristotelianism, did not belong to the Scholastics,
unless we count Maimonides as among the first (something we can’t do according to Dobie’s
definition). The acceptance of the tension created by contradiction as a facet of reality was

passed from Maimonides to Eckhart. For Maimonides, Jewish law, halakha, prescribed a

16 “Plato ipse et omnes antiqui communiter sive theologizantes sive poematizantes docebant in parabolis divina,
naturalia et moralis. Nihil enim frustra poetae fabulose locuti sunt, sed sub metaphora fabularum dulciter valde
et proprie naturas rerum divinarum, naturalium, et moralium ex intentione docuerunt, sicut manifeste apparet
inspicienti et consideranti fabulas poetarum.” (Prologus Liber parabolarum GenesisLW 1 pg 451)

'7 I have chosen to translate mella as “mead” in place of “honey-water”, as the latter suggests a mere blending of
the two meanings in scripture, while the former suggests the creation of a new substance that can have a
profound effect, if not transformation, on the subject consuming it: “quando ergo ex his quae leguntur
intellectum alicuius mysticae significationis possumus exsculpere, quasi de abstrusis favorum cellis mella
producimus vel Christi discipulos imitantes spicas manibus confricamus, ut ad latentia grana perveniamus, ut
ait Augustinus in homilia.” (Prologus Liber parabolarum Genesis LW 1 pg 448-449)

'8 The Guide of the Perplexed was available in translation in Paris and Northern Italy as early as 1241. (Di
Segni, 2019)
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program for training virtue into the soul to reach its full contemplative capacity; this is
Aristotle reconciled with rabbinical law (Adamson, 237). While Eckhart would disagree that
the soul needs to be trained in virtue, it is the mechanics of this process of reconciliation that

we see at work in Eckhart’s own thinking.

Exegesis of the Red Thread

The philosophically exposed double-countenance of individual Biblical parables is
writ large in the whole of Christian scripture: Eckhart saw the Gospel as analogue to
metaphysics, while the Old Law of Moses was the analogue to physics. The Old Law
expounds the final and efficient causes of creation, the extrinsic and physical - physics-,
while the Gospel is the revelation of the formal and material causes - metaphysics - (Dobie
2010, 74n43). Having understood the particulars of creation through the Old Law, namely
what there is and why it does what it does (or, rather, what it should do and why it should do
it) and what happens if it fails to do it, we are ready to move to the Gospel and understand the
ordering principles and the materials of that creation, or what it is made of and the mechanics
of how it came to be. This is the Aristotelian separation of the sciences laid over scripture.
The consequences of this are that any contradiction between the Gospel and the Old
Testament, particularly tension between Biblical law and the precepts of Jesus, are tamed by
the fact that the two revelations are now treating separate planes of one reality, strengthening
the claim that it is not scholasticism that is the driving force behind Eckhart’s philosophical
unlocking of scripture, but a search for the “red thread”. It is a point of departure from
Aquinas’ scholasticism, which uses philosophical concepts to resolve contradictions in
scripture, yet views philosophy as unable to provide access to truths on which faith and
revelation have a monopoly. For Eckhart, scripture and philosophy treat the same truths from

different perspectives and can be used in tandem to access these truths.
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So, if scholasticism cannot be specifically defined as resolving tensions within
scripture using philosophy, or the meeting of Aristotle and theology, as Dobie has put forth,
all that is left is the treatment of the term “scholasticism” as the name of the format for
philosophical treatises as seen in works such as Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae or Duns Scotus’
Questions on the Metaphysics of Aristotle. In the scholastic format, the author presents
philosophical questions, states possible counter arguments, and replies to those arguments
within the framework of the author’s own view. If it is in following this format that one
becomes a Scholastic philosopher, then we can grant Meister Eckhart that title, as the Parisian
Questions are set up in just this manner. However, this reduces the title to a mere cultural
description of the thinker, akin to titling him a “German preacher”, because he gave sermons
in German, or a “Latin thinker” because he wrote in Latin, and does little to paint a picture of
the thought he expounded. By these grounds it can be argued that Leibniz was a scholastic
philosopher'®, however most would hesitate to make such a claim based on the content of his
work. Attention must be paid to the content of a work when labeling that work. Form does
not dictate content in a written work any more than the shape of a human body dictates the
character of a person. Afterall, this paper could have been written in such a format.

No, we cannot without a doubt claim that Scholasticism was anything more than a
tool to Meister Eckhart. However, it was a tool that Eckhart used well. Like his ingenious use
of the vernacular Middle High German to approach the laity with his message, the Meister
used scholastic philosophy to approach his learned colleagues. The use of a philosophical
reading of scripture that uncovers deeper truths is presented as a choice to the learned monks.
Eckhart tells his fellow Dominicans that they can use the imagery of scripture to teach these
truths in their sermons by choosing the passages and their interpretations intentionally

(Tobin, 27). This is a distinguishing feature of Eckhart’s thought as a whole: reality looks

1% See Leibniz, G.W. The Ultimate Origin of Things. 1697.
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different depending on the perspective, and familiarity with the perspectives only serves to
complete knowledge. Hence, once true understanding of the first principle and the subsequent
creation (what Eckhart calls the birth of the Word) has been achieved, one can choose the
reading of scripture to express perspective. It is this belief in choice® that is indicative of his
belief in the power of the human as much as his belief in the power of scripture. If you need
to relay the truths of the dialectical nature of the One to the laity, you can choose the
parabolic meaning of scripture. If it is to the learned you are speaking, you can choose the
discussion of transcendence through immanence.

The double-countenanced nature of scripture and its relationship to philosophy is a
reflection of the human relationship to the divine. When the human intellect is situated in the
right vantage point, it recognizes that creation emanating from the Godhead is half the
picture, the other half is the return to the Godhead. Once their place in creation is understood
via abgeschiedenheit, the human has the power to choose to look up the path back to the
divine (i.e. by studying philosophy), just as they can choose to read the meanings hidden

within scripture.

Meister Eckhart’s Accidental Humanism
Given what has been laid out above, it stands to reason that the central focus of our
reading of Meister Eckhart’s thought is the role the human being plays in arriving at an
understanding of its own position in the whole of reality. The human serves as a pivot point
for how scripture is interpreted, and how the deeper truths therein are expressed to others. It
also serves as the location for the philosophical unpacking and demonstration of these truths.
What is therefore called to attention here is Eckhart’s treatment of the subject. Who is this

subject that can identify and pluck out multiple meanings from one line of revelation? Who is

2 Choice plays a complicated role in Eckhart’s thought, as we will see in the discussion that follows.
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it that can use the tools of discourse to identify its own role in the creation, and void its
limitations through a philosophically trained focus? Meister Eckhart never describes the
subject directly, but we can find its silhouette through an analysis of his humanist practice of
abgeschiedenheit. However, in order to see abgeschiedenheit as a humanist practice, we must
first define “humanism”.

According to Dobie, “humanism” refers to “a philosophical position whereby truth
understood in any genuine and absolute sense is not an abstraction but a lived reality whose
centre is the existing individual human being” (2019). Using this definition of “humanism”, it
is my intention to investigate who the subject is for Meister Eckhart, the mechanics behind
how this subject comes to know truth, and how this truth is a lived reality for the subject. The
existence of subjectivity in Eckhart’s philosophy is never firmly and explicitly addressed, so
before the investigation into who this subject is can begin, it must be shown that this subject
does indeed exist for Eckhart.

The principle of analogy by which Eckhart can describe the relationship between
transcendentals and particulars centers around his use of the term in quantum®'. Its function is
illustrated, popularly, by stating the the just man is just insofar as (in quantum) he is just; the
just man is just not because he is a man who performs just actions, but because he is identical
to justice, has become one with it, and therefore his actions happen to be just. Performing just
actions does not produce justice, but the just man is, in a sense, produced by justice.
Likewise, the soul that is united to God does not produce divine unity, but is produced by
divine unity; just as the just man is identical to justice, the divine man is identical to divinity.

There is a sense of emanation here, much like waves on the sea. Waves are merely
symbols of the motion therein, and as they swell and become distinct from the sea, we can

identify them. However they are still inseparable from the sea and are nothing without it.

21 Readers will find this principle termed “the in quantum principle” for this reason.
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Frank Tobin describes the Eckhartian view on the relationship of creation to God in a similar
way:

What has become distinct from God through creation remains at the same time

indistinct from him with regard to everything that raises it above its own nothingness.

As separate from God, a creature is just a sign pointing to what is real. As one with

god, a creature really is, is good, is just and the like. As separate from God it is

subject to change and is extended in time. As one with God, it immutably is, and will

be eternally. (p. 64)

The duality described here is a hallmark of Eckhartian thought: everything seems to have its
own contradiction residing within it. Humanity, however, has the ability to navigate this
duality, just as it has the ability to find the deeper meanings in scripture and employ them, or
the ability to find philosophical truths and demonstrate them. This ability rests in the
existence of a subject.

We can liken this subject to a ship on the sea, inasmuch as the ship is moving with the
waves, it is one with them and thus one with the sea from which the waves emerge. But,
inasmuch as the ship has a crew with knowledge of the sea, it becomes separate and can
navigate the waves. The navigating crew is the intellect of the ship, the principle of
separation that inviduates the subject in creation. The important factor in our image here is
that the crew has knowledge, otherwise it cannot navigate. With knowledge of the sea, the
crew can steer the ship towards any goal, no matter how intense the waves, even if the goal is
to just stay safely afloat; without it, the crew fights the waves and the ship is engulfed and
destroyed. For Eckhart, the goal of the crew is to knowingly travel with the waves, being at
once one with the sea and separate from it. Our next logical question is, then, how is it that

the crew, the intellect, attains this knowledge?
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Eckhart’s Epistemology

Meister Eckhart’s epistemology is quite simple in that it grants the ability to acquire
knowledge of God, or the first principle, to any subject. This is inherited from an
epistemological position held by his fellow Dominicans®* (Schwartz, 410), and can be
characterized as a rejection of Averroistic epistemology. Albertus Magnus and Thomas
Aquinas both rejected the unicity theory in favor of the individual intellect, because the latter
fits better with the Christian notion of the afterlife, and because the former’s Platonic
idealism was counter to the Aristotelian notion of psychology (ibid). Eckhart reflected this
view, though much like his explanation of eternity, was not quite on either side of the
argument.

Yossef Schwartz suggests that there is a commonality between the epistemologies of
Averroes and the Dominicans in that both read Aristotle’s famous line in the Metaphysics
regarding humanity’s desire to know as describing a natural tendency towards a goal that
exists outside of subjectivity. The difference between their readings is the mechanism each
posits as crucial to reaching this goal. For Averroes, it is man’s ability to reason that allows
him access to this knowledge, while the Dominicans, like Aquinas, view divine intervention
as the only way to reach the goal (ibid). Eckhart finds himself, again, at the point of
intersection between the two sides: human reason brings this divine knowledge to the subject
by instigating the divine intervention. While all three theories assume the existence of a
subject, however Eckhart’s theory not only assumes this subject, it strengthens it by making it
both the driving force and the location of divine intervention.

Eckhart’s interpretation of this passage from Aristotle differs from both the radical
Aristotelian and Dominican positions in one crucial way: humanity does not desire to know

objects of truth, it desires to know its unity with the first principle from which all truth

22 This is not a uniquely Dominican position, and it is not my intention to suggest that it is.
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comes, or in other words, Truth. It is important here to understand what the verb “to know”
means in an Eckhartian sense. The identicality of knower and known is an Aristotelian
position accepted to be held by Eckhart: the intellect becomes that which it knows. The
human soul (the rational soul, to use Aristotelian terms) does not desire syllogisms or an
understanding of the inner workings of the Trinity, it desires only to be that from which all of
those things emerge. We yearn to be identical with the first cause because it is the perfection
of our knowledge.

In Sermon 527, the Meister imagines the yearning for this knowledge as an
unstoppable upward movement to the Creator, jealously pushing towards its rightful position
with the first principle:

Just as the eye is for seeing form and color, and the ear is for hearing sweet sounds

and voices, so too the soul has a special task, which is to strive ceaselessly upward

with this power; if she glances aside she falls into pride, which is a sin. She cannot
tolerate anything should be above her; I think she cannot even tolerate God’s being
above her: unless He is in her and she has as good as God Himself, she can never rest.

With this power God is apprehended by the soul, as far as may be by a creature...” (in

transl. Walshe, 277)

The eye needs light to receive the object of sight. If the soul's task is to find its place in the
divine, then it needs the intellect to bring that divinity to the soul, so it may be trapped. In the
ceaseless upward striving of the soul, the only thing that keeps her from “glancing to the
side” is the intellect. Things are defined by their actions in Meister Eckhart’s world. The soul
is the very act of driving towards the divine, the intellect is the very grasping of intelligible

objects; the subject, then is the interplay between the intellect and the soul- the intellect

23.() 32, QT 30 in Walshe.
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steering the soul creates the subject™. With the guiding hand of the intellect managing the
soul, the subject is dissolved and reconstituted anew. Detachment, therefore, is the act by
which the unity of the soul with the divine and the intellect with the first principle are
achieved and identified, and a new, knowing subject is created. Like someone acquiring a
second language, where reality onced lacked metaphysical truths, they are now found: the
sounds of a foreign language do not contain any meaning in and of themselves, however
when there is a change in the hearer, then the meaning is accessible. In this way,
abgeschiedenheit is the ultimate metaphysical methodology.

If the intellect is to properly keep the soul from falling “into pride”, it must keep a
focus and be trained. Detachment is the means by which the divine enters into, dissolves, and
rebuilds the subject. By denying external intelligible objects and turning inward, the intellect
renders the subject empty, allowing for the divine light to flood in. It takes a trained intellect
to resist the urge to know intelligible objects; it is, afterall, the very basis of its existence.
However, the consideration of revelation puts the intellect into a passive mode; this is not a
mode of waiting for divine illumination via grace (though this is a part of the process), but
rather a mode where the intellect is free from the constant grasping onto intelligible objects in
the created world. Philosophical consideration of revelation is a more engaged activity, yet
still produces the same effect. Those that are philosophically-minded can choose this
approach?, those that are not equipped can let the parabolic meaning take them into the
stillness (either way, you must know your-self). This calmness allows the subject to be

receptive, to no longer hunt for knowledge of first principle via intelligibles, but to trap it as it

1S.

24 Eckhart’s subject is an epistemological being similar to the Foucauldian historical subject, but existing as the
interaction between the intellect and the soul as opposed to constituted from its historical and intellectual
environment.

% Here we find a strong contrast to Maimonides. Where Eckhart sees a choice, Maimonides sees no choice. The
philosophically-minded person has no choice but to use the philosophical considerations of scripture, and the
truths they reveal are inaccessible to those who cannot employ philosophical reasoning. It is an entirely different
investigation to find out how the subject for Maimonides differs from the subject for Eckhart.
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The unity of the soul with the divine is simple in essence, but made complicated in
expression. When Meister Eckhart speaks of the “soul”, what he is referring to is the soul
inasmuch as it is created, and therefore separate from its creator, like the waves on the sea. As
we have seen, everything has within it its contradiction, and the contradiction to the soul’s
separateness is what Eckhart calls the grunt (Middle High German for “ground”). The soul’s
ceaseless striving mentioned in Sermon 52 above is a drive upwards from the anchor in its
ground, and the drive downward of the divine is the drive down to the grunt. By ceaselessly
engaging in detachment, the intellect allows the two to meet. There is no choice here, just as
there is no choice on the open sea: by navigating your way on the waves you are one with the
sea. Likewise, the soul has no choice but to drive upward, God has no choice but to fill every
space in His immanent transcendence, the intellect has no choice but to grasp onto intelligible
objects, and the subject has no choice but to be known and recreated by the self-reflection of
detachment.

There is an apparent contradiction in the approach to choice as it has been laid out
here in regards to the intellect. The intellect has the ability to understand, or, for Eckhart, to
become any intelligible object; its existence is manifest only in its actualizing of this
potentiality. By turning the intellect inward, it becomes the only thing it finds, the grunt.
Meister Eckhart differs from his inherited Arabic tradition in that he views the first principle
as being intellect and not being in itself. The transcendent One, the Godhead, is pure
potentiality as intellect, it only has being and becomes God once it moves into existence.
Eckhart takes a direct etymological approach with the term “existence”, namely that it means
to stand out (ex-sistere), and nothing can have being unless it “stands outside” the Godhead.
It is the Godhead that is found in the grunt, the pure intellect of the first principle. When it is

said that the intellect has no choice but must be trained to empty itself of external
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intelligibles, what is meant is the intellect must come into existence in the grunt only, with

and in pure intellect.

The Lived Truth

The practice of abgeschiedenheit, then, is akin to a rite of purification: only by
allowing the intellect to exist as intellect, separate from all substances, does this detachment
bring knowledge of metaphysical truths. Dobie rightly points this out, as well as adding that
this epistemological view smacks of Platonic methods towards finding the truth in abstraction
(Dobie 2010, 190). Purification of thought or of being is often misunderstood as a sign of
Eckhart’s mysticism, however it is an intellectual endeavor. He is pursuing God*®, more
accurately the Godhead or the first principle, through reason or pure rationalization in order
to have contact with and understanding of God (Hasselhof, 322). It is in the understanding of
this truth by the subject that the truth moves from abstraction to a lived experience. By
understanding this truth, by integrating truth and subject, the subject undergoes a deep
change. By knowing the truth, the subject is truth:

When the soul comes in contact with Him in true understanding, she is like this

image. If you press a seal into green wax or red, or into cloth, that is all an image. If

the seal is stamped right into the wax, so that none of the wax is left over but pressed

into the seal, then it is one and the same seal with no difference. In just the same way

the soul is wholly united with God in image and likeness, when she is in contact with

him in true understanding. (Sermon 52 Q 32, QT 30, transl. Walshe 275-276)

Abgeschiedenheit, then, is an ongoing process, as eternal as the birth of the Son in the

soul, and as such cannot be just a contemplative practice. We return again to the idea of

% He only appears to be pursuing God, much like it only appears that we can extract knowledge of the first
principle from rationalizing intelligible objects.
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choiceless action, action that Eckhart calls acting “without a why”?’. If you were to ask the
just person why they act justly, their answer would be that they do not act justly, they just act.
Inasmuch as they are just, they act justly. Likewise, the detached subject’s actions resemble
products of detachment.

The sense here is that the detached subject has been transformed. United with God, it
has become all that God is: wise, one, just, and good. Its identity is no longer found in the
tension between action and contemplation, but in the transcendence of the grunt. The
detached subject’s actions reflect the contents of its intellect, like the Stoic philosophers
engaging in intense self-reflection. However, unlike the Stoics, the detached subject lives
detached not for want of the detachment, but merely because it is identical with detachment.
Abgeschiedenheit is as much a philosophical activity as it is a spiritual activity, a combination
of active and contemplative that is very much reflected in the pursuit of the Black Friars.
Poverty and communal living was a physical detachment that aided in the contemplative

emptying of objects from the intellect so as to turn it to God.

Trickle-Down Metaphysics

By practicing abgeschiedenheit, the subject uses the intellect to create an environment
where the soul can reach its full potential, and the intellect must be trained in order to achieve
this. Truth, then, is not just abstracted, but lived by the subject. Maimonides carried a similar
idea of training with him when he examined the perceived tension between Jewish law and
philosophy. He saw the rites and rituals and prescriptions of Jewish law as a sort of training
manual for the soul, much as Aristotle saw the role of virtuous actions as a way of training
the soul to be virtuous allowed for the full expression of its contemplative powers (Adamson,

238). Likewise, Meister Eckhart understood the importance a person’s physical

27 “In the same way as God acts, so the just man acts without a why; and just as life lives for its own sake and
asks for no why for which to live, so the just man has no why for which to act.” Sermon 52 (P43, Q 41, QT 46,
Evans II, 12). In translation Walshe, 239.
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circumstances have on their ability to achieve intellectual perfection. Unlike Maimonides,
however, Eckhart’s approach is one of “trickle-down metaphysics": if you get yourself
properly situated in the realm above, then everything below will be sorted accordingly. The
soul does not need to be trained in virtue, nor does it need to be purified with rites®®. Yes, this
training may help individuals create the environment for the expression of their full
intellectual potential, however these practices belong to the realm of creation. Thus Meister
Eckhart’s humanism, carried by his doctrine of abegescheidenheit, sets the subject as the
scene where both the contemplative and active aims of philosophy and theology become
unified, just as philosophical concepts and scripture unlock each other in his exegesis. If one
is detached, unification is inevitable, and once that unification has taken place there is no
need to actively purify or train virtue. The subject is one with the good, the just, and the
beautiful, therefore their actions will be so as well. The subject has a lived experience of truth
precisely because it is truth, they are identical.

Further, focusing on rites, rituals, and philosophical contemplation in order to achieve
this union with the first principle is missing the point. As stated, these are post-creation
phenomena. Imbalance in this way is usually a sign that the subject is seeking that flash-bang
moment of spiritual enlightenment, that moment of ecstatic union. The problem with this, for
Eckhart, is that it is just a moment, and in chasing that moment we lose the true purpose of
detachment. The contemplative life leads one astray of the goal. It is in the active life where
this union truly takes hold. Ecstatic union (often described as the “mystical experience”) can
be a trap of the senses (Kieckhefer, 224), and Eckhart advises against the purely

contemplative life and urges the active.

8 Previously it was stated that abgeschiedenheit was akin to a purification rite. Abgeschiedenheit is not a rite in
the sense of a set of prescribed behaviors meant to cause some sort of change in the subject, because there are no
prescribed rituals or set of actions for the practice. He tells you to empty the intellect but does not tell you how
to do it.
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Richard Kieckhefer (1978) brings attention to truth in action within the subject when
he says that, endowed with this knowledge, the subject “requires consciousness of God’s
presence always” (p 211). The wisdom or perfection of a person lies in a consciousness of the
intellect at all times. It is not a consciousness of the intellect in itself, but a consciousness of
the intellect’s closeness to God:

And so man is more blessed than a stone or a piece of wood because he is aware of

God and knows how close God is to him...I am not blessed because God is in me and

is near me and because I possess Him, but because I am aware of how close he is to

me, and that I know him. (Sermon 69 (Pf 69, Q 68, QT 36), transl. Walshe, 352)

It is interesting to note that Eckhart speaks of possessing God, as it is not common to speak of
God as something one can possess. What we can possess, however, is knowledge and truth,
and this is what Eckhart is referring to when he speaks of possession. Thus truth is known not

just intellectually, but by how it transforms the subject’s mode of being in the world.

Accidental Humanism

Humanism, as Robert Dobie defines it, seems to be an accidental quality of Meister
Eckhart’s thought. The only thing that matters to the Meister is the acquisition, possession,
and acknowledgement of the unity of the subject with the first principle. Everything else,
such as experiencing truth as a lived reality, will order itself accordingly. However, if we take
humanism to denote a centrality of the subject in a system of thought, and extend that to
every subject, then we have uncovered an overlooked aspect of his thought.

Renaissance Humanism was a number of things, but one of its more defining markers
is a notion that in order to make society better, the individual must be at their best. Education
was paramount to the betterment of the individual, and those who were worthy (read: the

elite) were given a curriculum sculpted for this exact purpose. This was not a new notion to
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the Renaissance, but one inherited from Cicero and shared with medieval Andalusian minds
like Maimonides. In his Guide of the Perplexed, Maimonides posits that any confusion a
scholar might have when handling both revelation and philosophy can be remedied only if
they have a true understanding of philosophical concepts (Maimonides, in transl. Friedlander,
21) . In other words, the confusion is only a product of a lack of philosophical understanding.
Those that were philosophically-minded needed to study philosophy in order to truly
understand the hidden meanings in revelation, while those that were not endowed with
philosophical leanings would benefit most from revelation’s simple lessons and strict
directives. There was a strong sense that the deepest truth was not for everyone.

While this brand of humanism still places the human at the center of the system, it
lacks that accessibility so crucial to Eckhart’s. The Stoic practice of self-reflection mentioned
above supports the case that Meister Eckhart’s humanism shares in that Renaissance-like
remembrance of past philosophy, and his interactions with it via the Church Fathers help
deliver the message to all who are ready to participate. Eckart’s philosophy is humanist even
though it requires the help of the divine to have full knowledge. This is because the person
does not randomly receive divine inspiration, nor are they chosen to receive the divine
illumination, but they can take the necessary steps to prepare themselves for the inevitable
illumination. Hence one needs no initiation to access these truths, other than the practice of
detachment, which is a practice that is open to anyone.

The focus placed by Eckhart on the idea of transcendence-by-immanence is crucial to
this openness. He even says, quoted above, that God is as much in a stone or a piece of wood
as He is in a human, the only difference is the human’s ability to know that presence. It is a
difference in cognition, a faculty possessed by every human being, therefore his goal is “to
lead the audience not from ignorance to philosophy, but from the ecstatic to the intellectual

realm” (Schwartz, 412). He takes cue from Maimonides here. In the Mishneh Torah,
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Maimonides wrote down and expounded truths that had, by Jewish law, been preserved and
passed down orally. This was quite radical, but Maimonides saw it as the only way to
preserve these truths in a changing world. Eckhart took this subversive idea and ran with it:
anyone can be in a union with God, with or without the Church, and anyone can have access
to knowledge of the absolute without the structure of university philosophy. Eckhart was
condemned as a heretic because of this very move. Because we are not separate from God,

none of us can be compared to Him, thus we are not like God, we are God. ¥

Conclusion
Meister Eckhart has rarely been read in such a deeply philosophical way, and

gratitude is owed to Robert Dobie for presenting us with the opportunity. The driving force
behind the discussion in this paper is not an attempt to minimize the importance of Dobie’s
relabeling of Eckhart’s thought, but rather to emphasize that the Meister’s thought can be
uncoupled from the term “mysticism” and discussed in a manner familiar to philosophy,
albeit a manner still just as difficult to label. Little, if anything, is lost in the use of the phrase
“first principle” in place of the word God. The rich exegetical tradition that produced Eckhart
is an idiosyncratic blend of multiple influences, a cylindrical peg being constantly crammed
into the square hole of scholasticism.

Meister Eckhart’s prescription of emptying the intellect of intelligible objects is a
philosophical activity, grounded in rationality and supported by a deep philosophical tradition
that can be traced back to the Hellenic schools. A point between the Stoicism of antiquity and
the Stoicism found Descartes and Spinoza, however somehow off the path. Unlike Descartes

and Spinoza, who, following the ancients, would have the intellect providing a clarity of

29 “Posset tamen fortassis subtilior ratio assignari, quare nulla comparatio cadit inter deum et creaturam, quare

talis est: omnis comparans aliqua accipit illa ad minus ut duo et ut distincta. Nihil enim sibimet comparatur nec

est sibimet simile. Omne autem ens creaturam acceptum vel conceptum seorsum per se distinctum a deo non est
ens, sed est nihil. Separatum enim et distinctum a deo separatum est et distinctum ab esse, quia ab ipso deo, per

ipsum et in ipso quaecumque sunt “et sine ipso factum est nihil”. Expositio libri Exodi, 40; LW 11, 45.

25



thought and controlling the passions, Eckhart doesn’t grant that intellectual clarity control the
passions. For him the unified person navigates through those passions like a skilled crew
aboard a storm-tossed ship. The passions are not limited or removed, but do not rattle the
person or shake their focus.

Eckhart is not a mystic, if by mystic we mean one who abandons rationality for
ecstasy. We have no records of Eckhart’s own ecstatic union with the divine as we do
Aquinas’ account of a beatific vision before his death. Eckhart is, as Harmless puts it, a
teacher of mysteries (pg. 133). “Mysticism”, in its most commonly used sense, implies a
hidden knowledge that is available in scarcity, granted to a select few. Eckhart, contrarily,
describes a state in which this knowledge can be retrieved by all souls, and the means to put
themselves in it habitually (Kiekhefer, 224). This is not the Platonic notion of the philosopher
as the reincarnated soul that has seen the Forms spoken of in the Phaedrus, but the
Aristotelian idea of the soul’s desire for knowledge being fulfilled. Eckhart is of the opinion
that the only true knowledge in philosophy is metaphysical knowledge, so his “mysticism” is
actually an approach to metaphysics. What he is, then, is a metaphysician in a black robe,
searching for the true natures of God and the first principle.

His influence from Maimonides is technical in nature, since he does not share with the
Rabbi the belief that only certain people with philosophical minds can attain a state of true
knowledge. Where Maimonides is credited for expounding esoteric doctrines in the Guide,
Eckhart finds methodological approaches:

The fact that Eckhart ignores all these chapters [in the Guide] in favor of the more

technical discussions of the relevant topics seems to support the basic intuition which

underlies my analysis, that is, it is neither the hagiographic tradition connected with

Maimonides in Jewish tradition nor the explicit mystical dimensions of his writings

that attracts Eckhart. (Schwartz, 413)
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Schwartz credits Eckhart’s choice of Maimonides as his kindred spirit of Arabic thought not
just to his Aristotelianism, but to his epistemological views (ibid). The unicity theory makes
using Averroes rather unhelpful as an authority for Eckhart, whose goal is to create a system
of thought that is “both solid in its Aristotelian elements and yet distinct in its assumption
concerning the overall structure of human knowledge” (ibid).

In developing the theory behind abgeschiedenheit, Meister Eckhart detaches himself
from his role as a friar, and forgets that the extrinsic world has a tendency to map language
onto reality one to one. Eckhart is not attached to words through their conventional meanings,
but uses them for their ability, like the intellect, to take on the image of intelligibles. This
creates a wavering vocabulary that lends itself to misinterpretation and condemnation. He
was, however, aware of this instability. In response to the accusation of heresy, Eckhart had
this to say: “I can be in error, but I cannot be a heretic, because the first belongs to the
intellect, the second to the will.”*° Though his language may fail to capture what he wishes to
express, his intent to express the truth succeeds.

Eckhart was accused of heresy because his willingness to teach the laity (described
throughout these pages as his “humanist epistemology”) implied a freedom from the
establishment that undermined the entire system. However, a deeper look into his
metaphysics shows us that this humanism was not the aim of this thought, but a mere
unintended consequence. In a similar fashion, philosophy too has condemned him a heretic
by labelling him a mystic. John Marenbon has even questioned the epistemology of
detachment's philosophical merit. In a remark offset by parenthesis, he asks: “How far, one
needs to ask, does Eckhart’s mysticism take over from his good sense as a philosopher?”
(Marenbon, 274). Contemporary philosophy is highly specialized, and an overarching

metaphysic that changes the subject so deeply that the methods for acquiring knowledge are

30 Eckhart, Responsio 1. n. 80 (LW 5:277); trans. Essential, 72. Quoted in Harmless, pg. 113.
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unrecognizable to the modern scientific method is not only unpreferred, it is damnable. The
modern subject is steadfast: our rationality is objectivity incarnate, and any subjectivity that
seeps in is the result of a mishandling of that rationality, or worse, the treatment of truth as
contingent on the interpretation of the subject. Philosophy once functioned as a way of
understanding how the subject fits into the universe, and in order to understand that we must
understand what the universe is and what the subject is; what Eckhart presents is not a way to
abandon our rational capacity, but a way that helps us realize that we can err in our
intellection. Eckhart's suggestion is a heresy even in our times: perhaps philosophy has
fastened to Aristotle’s focus on the realm below the moon and forgotten that it all began by

looking up at the stars.
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