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Introduction

Simone Weil (1909-1943) has been praised for heoltiyical and philosophical insights, her
compassion and her active solidarity with the opped. Some of her assertions have also
aroused fierce critics. There has been relativelgt avritten about her, interpretations of her
thought as well as biographies, also in non-Frespdaking parts of the world. There are even
associations devoted to her (intellectual legasyph as the ‘Association pour I'étude de la
pensée de S. Weil' and the ‘American Weil society.other words, Weil — her ‘person’ and her
wide-ranged ideas — has fascinated and provokeq arach still does. Her major works, except
for a few articles in political magazines and rewse were posthumously published and also
translated in English (and other languages). Tist fine,La Pesanteur et la Gracgravity
and Grac¢ appeared in 1948. Since 1988, the Editions Gatiihas started the project of an
Oeuvres Complétesntended to appear in sixteen volumes. Weil'stimgs include political,
historical, philosophical and religious works, paerragedies and translations from Sanskrit
and Greek texts. Her literary style is just as digeranging from letters, meditations to essays.
In the present thesis, | have made use of the mddh editions of Weil's works, namelya
Pesanteur et la Gracél948), L’'Enracinement(1949; The Need for RootsAttente de Dieu
(1950; Waiting for Gog, and Cahiers (I-1ll: 1951-56; Notebook} Ecrits de Londres et
derniéres lettref1957) andPensées Sans Ordre Concernant '’Amour de Ri€62)" | have
selected and restricted myself to the above warkghieir explicit philosophical and theological
content. All translations from Simone Well, in thiesis, are mine unless otherwise indicated.

It is Weil's preoccupation with human sufferingdagvil in the world, which incited me
to wish to study her writings. Peculiar to Weilthe thought that people are to be prepared for
misfortune that can hit anyone at any time andniy place. ‘Misfortune’ is my translation of
malheur a key concept in her thought, while other Englisinslations use ‘affliction’. My
impression that ‘misfortune’ expresses more clotetynotion of fate or chance is confirmed by
her use of the termmauvaise forturigbad luck or ill fortune). Misfortune deserves its name
precisely because it is inflictddindly, without regard for the vices and virtues of time evho
is struck. The universe in which we live, accordimgWeil, is governed by an indifferent
mechanism called necessity. Such a concept ofrgudfend evil excludes notions of just or

deserved punishments, meanings of, or reasonsutiering and evil. | was initially attracted

! The last two books are compilations of reflectioinagments and letters. As far as | know,
they have not been brought out in the same forEnglish.
2 Simone Weil Attente de Die(Paris: La Colombe, 1950), p. 173.



by Weil's stress on absolute intellectual probitydehence by her scepticism as well as her
radical views. A concept that particularly seem@ériesting was hdrupomongcentral enough

in her writings to have incited Father Perrin teegthe title Attente de Dieuto the collection

of her letters and reflections. This attitude segmhoeexpress her desire for intellectual probity
while being the most effective one in the face a$fortune. Weil, indeed, wished to be a
faithful enduring watch unto death, with the grafeGod, like the blessed slaves, in Luke,
whom the master finds awake and who bear fruitgait (en hupomone® The biblical passage
to which Weil often refers is, ‘You, be like men eviwait for their lord, when he will return
from a wedding, that when he will come and will kkpthey may open unto him immediately.
Blessed are those slaves, whom the lord when hesavill find awake. Verily, | say to you,
he, he will gird himself, and them, he will makeh recline in front of his table, and will come
before them and serve thefn.’

Weil was convinced that she had to remain in sarcluncomfortable attitude — in her
own words — in obedience to God, to the Christ whohe truth. Due to her stress on this
immobility, which | interpreted as an expressiorhef intellectual probity, | assumed that Weill
would restrict herself to a kind of ‘negative thegy’ and ‘negative philosophy’. In other
words, | initially thought that her critical attde would, above all things, negate and
deconstruct truth-claims, for the sake of the triytt, | was wrong, as it soon appeared and it is
this realisation that has led to the title of mgdis. Hethupomoneat first sight, does not seem
to differ from the biblical endurance or patiend® been hupomoneas it is understood in
Christianity, is to endure suffering and evil, avé, faith and the hope of redemption. The grace
of God, in the forms of strength and consolatiord the mutual support of fellow-beings make
this endurance possible. The very fact that Weédreeto biblical passages gives the impression
that hethupomonéhas the same meaning. However, her concejppbmoneas | will show, is
based on the negation of the Christian hope andepinof redemption or salvation. Weil's
hupomoneis, indeed, dependent on particular views of maeh @od, which are quite rare in
Christian theologies and doxologiebsler ideas, however, can be found back in the mgtiof
‘mystics’, the so-called ‘quietists’ and variousd®ihist and Hindu philosophies. In any case, |

realised that Weil'swupomonewas far from being an unequivocal, harmless cansigge its

® Ibid., p. 66.

4 Simone Weil,Pensées Sans Ordre Concernant I’Amour de MiRaris: Gallimard, 1962), p.
145. This is my translation of Weil's own transtetifrom the Greek text. See Lk 12: 36-37.

®> | use ‘man’ as a gender neutral noun, to refearlg human being, as Weil does in her

writings. | also use ‘He’ to refer to God withoutplying that God is male.



moral implications — for man’s self-understandimgl actions — are drastic. Her views of man
and God are not exactly the results of any kindm$temic scepticism.

Weil’s central claim is that the man who saysaeel God, truly does so if he loves the
Necessity that constitutes the universal orderedwl] she conceives Necessity as the perfectly
obedient servant of God, nothing else than theafitbod or the divine order that rules matter.
The love for Necessity (the Stdiatum) is facilitated through theeautyof the universe. The
latter — matter without discernment and intentioms-beautiful precisely because it can do
nothing else than ‘letting’ itself be governed bgddssity. Hence, the beauty of the universe is
the reflection of the wisdom of Necessity (and led Master). The one who has thmor fati
(literally: love of fate) is able to love events they happen and does not wish that they were
different, and is therefore able to see the bethdy the indifferent mechanism imprints in
matter. The conception of tteamor fatias inseparable from the love for God also imptieg
the atheist who is capable of thenor fatiis very close to God, even if he does not think in
these terms. Weil'hhupomonenot only presumes thamor fati but goes even further by
claiming that man needs to become as beautifuh@snaterial universe. In other words, man
has to become as obedient and passive as matterldves God. Obedience to necessity —
natural or supernatural — is the love for God. Megsis is that Weil's assertions about the
‘essence’ of God and the end of man are far fromgoself-evident and non-problematic.
Hence, | question whether heupomoneshould indeed be the attitude of the one who loves
God.

The wisdom and the weakness in Weil's thoughtardy become clear — as | see it — if
one first tries to read her without bias, as fartlas is possible. Though | realise that an
‘objective’ or ‘neutral’ reconstruction is nearlynpossible, it is nevertheless my endeavour to
try to do justice to her by avoiding the applicatiof usual (classical) categories to her ideas.
However, | sometimes have to say more than Wed gaimake some of her ideas clearer. |
deem it important to stress that the reconstruaioner ideas does not mean that | agree with
all that she says, and from time to time, | do &xby express my reservation, especially in the
notes. The first three chapters are, thereforeyealdl, reconstructions of certain core concepts
in Weil, while the last one is of a more criticaltare since | will there show where and why |
distance myself from her. The first chapter ‘Godl &rovidential Necessity’ examines Weil's
concepts of God and of Necessity, thereby tryingrtderstand how and why the love for God
is also the love for necessity. The intimate relaghip between God and Necessity also means
an intimate relationship between God and misfort{(sudfering and evil). Hence, | will show
how misfortune, for Weil, is a mode of God's presenAlso, the presence of God in the

beautiful universe, religions and arts as wellragarious gods (incarnations) is dealt with. The



following chapter ‘The misery of human existenaatdses on Weil's conception of man and of
his end. It also examines the implications of drpaivading necessity for human life and how
to live with them. The absolute duty to give onleige exclusively to the (transcendent) good
becomes clear in Weil's warning about the dangehefgreat social beasts.

The conceptén hupomorieis the theme of the third part, where the coostie
dimensions of the attitude are reconstructed. Tuerying relationship between man and God,
which makeshupomonea normative (hence, not optional) attitude, is neixed. This
relationship also explains Weil's conception of thediverance (or purification) from evil and
the role of attention in this process. The sameceonwith purity is to be found back in her
concept of pure love (or knowledge) of God. | wilow what it means to imitate the patience or
passivity of matter. Finally, Job is reread asghesonification of the one who én hupomone
In the last chapter ‘Unnecessary burdens: the enoblwith Weil's concept of Love,’ |
explicitly attempt to answer the question of whethenor fati or love for fate — with its
implications for the human creature — is indeedemguuisite for, or even is, the love for God. |
will show that Weil'shupomonga biblical term, actually presumes a differentr(iiblical)
concept of grace (or divine gifts), and therefooaaeives hope and consolation as harmful. |
argue that Weil's conceptions of God and of marsygmee and imply a great distance between
human and divine loves, and therefore do not dticrigo the human experience of love that
can transcend itself. If the nature of love isdnd to participate in the life of the other, and if
God is Love itself, then the human love for God ebhtdemands a self-annihilation is highly
questionable. | contend that Weillmipomone with its prerequisites and demands, lays an
unnecessary, heavy and even unjust, burden on snasking from him an inhuman kind of

love, namely to refuse to be loved.



Chapter |
God and Providential Necessity

Introduction

Simone Weil, in one of her letters to Father Perdays to know with the ‘certainty of
experience’ that God is merciftiAt the same time, the misery of human existencegukes all
her writings. Suffering and misfortune, inflicte¢ the mechanism of necessity, characterise
human life. And yet, according to Weil, we needawe the harshness of this necessity, ‘that is
like a double-faced medal, the face turned towasibeing domination, the other face turned
towards God being obedience. [...] We have to thao#l @®ith all our heart for having given to
us as absolute sovereign necessity, his mad diind, and perfectly obedient.The love for
God implies the love for Necessity. This is quiteagiginal way of dealing with the problem of
theodicy, of reconciling the love or mercy of Godhnevil and suffering in the world. Marcion
has been called a heretic in his struggle to dor'be. Stoics called for indifference for things
that are no virtue or vice, which include sufferamgd misfortune. The arguments of original sin
and of the free human will are also used to trgxplain or even justify this human reality.
Another way of dealing with this problem is to negthe reality of the physical world, and to
‘look beyond the realm of appearances.” Throughdbnceived intimate relation between God
and His Necessity, and hence between Godeardythingthat exists or happens, Weil is able
avoid paradoxes or dualismit is no longer a question of love spite ofevil, presence of God
in spite ofmisfortune but necessity with its suffering andsfmitune are actually wonderful
divine devices' It must, however, be said that Weil's theology diot go without wavering,
without struggle and without doubt. There is somes a conflict between her steadfast
intellectual reasoning and her compassion. Theqaerpf this chapter is to explore the intimate
relation between God and Necessity, thereby uralatstg why, for Weil, the love for God
necessarily means the love for a harsh necessitijl. try to reconstruct the implications of this
intimate relationship for her understanding of Fdemnce, misfortune and of divine revelations

(or incarnations).

! Simone Weil Attente de Die(Paris: La Colombe, 1950), p. 69.

2 Simone Weil,Pensées Sans Ordre Concernant I’Amour de DiRaris: Gallimard, 1962), p.
111.

3 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 79;Pensées Sans Ordne. 114.

* Weil, Attente de Dieup. 120.



I. Perfection and the Impersonal God

The true God, for Weil, is the God conceived asigihty, but who does not command
everywhere where He has the power, ‘for, He isilblieaven, or hidden down here&nd here
on earth, it is Necessity, the perfect servant ofl, Gvhich is sovereign. According to Weil, the
mechanism of necessity is present in everythingmatter, animals and souls. Matter, the
substance of the universe and of human creatwds, €ssence unlimitédThe limits proceed
from God who imprints beauty in it. Matter is adtyaomething extraordinary since it is not
spirit, not God and yet it is through matter that are creaturésNecessity ensures that the
beautiful sea sometimes engulfs ships and livesiolild seem that necessity, therefore, is a
blind mechanism, ‘that takes no spiritual perfettin consideration, tosses men continually
about, throws some at the foot of the Crdsbklowever, according to Weil, this apparent
blindness becomes compleatbediencelove, if we ‘carry our heart out of ourselves, out ot
universe [....] to where our Father TsNecessity’s indiscriminate ruling is actually therfect
reflection of the indiscriminate ruling of God. Bhindifference, non-preference or non-
intervention of God is what constitutes the peitectof God. Matter is beautiful precisely
because it can only be passive and obedient towkodmoulds it. As Weil says, ‘the beauty of
the world appears when one recognises necessittheasubstance of the universe, and
obedience to the perfectly wise Love as the substaf necessity. This universe of which we
are a fragment has no other being than being obiederhe perfect obedience of necessity that
is without discernment and without the capacity dboice, flawlessly mirrors the will of God.
And this is why it needs to be loved by those wdwelits Mastet! Weil uses the old metaphor
of the sun for God, to stress (its) Hnsliscriminatedistribution of (light) Light. This complete
impartiality, according to her, is the very subs&mf the perfection of the heavenly Father,
reflected in necessifﬁ.ln other words, ‘God is love and nature is nedgsbut this necessity,

through obedience, is a mirror of lov@a.’

® Ibid., p. 130.

® Simone WeilCahiers Il (Paris: Plon, 1953), p. 398.
" Ibid., p. 397.

& Weil, Attente de Dieup. 107.

° Ibid., p. 112.

% \Weil, Pensées Sans Ordne. 112.
" n other words, thamor fati
12 \Weil, Attente de Dieup. 79.
13 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordne. 124.



Weil refers to a passage in Matthew that saysoilmecthe sons of your Father, the one
of heaven, because he causes his sun to rise drathand the good, and sends his rain on the
righteous and the unrighteod$.She thereafter explains that though God, in Qhrigy, is
seen as a person, Christ in this passage convegseall the image of God as an impersonal
order. [...] This impersonal and divine order of Un@verse has, among us, as image justice,
truth and beauty"® If Weil did not distinguish between the naturabiaupernatural, between
‘down here’ and heaven, one might nearly conclindé she shares the naturalist pantheism of
the Stoics. Furthermore, while ‘God is all’ — whican also sound like pantheism — he is not all
as personsays Weil. ‘As person he is nothirf§.To become nothing, therefore, is to become
like God homoiosis Thedi Weil explicitly borrows these words from Plataseaetetud’ In
this sense, God is simultaneously personal andrsopal. Weil explains that while a beautiful
work of art does have an author, its beauty liggsiimitation of the anonymous divine art. All
beautiful works of art share the same anonymitye hther concludes that the impersonal
beauty of the world proves that ‘God is at samestparsonal and impersonal, and neither the
one nor the other? Weil points at the shortcomings of the conceptspa’ and of personalism
in general? The latter — as Weil seems to have understooditributes to each human being a
unique metaphysical personality that is permanent andestructible in whatever

circumstance& She, on the other hand, held that necessity gastiee human personality,

4 Simone Weil Ecrits de Londres et derniéres lettr@aris: Gallimard, 1957), p. 43. This is
Weil’'s own translation of Mt 5: 44-48.

> Weil, Ecrits de Londrespp. 43-4.

18 Weil, Cahiers Il p. 232.

7 Ibid.

'8 Simone WeilLa Pesanteur et la Grag@aris: Plon, 1948), p. 150.

19 Weil, Ecrits de Londrespp. 11-12. See also Eric O. Springsted, ‘BeytredRersonal: Weil's
Critique of Maritain’ in Harvard Theological Reviewd8 (2005), pp 209-218; Christopher
Hamilton, ‘Simone Weil's “Human Personality”: Betexe the Personal and the Impersonal’ in
Harvard Theological Reviev®8 (2005), pp 187-207.

20 According to Hamilton and Springsted, Weil crities personalism for not understanding
human suffering. Hamilton further notes that thelyem that Weil also saw was that ‘no one,
in real dealings with human beings, can actualliebe this [that the personality of someone is
indestructible]. The philosophy does not captupeager understanding of what we all know to
be the case: that a human being can be spiritdayroyed, that his soul can be killed, even as
he lives.’” Hamilton, ‘Simone Weil's “Human Persoitgl, p. 188. Hamilton clearly bases

himself on Weil'sEcrits de Londresin which she says that ‘if the human person amisone]



making him or her a thing. If necessity does naitrdy it, it ought to be voluntarily destroyed
as a sign of obedience and renunciation. This @nprsonality of a person is also his or her
‘me’ that has to be given up to G&dTo become like God is to share in the divine irspeal
perfection.

The love of the Samaritan exemplifies sucpeafection orpure love because it ‘is
completely anonymous and hence completely univéisél does not take into account the
personal characteristics of the dying man. It isuaconditional love that is independent of
personal preferences. Even friendship, accordingvédl, ‘is only pure if it is, so to speak,
surrounded everywhere by a compact envelope offémeice that maintains a distanéelt is
a disinterested friendship that ensures that tleefti@nds do not possess or try to master each
other. Weil refers to Matthew’s parable of the eleth hour workers to illustrate the in-
different, non-acting Gotf. The eleventh hour workers surprisingly get the esaalary as the
ones who have been working a whole day. The wonkéis have been bearing the heat and
labour of the whole day do not expect such retiflouand hence, are not very happy about the
generosity of the owner of the vineyardt is interesting to read Weil's exegesis of theventh
hour vineyard workers: [....] If one pays a bit dfemtion [one sees that the vineyard owner]
pays but one salary because he possesses butlane lda does not have any chande..]
The moment does not count; neither the quantitytierquality of the work in the vineyard is
taken into account?® To be like this owner, means being just in theesavay as God is just.
One should recall that Weil experienced the suiferof peasants and factory workers.

‘Common utilitarian justice’ that is based on ‘ntepays the labourer according to what he

was what is sacred to me, then | could easily gdugeeyes out. Once blind, he would be a
human person exactly like before. | would not heaueched the human person in him at all. |
would have just destroyed his eyes.’ WEityits de Londrespp. 11-12.

2L Weil, Attente de Dieup. 225 ;Pensées Sans Ordre. 115.

?2\Weil, Attente de Dieup. 80.

2 |bid., p. 81.

4 \Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 114.

Mt 20:1-16

% Simone Weil,L’Enracinement(Paris: Gallimard, 1949), p. 333. My italics. Arteahative
reading is that God does take this into accountdmsgite the differencée still gives the same
salary because everyone, in this case, needdivetorhe parable, it can be argued, stresses the
mercy of God who gives bread (in the material gridtsal senses) even if one has not earned
it.



produceg! No one sees the fact that he has been waitingimte be hired and that he cannot
live on less than a given salary. To be perfeat likod means being just, according to a

supernatural standard of mercy and not one of cezaty.

II. Impersonal Providence

An in-different God implies a particular concept Bfovidence, which differs from the
‘common’ one that sees the hand of God in the eoofshistory or in the lives of individual
human beings. Weil is highly critical of beliefsanProvidence that saves particular individuals
for a particular purpose. The same calamity kiks one and spares the other. As we have seen
above, necessity ison-intentionaland hence it is not an intentional act of Provigdethat the
one be saved while the other has to die. ‘My Gog God, why have you abandoned me?’ is,
for Weil, the cry of every unfortunate nailed tetBross® Does it really mean that God is
absent and has indeed abandoned His human créattseemsso cruel to give birth to a child
to subsequently abandon him or her in the dedettieamercy of the elements and wild beasts.
Unless, of course, the elements and the beastsoarehow related to God. Man lives in the
grip of necessity but this very necessity only dedsat God wills. There is, in Weil's
conception, indeed no space for a reality thataswilled by God. Why should God then
intervene? He cannot contradict Himself. The oxfghe world is fixed and invariable, since it
proceeds from, or rathas the eternal, unchangeable Wisdom. This excludgstamporal
intervention of God since temporality is contravydternal’. Hence, ‘divine Providence is not a
change, an anomaly in the order of the wdtld the order of the world itselOr rather it is the
ordering principle of this universet is the eternal Wisdom, unique, extended thhoug the
whole universe in a sovereign network of relatidist is not surprising that Weil considers the
conception of personal Providence as ‘absurd’ &edbelief in the ‘particular intervention of

»30

God for particular ends [as] incompatible with trfagth.”” ‘True faith’ consists in being

‘certain that the universia its totality conforms to the will of God not only in the firsénse,

2" Weil narrates how difficult it was for her, as fiay worker, to produce the required quantity.
The fact that she was ill or weak was not takeo atcount. She was just fired, which meant no
money and hence no food.

) Mk 15: 34; Ps 22: 2.

9 Weil, LEnracinementp. 358. My italics.

¥ |bid., p. 355.

10



but also in the second, that is, in this univethe, good wins from evil! As for particular
things and beings, they consist of a mixture ofcgand evil.

The image of divine Providence as the eternal raxdeprinciple of the universe is,
according to Well, to be found in the sacred tett€hina, India, Greece, and in the Gosﬁéls.
Weil’'s concept olamor fatiis, in the end, based on the Stoic understandifigi® as thdogos
an intelligent force (or in some writings, breafHife), that proceeds with order and extends his
providence on all beings. Weil accuses the Romadsitze Israelites for having corrupted this
old concept of Providence by making God becomedm&h owner who owns many slaves and
properties® In the ‘Roman conception of God’ — as Weil sees@od violates the order of the
world to exercise influence on the law of causaditythat the desired effects may be produced.
This (‘Roman’ or ‘Jewish’) conception fails to céder ‘the absence and non-action of God
down here® Hence, it is no less absurd to state that a feiriscthe effect of a particular
willing of God® Just as ‘false’ is the idea of providential higtowhereby history is conceived
as a ‘governed continuity.” Weil sees it as a ‘loaibn of contraries’, ‘to seek harmony in the
becoming, in what is the contrary of eternityHistory is constituted by base and cruel acts
mixed with a bit of purity’ Hence, it is vain to try to discern the governtdgnd of God in
history. The only thing that a so-called ‘providahtmechanism’ does is to mix ‘a bit of
genuine grandeur with lots of false grandétirThis ‘operation’ is not purposeful but is
unintentional, indifferent and impersonal.

Weil asserts that the ‘notion of an impersonal Rience, and in this sense nearly
analogous to a mechanism, is also to be foundhnGospels]*® As usual, she refers to the
passage in Matthew, which points out how God cahbégesun to rise on the bad and the good,
and sends rain on the righteous and the unrighteowsipport her claim. Hence, no event is a

special favour of GodGraceis a kind of exception to this mechanical law, dmeh again, not

* |bid., p. 341. My italics.

%2 |bid.

# |bid., p. 352; WeilLa Pesanteur et la Grace. 166.

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 166.

% Weil defines a miracle as a physical phenomenantihppens when the soul abandons itself
completely to the good or to evil. The only thitgt we can say is that ‘[...] all that happens,
without any exception, conforms to the will of Gasl Creator.” Weill.’Enracinementp. 335.

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 169.

" Weil, LEnracinementp. 293.

% |bid.

¥ |bid., p. 330. Mt 5: 45.

11



completely. The exception lies in the fact that Gedpondsto the prayers of the one who
desires perfectioff. But at the same time, even grace is nearly mechhirimpersonal. Weil
refers to the biblical parables to compare graceetls that are sown everywhere, in everyone.
Whether they grow into trees that bear fruits delgsean the ones who have received grace. ‘The
non-intervention of God in the operation of gra&expressed as clearly as possible [in Mark 4:
26].** One could speak of ‘supernatural mechanism’, enséinse, that Gazhnnotrefuse pure
good to pure desif®. Through this supernatural law, the ome hupomoneulls or attracts
grace while the one who turns away from God giviesshlf up to the law of gravit{? Hence,
even in the case of grace, there is no activevietdion of God. Yet, Weil mentions often
enough that she ‘cannot help’ saying or doing drdwing certain things. She believed that she
had to follow these impulses as obedience to Godl. iAdeed, Weil says that ‘there is but one
case where it is legitimate to speak of particudlting of God [....] God as source of

inspiration.** She also thought that it was a mystery.

[1l. Misfortune as distance and mode of Presence

A non-intentional Providence or Necessity implieattevents do not have meaning or purpose
towards a certain end. This means that sufferimgraisfortune halheu) do not have meaning
and hence should not be explained. This is an gakefement in Weil's thought, which she
repeatedly and unceasingly stresSesccording to her, ‘suffering, death, torture, kithds of

evil are not surprising since nature is subjectethé blind play of mechanical necessities. But

what is surprising is that God has given to misfoet the power to seize the very soul of

“0Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 114.

“1 Weil, L’Enracinementp. 332.

“2 |bid.

3 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 112.

4 Weil, L’Enracinementp. 357.

|t is therefore highly remarkable that Eric Spetegl can say that ‘if this necessity cannot be
called friendly, it is at least useful for man'kiteg his proper place in the world.” Eric O.
SpringstedChristus Mediator: Platonic Mediation in the Thougsf Simone Wei{California:
Scholars Press Chico, 1983), p. 79; ‘Because @dfticshows us that there is no final good in
this world it can have a use and even be a blesdhlid., p. 83; ‘Weil therefore can find a
purpose and use for affliction, through grace inclwiGod comes and touches the soul of the
afflicted.’ Ibid., p. 85.

12



innocents and to take hold of it as sovereign ma&t@his passage shows her struggle between
her compassion for the ones who are crushed byortusie and her belief that God has to be
loved through all evil that happens, ‘becausetat happens is real and that behind all reality
there is God® Misfortune is not simple suffering, though relatedit. As Weil explains,
‘misfortune is a more or less mitigated equivaleitieath.*® According to her, a physical pain
leaves no trace in the soul, whereas an unceasifgring becomes a misfortune by marking
the soul for the rest of its life. ‘There is midione if the event has seized a life and has
uprooted it, has hit it directly or indirectly irll ats parts, social, psychological, physic&l.’
Misfortune is ‘indifferent, and it is the cold dii$ indifference, this metallic cold, which chills
till the very depth of the soul all those thatdtithes. They will never find back warmth. They
will never ever believe that they are somedfieThey become things by losing their
‘personalities’. There are several (traditional)ys/do respond to the problem of theodicy: the
disobedience of the first man (Adam), punishmerther'argument’ of the contingency of man
and hence of his mortality. Weil responds in sevweeys to the problem that she, at times, sees
as a problem and at other times (seemingly) ndiyreguffering and the exposure to misfortune
namely belong to the created. Only the uncreatetbisexposed to misfortune. Weil further
explains that the ‘three faces of our being areagbrexposed to it. [] our flesh is fragile [...]
our soul is vulnerable [...] our social person is@sexl to hazards”

According to Weil, creation itself — and not orthe Passion of Christ — was an act of
abnegation, of humiliation for God. Mathematicadlyeaking, God is greater than the sum of
God plus human creatures. Indeed, for Weil, creatare mediocre beings who are a mixture of
nothingness and a bit of divine purity (Good). ‘Bseator, God empties himself of his divinity
[...]- He submits himself to necessity. [....] His loweaintains in existence, in a free and
autonomous existence, beings other than Binft’ is out of lovethat God abandons these
creatures to misfortune and sin. For, if He woult abandon them, they would not be since His
presence (the Good) burns and destroys evil. Gddraghat purifies can be retraced back to
‘ancient’ religions. The God of Moses also revdataself in a burning bush. Weil does stress

that Moses was brought up in Egyptian wisdom. Sheceeds in selecting the most

6 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 101.

" Weil, Pensées Sans Ordne. 37.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 99.

9 Ibid., p. 100.

*% |bid., p. 108.

L Weil, Pensées Sans Ordnep. 108-9.
*2|bid., p. 35.
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controversial passages of the Bible to paint a wevid (to say the least) picture of what it
means to be struck by the ‘sword’ of GOdence the letter to the Hebrews, ‘for the word of
God is living and active. Sharper than any doullgeel sword, it penetrates even to division of
soul and spirit, joints and marrow; it judges theughts and attitudes of the heattAnd the
famous quote in Matthew: ‘Do not suppose that lehasme to bring peace to the earth. | did
not come to bring peace, but a sw&ﬁﬁimilarly, she refers to Rama, the incarnatiorof,
who ‘went to find [the Sudra], and killed him withis sword. Directly afterwards, the soul of
the dead appeared to him and fell to his feet,kingnhim of the glory that he has conferred to
him through the contact with this blessed swdtdlhe contact with God kills. We can only
exist because there is screen between us and Gediéstruction of this screen — the universe
in which we live, of which we are a fragment — me#mat all becomes the Good, God without
creation’’

The ‘protective’ screen or distance between Gadl lamman creatures is a key concept
in Weil's theology, (indirectly) enabling her toetoncile’ suffering, misfortune and evil with
the love or goodness of God. ‘One needs to plaa &a@n infinite distance to conceive him
innocent of evil; reciprocally, evil indicates thahe needs to place God at an infinite
distance® This distance is a proof of God’s inconceivableeldor us. In the first place, He
creates beings that are so distant from him ancedfter, He has talescenda very long
distance towards them. As Weil puts it, ‘the loggrioportional to the distanc&.The Cross or
‘what has been made a curse’ is the farthest frad &d yet, there, in the abyss of suffering,
God is nearly perfectly present through His abséhtre other words, the experienced absence
of God is a prerequisite for the mystical unionha@od. This is the mystical language that Weil

uses to try to explain the ‘purity, perfection, pitade,” of the Cros&: It is also the language

>3 |bid., p. 141.

> Heb 4: 12-13. For quotes from the bible, | havedenase of several English translations
thanks to the online resourbétp://biblos.com/as well as Nestle-Alandyovum Testamentum
Graece(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) and lean& Bible (Paris: Alliance Biblique
Universelle, 2001).

®Mt 10: 34.

5 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 140.

*|bid., p. 111.

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Gragce. 112.

9 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 36.
% Weil, Attente de Dieupp. 106, 110.
®L Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 36.
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used by John of the Cross, which Weil literally doars when she says that the supreme dark
night, an agony, is needed for absolute pifitfhe experienced absence of God is the dark
night that destroys the ‘person’ or ‘I' (evil) dfi¢ unfortunate completely, creating total space
for the incarnation of Gotf. Weil holds that ‘wherever there is misfortune,réhis the Cross,
hidden, but present to whoever chooses truth rathan lie and love rather than hate.
Misfortune so conceived is a form of Redemption andhode of Divine Presencd he
unfortunate who continues to love through the $#@sand yetunreal evil, goes through the
agony of the dark night or the absence of God riallff touch something that is no longer
misfortune. It is nothing sensible since the higliesality, God, is not sensible.

Misfortune, especially extreme misfortune, impliles loss of personal existence and is
therefore the way for the incarnation, or totalserece of God in the unfortunate. According to
Weil, pure joy and pure misfortune, in the sensgogfwithout dissatisfaction and misfortune
without consolation, are the ‘only two keys throughich one enters the pure land [...] of the
real.® The concept of redemptory or purifying pain orfetifig can be found in various
religions, including Christianity. Yet, Weil goesen further by claiming that misfortune is the
touch of the love of God. As we saw above, misfwetis only possible because everything is
governed by the non-intentional, blind necessitet, Ynecessity is nothing else but pure
obedience to God. This logically implies that tbadh of necessity is the touch of God, in joy
or suffering. Weil says that the face of love candiscerned in misfortune if one accepts to see
misfortune face to face. She uses several metapbaggplain how misfortune is a touch of
Love. One is the affectionate quarrel between kvirough which they confirm the profundity
of their love®® The other one, which is the most often used by isethe two modes of God’s
touch. Joy is the gentleness of the contact wihldlve of God while ‘misfortune is the wound
of this same contact® She argues that the modality — painful or not esdeot matter as long as
the presence is experienced. Misfortune is, in Wegy, the surest sign of God’'s existence,
because it cannot be confused with anything elsg. an the other hand, can be earthly. The
‘why’ of the unfortunate, however, has no othervegrsthan silence. As Weil says, ‘silence is
the word of God [...] Christ is the silence of G6d.’

%2 |bid., p. 81.

%3 |bid., p. 88.

® Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 83.
® |bid., p. 123.

% Weil, Attente de Dieup. 70.

" Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 129.
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IV. God and Beauty

Pain, suffering and misfortune are inflicted by threler of the world, which is, as we saw
above, nothing else than divine providence. HeMdéei] says that ‘each time that we undergo
pain, we can say to ourselves with truth that ésuhiverse, the order of the world, the beauty of
the world, the obedience of the creation to God #émders into our body. From then onwards
how would we not bless with the most tender grdétthe Love that sends us this gfftZhe
material universe, as a whole, has as substan@ssigcwhile obedience to the perfectly wise
Love is the substance of neces§ityThis essential consciousness, Weil asserts, is the
prerequisite to see the beauty of the world. Oe bas to experience necessity in one’s own
flesh, like Job, to see the beauty of the wéti@ne can then see that the universal order is pure
obedience to Love and therefore, can only be biehudill genuine beauty can only be divine.
According to Weil, ‘there is nothing pure down henecept the sacred objects and texts, the
beauty of nature [...] and to a lesser degree, hume#mgs in whom God lives and works of art
that are the products of divine inspiratiéhTo this list, one can adstiencethat has as object
‘the study and the theoretical construction of dnger of the world. The order of the world in
relation to the mental, psychological and corpstalcture of man’® Astrology, ‘transcendent’
alchemy and Greek geometry constituted ‘a symbaliguage concerning religious truths.” For
instance, ‘the rectangular triangle in a circléhis image of the supernatural mediation between
God and man’® The beauty of the arts and science reflects thatgef the universe since only
the totality (whole) of the universe is perfectly good and leebeautiful. Everythingn the
universe is mixed with evil, hence beautiful by lags.

Weil argues that the ‘beauty of the world is ngéne only way through which one can

allow God to penetrate [daily human live§|By saying this, she refers to her context and time

% Weil, Attente de Dieup. 116.

% Weil distinguishes between the universe as a whntkthe things that livim the universe.
The sum of these things is not the same as thesrggiv The Universal Beauty is perhaps best
understood as a Platonic Form in which the padisuparticipate.

"OWeil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 112.

™ bid., p. 16.

2\Weil, Attente de Dieup. 160.

3 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 61.

" Weil, Attente de Dieup. 151. The full quote is: ‘And yet, in our epoahthe countries of the
white race, the beauty of the world is nearly the/avay through which one can allow God to

penetrate.’
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where the love for religions and compassion (loveféllow beings) had lost their meanings,
while the sentiment of the beautiful, however natél, still remained in man.For Weil,
beauty is not an attribute of matter itself butdiselation of the world to our sensibility, this
sensibility that depends on the structure of outybend our soul’® But since the body and soul
are subjected to gravity, it does imply that noérgene can ‘see’ this beauty. Only the ones
who have ‘faith that the universe is beautiful bilevels’ can experience this divine beadty.
‘The artist, thesavant the thinker, the contemplator must, to really adnthe universe, see
through [the] film of unreality that veils it andakes it for nearly all men at nearly all times of
their life, a dream or a theatre scenéfyret, she says that the beauty of the world isetsgest
and most natural way to God. The beautiful is #& presence of God in matféHence, Weil
can say that the universe is the body of &®he points at the strange absence of the concept
of universal beauty in the Christian tradition, igHin Antiquity, the beauty of the world had an
important place in thoughts and enveloped the elifie with a wonderful poetry** The only
(New Testament) biblical passages where the bezfutlye world is mentioned — says Weil —
are the ones of the lilies that grow without lahdbe birds that are fed without sowing and the
indiscriminate rain and sutfi.For Weil, it is the perfect obedience of matterickhconstitutes
the beauty of the univer&&The latter ‘[...] is a finality that contains no endl beautiful thing
contains no good, besides itself, in its totality,it appears to u&'The pure things have to be
loved for theirbeautyand arémplicit ways to love Go&’

Human beings are ‘to a lesser degree’ pure pigdigeause they do not obey Love as
matter does. This is also the reason why theirymtzdof art or science are relatively, and not
completely, beautiful and sometimes ‘perverse’. Dhiger paradox is beautiful art from men

who are ‘not enlightened by God.” According to Wélley obey without knowin®. The same

% |bid., p. 152.

® |bid., p. 153.

" bid., p. 154.

8 |bid., p. 161.

" Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 152.

8 Weil, Cahiers Il p. 277.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 149.

82 Mt 6: 24-34; Mt 5: 44-48.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 155;La Pesanteur et la Grace. 114.
8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 155. Weil quotes Kant.
% See chapters Il and Il

% Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 114.
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criterion of beauty (or perfection) plays a rolehier judgement of literature and of holy texts of
various religions, including Christianity. But obarse, for Weil, ‘nothing surpasses Pldtoin
one of her autobiographical letters, she says‘dfigtr this [her being taken by Christ] | felt that
Plato was a mystic, that all the lliad is filledtviChristian light [...] that Dionysius and Osiris
are in a certain way the Christ himself. [ ...] | wasapable of thinking of him [Christ] without
conceiving him as God. [...] | read the Bhagavad-(ita] these wonderful words with such a
Christian tone, put in the mouth of an incarnatiérGod.®® The Old Testament, on the other
hand, did not deserve the status of ‘sacred textabse of the ‘narratives full of merciless
cruelties.®® The source of the beauty of the lliad, for examslehat the poet has sufficiently
loved God. Weil claims that only the one who hasammor fati that is, can love necessity as
the touch of God, can see the beauty of the urévéisis beauty is the reflection of the love of
God or of the extent to which there is a union wifitis love. Not only does she say to be able to
see the beauty of the universe, but she also heegriterion of beauty tassesgeligions and
texts. An obvious concern is whether what she dgpees as beautiful is also beautiful for
someone else. In other words, Weil's judgemenkeratbe question of whether her norm is a

universal one that can be shared by others.

V. God and the gods

God is impersonal and personal, says Weil. Whike identifies the impersonal God with the
divine order of the universe or with justice, trathd beauty, she discerns the personal God in
various mythical figure® Hence, Brahmain the Gita is impersonal God while Vishnu or Hari,
incarnated in Krishna, [is] personal G34.In the case of Judaism, she cannot accept all the
revelations in the Old Testament as being divineilVéxpresses her difficulty to see the
‘Jehovah of the Bible and the Father invoked in @espel as the same and one belfhg.’
According to her, Christianity has become corrugtedugh the influence of the Old Testament
and of the Roman Empire. She argues that both ddoogver and hence disregarded that
(supernatural) justice is to refuse to use the paha&t one has. All the cruelties, Inquisition,

crusades and extermination of heretics by the RoMatholic Church are hence to be

8 |bid., p. 66.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 46.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 63.

% | use ‘myth’ in the correct sense of ‘story’ armt derogatively.
%L Weil, Cahiers I| p. 429.

9 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 64.
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explained® The God of Israel makes temporal promises, integein history and gives
commandments to destroy peoples in order to cortjearlands. The Hebrews, says Weil, got
‘a carnal and collective God’, a ‘tribal Go#.'This remark should not surprise us if we
remember that Weil's God is one who is indiffer@mpartial) and non-active as far as this
world is concerned. It is a God in Heaven. Weirogghes the Hebrews for not having accepted
‘the Egyptian revelation’ and states that in thed Qlestament, ‘only Abel, Enoch, Noah,
Melchisedech, Job and Daniel are pure. [...] Isaihthie first who brings pure light”
According to Weil, the essential knowledge conaggnod is that God is the Good while all
the rest is secondary. The conclusion of her kibkxegesis is that the Hebrews before Moses
only knew God as ‘almighty’. ‘“To know divinity onlgs power and not as good, is idolatry, and
it does not matter whether there is one God orrséii8 It is Moses, according to Weil, who —
thanks to his instruction in ‘Egyptian wisdom’ —noeived of God as one who imposes
commandments of a moral order and ‘defined Godeisgh® She, however, carries on to
argue that the ‘Good is above Being and God isthed before being what i€’

Condemning the Hebrews along with their God onathe hand, Weil is full admiration
and approval for the Books, the Gods and the mlgypeoples of ancient Egypt, Greece, India
and China. According to her, ‘the Taoist texts lohe, anterior to the Christian era [...] contain
thoughts identical to those of the profoundest ggss of Christian mystics.” And this
knowledge is the conception of divine action asigea non acting actiori? She points at the
resemblance between the Hindu texts and the thafghistics such as John of the Cross and
Suso. Both deal with the ‘nothing’, ‘nothingnedsie negative knowledge of God and ‘the state
of total union of the soul with God® The Greeks, according to Weil, knew that ‘God was
love,” expressed, for instance, ‘in Cleanthes’ hyngeus.101 As a great lover of ancient
Greece, Weil had to, however, deal with the faat the Greek gods were not exactly models of
virtuosity. ‘[...] in the lliad, they were all demaat, except Zeus. But the Greeks did not take

their gods seriously. In the lliad they were corhioterludes, like the clowns in Shakespeare.

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 167.
* |bid., pp. 166-7.

% |bid., p. 166.

% Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 48.

" Ibid.

% |bid., p. 49.

% Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 59.

190 1bid.
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While the Jews on the other hand took Jehovah seripusly.'” Referring regularly to the
Egyptian ‘Book of the Dead’, she says that the HEgys had the knowledge of God as the
Good, who also expected the good life from His peophe same book ‘explains salvation as
an assimilation of the soul to God through the gratGod. [...] God is called Osiris, [...] a
God who has lived on earth, in human flesh, doinly good, has suffered passion, is dead, has
become, in the other world, the saviour, the juaiget the sovereign good of soul$’

In her writings on ancient religions and texts,iMpeints at the resemblance between
the life of Osiris, Dionysius and that of Jesusi§hrAll nations have had their Lamb, their
Christ and the saving power of the Cross. The mations and ‘humiliations’ of God are, for
Weil, namely the very essence of God. The natiknew that God, to be loved as pure good,
has to strip away the attribute of power.” ‘The $tais of God was the very object of the
Egyptian mysteries, and also of Greek mysteriegrvtDionysius and Persephone are the
equivalent of Osiris*** Hence, the myth of Zeus narrates that He reveaitedelf in the form
of a slaughtered ram. ‘Prometheus is the Chrissbifnwithout the determination of time and
space; it is the story of the Christ projected ietiernity. [...] He is the redeemer of men. He has
undergone suffering and humiliation [...] out of amcess of love®® To consider the
incarnations of God as nearly ‘necessary’ for Goghinseem surprising if one remembers that
Weil stresses thaon-actionof God. Unless the incarnations also obey cersaipernatural
mechanical laws, just like in the case of graceingathem inseparable from creation. Grace is
the counterweight to the gravity of evil, and tlaious instances of the incarnated God act like
levers against the evil in the world. The figurdsow Weil sees as incarnated Gods are so pure
that the one who looks at theem hupomoneis delivered from a lot of evil, just as the Jews
were delivered from the venomous snakes by loo&ingoses’ bronze snak&.

Weil believes in a ‘Great Revelation’, in one ‘tight that lived in the best minds,
expressed in the mysteries and sects of Egyptcéhfareece, Persia [while] the works of Plato
embody the best expression of this thinkif§And this was before the Roman conquests. It is
from this universal source that ‘Christianity isued [....].The Gnostics, Manicheans, the

Cathars seem to be the only ones to have remadtidut to it. [...] They are the only ones to

192 hid., p. 56.

193 |bid., p. 48.

194 1bid., p. 49.

1% bid., p. 60.

1% Num 21: 4-8. Weil’s particular conception of delfance from evil will be examined more
thoroughly in chapters two and three.

197\eil, Pensées Sans Orgne. 65.
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have escaped the coarseness of mind, the basdnlesarty which the roman domination has
spread in so many territorie€® She reproaches the Jews for having refused thevisdom,
and hence, for not having been able to distinglistween the promises of God and the
promises of the devil. ‘The promises of Yahwehg@él are the same that the devil has made to
Christ [...].** She points at how the Hebrews ‘attributed indisarately to God all that is
extra-natural, diabolical things like divine things].’*'° Yet, Weil herself gives the impression
of attributing everything to God. She is the onewshys that ‘all that exists is equally sustained
in existence by the creating love of GotL.If God would not love so many things, they would
be without existencE? She criticizes Augustine for having called evilatfis good, and says
that ‘the only sin that is not forgiven [...] consish saying that the good, recognised as such,
proceeds from evil'** Weil seemed to have believed that she could gleistinguish between
the real goods and the false goods. There are yafmehny apparent goods [that] are not
genuine goods. For example the virtues of the Rotypa@ or Cornelian type are no virtues at
all.’*** The question that arises is whether Weil's critesf assessment are legitimate. It is

certainly no small thing to claim to discern theamation of God in all kinds of figures.

Conclusion

198 1pid. Hence, Hamilton’s remark that Weil’s ‘synticemanner of working, ransacking other

cultures to find intimations of Christianity in tmé is not completely correct. Hamilton,
‘Simone Weil's “Human Personality”,” p. 195. It #he other way round: Christianity is
evaluated according to this ‘Great Revelation’.

199 bid., p. 50.

19bid., p. 55.

1 \eil, Attente de Dieup. 79.

12 1hid., p. 52.

113 st Augustine says that if a non-believer clottiesse who are naked, refuses to bear false
witness even under torture, etc., he does not eltf @ven if God does good deeds through him.
He also says that the one who is outside the Chamftbeliever or heretic, and who lives well,
is like a good runner on a bad way; the more he wall, the farther he moves away from the
good way. That is social idolatry that has as dbjee Church.” WeilPensées Sans Ordrp.

53.

4 bid., p. 54. The Cornelian type of virtues refarshe virtues that Pierre Corneille seemed to
have admired. Someone like Victor Hugo saw thenhe®ic and optimistic virtues. Glory

(gloire), honour, force of will and self-esteem are progninin Corneille’s plays.
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Misfortune deserves its name because of the imdiffee of necessity that disregards the virtues
and vices of men, crucifying some while sparingeoth Weil's theology converts this apparent
madness into perfect obedience, into beauty, thrdwey conceived intimacy between God and
Necessity. The latter is the perfect servant of @beying and reflecting the indiscriminate will
of its Master. The impartiality of Necessity becantke reflection of the impartiality of God,
making Him an ‘impersonal’ God who favours no olisfortune — not its exterior effects that
are nearly always bad — can hence conceived geas being the ultimate sign of God'’s love
for us. Yet, in Weil's writings, one can see theuggle between her compassion and her
conviction that everything that happemss to be loved because behind everything, there is a
reality of God. At one time, she confesses thatcthrtact with the misfortune of others pains
her so atrociously ‘that the love of God becomessimme time nearly impossible to me. |
would nearly say impossible. To the extent thanlworried about myself. | reassure myself a
little bit by remembering that Christ has cried foyeseeing the horrors of the sacking of
Jerusalem. | hope that he forgives compassiorOn another occasion, she says that ‘one
would be often be tempted to cry tears of bloodhiok how much misfortune crushes the
unfortunates who are incapable of making good uségte But considering things coldly, it is
here not a more pitiful waste than the beauty efvilorld.™*® Here predominates her belief that
the order of the world is beautiful while man ismediocre creature who should de-create
himself. She sometimes even has the tendency tomssfertune as something that is a
‘deserved punishment,’” since all men share in #wvibugh their ignorance, indifference or
crimes'!’ Creation and God together are less than God HinGel is the Fire that purifies,
destroying everything that is not divine and hehaenan creatures exist as long as there is a
screen — the universe — between man and God. Ilis\weology, the natural mechanical laws
have their counterweights in the supernatural leowshich grace and the incarnations of God

nearly ‘obey’.

15 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 72.
18 \weil, Pensées Sans Ordne. 130.
7 bid., p. 107.
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Chapter Il

The misery of human existence

Introduction

In Simone Weil's conception of God, human creatuest as long as that there is a screen —
the universe — between man and God. Yet, the vwdrgtance of the universe is the indifferent
necessity that disregards the virtues and vicaseasf, crucifying some while sparing others. In
Weil's writings, this blindness is actually perfembedience to the impartiality of God. ‘This
universe of which we are a fragment has no othirgbihan being obedient.The universe is
passive, obedient matter in the hands of the Makes.waves of the sea are beautiful precisely
due to their obedience to a certain mechanism, dévrey swallow ships and lives. The fact
that the substance of the universe is indifferemtessity does have implications for the
conception of human existence and of the humarntweaNecessity implies ‘the absence of
finality [...]. Things have causes and no ends. [..i$figrtune forces [one] to feel the absence
of finality with whole one’s soul’Yet, for Weil, misfortune is not what causes humasery

but only reveals it. Human misery, for her, is the very screen thaived man to live a separate
existence from God. In other words, the misery ahrs his very existence as a creature. The
real and true centre lies on the other side ofsttreen and that is why the human creature is
arrogant if he forgets that he is God, or in otiwerds, if he believes that he is someone else
besides God, says WAa&ilGod created us with the freedom to consent toawun de-creation.
God has authorised us to live a separate existeuice: is up to us to refuse this authorisation.
God has given me being so that | may give it backiin.” This anti-humanist conception of
man and of human existence is the core of thistehag life without finality does not mean
passivity but, on the contrary, creativity thatngBorms life into a beautiful poem or parable.
The model for this human creation is the beautthefuniverse — also the model for artists and
poets — and the source for this transformationhissBianity. However, Christianity can only be

incarnated into daily life if it integrates the Btéove for the universe.

! Simone Weil,Pensées Sans Ordre Concernant ’Amour de DRaris: Gallimard, 1962), p.
112.

2 Simone Weil Attente de Die(Paris: La Colombe, 1950), p. 169.

% Simone WeilLa Pesanteur et la Gradggaris: Plon, 1948), p. 83.

4 Simone WeilCahiers I(Paris: Plon, 1951), p. 200.

® Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 48.
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I. Mediocrity of the person and the sacred Impersoal

The most essential truth that human beings woutdirie see is that ‘there is no good down
here. But as soon as one has seen this truth ore¥scd with lies. [...]This knowledge is
deadlier than a sword; it inflicts a death thaglitens more than carnal death. With time it kills
in us what we call mé. ’According to Weil, human beings are mediocre eyibecause they
flee from the ‘truth’ that the Good is not in thisorld and their very existence is futile. They
refuse to see their misery that is the fact thay tban be turned into a despicable mass that
arouses horror rather than pity. The misery andioceity of man implies that he is incapable
of any natural good, but only has the choice between evil angernaturalgood’ This
mediocrity is his fate as @reaturewhose body and soul are governed by necedalgil uses

the metaphor of gravity to explain how all tmatural movements of the soul are governed’ by
laws analogous to material laws. ‘Only grace iseaception. [....] All one calls baseness is a
phenomenon of gravity. ' The tendency to spread the evil inherent in ofiesgkide or the
desire to see another suffer exactly the same thingne does, obeys a certain mechanism of
equilibrium. By doing so, one namely ‘fills emptg®in oneself by creating it in someone
else.? The harm that human beings inflict upon each oheaused by mechanical necessity.
According to her, all human beings carry an animaiure in them, compelling them, for
instance, to attack their mutilated wounded fellmen. She uses the metaphor of the wounded
hen that is pecked by other hens. ‘They can onlyams it [the mechanical necessity]
proportionally to the place that is occupied by geauine supernatural in their souf$Sins are
simply a consequence of human misery, of beingature.

The supernatural is the only thing that is puracred and real. Yet, this is no
legitimising of the oppression or despising of tfegural human being. The obligation towards
the human being is eternal, since it ‘respondsi¢oeternal destiny of the human beitigThe
human being has to be respected because of thedsadnim or her. But this sacred, ‘far from

being the person, [...] is impersonal. [...] All thiatimpersonal in man is sacred, and that

® Weil, Attente de Dieup. 210.

" Simone Weil Ecrits de Londres et derniéres lettr@aris: Gallimard, 1957), pp. 29, 31. Weil
criticises the notion of the supernatural good asraiof supplement to the natural good.

8 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 11.

° Ibid., p. 16.

1%\eil, Attente de Dieu p. 72.

1 Simone Weil L’Enracinemen{Paris: Gallimard, 1949), p. 11.
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only.”** Weil explains that the sacred in science is tmitiile the sacred in art is beauty. Yet,
truth and beauty are ‘impersonal [...], perfectiomipersonal* In trying to understand Weil's
impersonal, one ought to bear in mind that the hub®ing is mediocre, governed by necessity
and can be turned into a miserable mass. This musstess of vulnerability and mediocrity
means that the sacredness of the human being musirishuman and non-contingent. The only
thing that cannot be soiled is the Good, the impeakGood or God, a point in the soul of the
creature, which is hidden from the human being.|\&teesses that ‘the person in us, that is the
part in us of error and sin. All effort of mystibas always aimed at that there be no part in their
soul that says ‘I'** Man does not have being but merely a borrowedisistantial existence

while his being ‘is located behind the curtain,tba side of supernatural.” Theis hidden for

12 \Weil, Ecrits de Londresp. 16. Weil’s criticism of personalism (and otdaes Maritain) has
received quite a bit of attention. However, theoegdnot seem to be agreement on what she
meant with her ‘impersonal’. See Eric Springstdgeyond the Personal: Weil's Critique of
Maritain’ in Harvard Theological Reviewd8 (2005), pp 209-218; Christopher Hamilton,
‘Simone Weil's “Human Personality”: Between the $ral and the Impersonal’ idarvard
Theological Reviewd8 (2005), pp 187-207. Hamilton thinks that tmpersonal to which Weil
refers is a ‘kind of love — a kind of attentionn-the light of which it is possible to see human
beings as sacred.” Hamilton, ‘Simone Weil's “HumRarsonality”,” p. 193. Eric Springsted
stresses that ‘the impersonal is, for Weil, moraliypr to any individual aspects of the human.
That runs against the grain of liberal conceptiohthe human being, including Maritain’s. But
in the end the impersonal may alone be that whidtams our infinite love and concern and
allows us to transcend our own personal aspiratior@der to care for another.” Springsted,
‘Beyond the Personal,” p. 218.

13 Weil, Ecrits de Londresp. 17. Some light might be shed on Weil’'s impaeddy comparing

it with Lyotard’s L'Inhumain The impersonal, in Weil, is in the end then-human Lyotard
notes that ‘Augustine was the first, with Paul,réweal that inner share of the me with this
Other who, in him, is more profound than him. Mprefound in that the me cannot understand
it. At least Augustine had faith that the Otheg tBod of love, only wanted his well-being. [...]
The anguish that | am talking about is another kimah the worry otivisme It resists the
republic and the system, it is more archaic thamthit protects and runs away from, at the
same time, the inhuman stranger that is in us, §og terror”, says Baudelaire.” Jean-Francois
Lyotard, Moralités postmoderne@aris: Galilée, 1993), pp. 182-3. ‘To grant vaiuene but to
what is transcendent, that is, stranger to me isefiywho (that) is not me — and to nothing
else, without any exception.” Simone Wéikhiers Il(Paris: Plon, 1953), p. 205.

“Weil, Ecrits de Londresp. 17.
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me (and for others); is on the side of God....is iBdG. is God (atman)?® Weil's
consciousness that ‘when | am somewhere, | soititeace of heaven and of earth through my
breathing and my heartbeat’ speaks for itfeftod, the absolute pure Good, is the only one
who can love himself. He has created human beiadeve himself through them. It is only
when the human creature becomes nothing (nearlyadqut to the state of non-creation) that
God can love himself through him or Héhis is also the aim of every human being. ‘Onee w
have understood that we are nothing, the aim a#ftdts is to become nothing. It is to this end
that one suffers with acceptatidnis to this end that one agti is to this end that one pray$.’
Necessity is the screen between God and humagsemthat they may exist. It is up
to them ‘to pierce the screen to cease to'bblen ‘participate in the creation of the world by
de-creating’ themselves, leaving God alone witht@autiful univers&’ Weil seems to have
agreed with the Hindu philosophy that ‘pluralitynist, he runs from death to death, the one who
believes seeing plurality in the univerée.Her words that ‘evil is multiple and fragmentaitye
good is one; evil is apparent, the good is mystetifit in with her belief that the only good,
centre and end is the Impersoffdlf only | could disappear, there would be a petfenion of
love between God and the earth where | walk, thetsat | hear [...]% Yet, one should not get
the idea to ‘help’ others disappearing and becomioifping! It is not difficult to (perversely)
conclude that if misfortune is the way to Truthgddhat man should become nothing, one could
contribute towards his de-creation. Anyway, onesdoet harm absolute good or purity since
only the imperfect good can be affected. In thissee Weil's argument can be said to suffer
from the same weakness that she pointed at in mpaism, with its metaphysical person. A
lesser form of perversity is to justify the harmattione inflicts upon others or to appease one’s

conscience by appealing to the ‘laws’ of necessitgt, according to Well, it is worse than

' Weil, Cahiers | p. 200.

'8 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 50.
7 bid., p. 43.

18 |bid.

Y bid., p. 42.

20 |bid.

L Weil, Cahiers | p. 39.

2 |bid., p. 199.

2 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 49.
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murder to push men who are not ready to receivéomime into it, for one kills their soufs.
The obligation towards one’s fellow creature in@actom-passion and for Weil, this is literally
wanting a share in the misfortune of the otheis 1to carry oneself in the other, is to consent to
misfortune, that is, to the destruction of one&8élT he transition from the personal (the person)
to the impersonal (purity, God) is the task of ih@ividual person, and no one else. ‘God has
created our autonomy so that we may have the plitysto give it up out of love. [...] We

should want the preservation of autonomy [facuftfr@e choice] in our fellow creature®.’

II. Universal Beauty and life without finality

‘It is when man sees himself as a squirrel turnimgnd in a circular cage, that, if he does not
lie, he is close to salvatiof”In other words, man is close to truth if he resighat there is no
finality in human existence. The peasant and tletofg worker labours to eat and eats to
labour. The ruling of necessity ensures that thimgg have causes and no ends, hence placing
the real centre outside this woffdAccording to Weil, the essence of created thirsgtibe
‘intermediaries’ or metaxi1?® They are intermediaries for each other, rungs tdsvaod™
Weil states that ‘only the one who loves God witkugernatural love can consider a means as
means only> It is the one whose eyes are enlightened byather fatiwho can see that the
beauty of the universe is the only finality downeéneHe is contented with whole his soul that

things, beings and events are as they should aethby exist and does not wish that they did

24 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 103. See the discussion in Hamilton, ‘Simoneil® “Human
Personality”,’ p. 193. It is highly dubious whethe thought that one kills the soul of someone
else is actually a reason for not doing so if ofghes to.

5 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 134. Weil rejects the notion of rights buttla¢ same time, she
cannot offer a moral (non-metaphysical) groundlfier‘eternal obligation’ that one has towards
one’s fellow creatures. | dare say that, despite ittsufficiency of the concept of (natural)
rights, it is still one that tries to integrate theality of evil or the realisation that man does n
always (to say the least) have the notion of ttésnal obligation.

% |bid., p. 173.

?Weil, La Pesanteur et la Gragce. 179.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 169.

29 Weil, Cahiers | pp. 40, 80, 81. Weil has clearly borrowed Plato&taxu

% 'Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 146.

% |bid., p. 147.
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not exist or should have been differéntThe universe is beautiful like a perfect work art
would be beauitiful. [...] Hence it does not contanything that can constitute an end or a good.
It does not contain any finality, except the undatrbeauty itsel?® Beauty only is good in
itself. The order of the universe is beautiful pgely because of the absence of intention,
through the perfect obedience of matter to nege¥sitn the beauty of the world, necessity
becomes object of love. [...] the sea is not lessutiiedh in our eyes because we know that
ships, sometimes, disappear in it. It is this perfebedience that is its beaufy.If the sea
would modify its movements to spare these shipsyatld be a being of discernment and
choice, and ‘not this perfectly obedient fluid.’

Weil considers the imitation of the beauty of tnarld, that is, perfect obedience, as the
response to the absence of finality. In other wongsare called to abnegate our own will and to
act without intentiori® Beauty can be the only good, the only motivation Human actions.
Weil goes on to argue that the desire for beautya#ly underlies all human actions and other
desires, consciously or unconsciously. Hence, ltthie of power amounts to the same thing as
the desire to establish order among men and ttarmend oneself. [...] This order is desirable
for its effect of the sentiment of the beautiftflFor Weil, order is ‘the first need of the souk th
one that is the closest to its eternal destihyScience has for object, the study and the
theoretical construction of the order of the wdfldHence, scientists long for and seek beauty
without perhaps knowing that they do. Man contirslpseeks beauty, even if he does it in base
ways. ‘Different kinds of vices, the use of drugsthe literal or metaphorical sense, all this
constitutes the search for a state where the besiutye world is perceptiblé® According to
Weil, all the tastes and preferences of men sede @ way to access the beauty of the world.
Human love and friendship relations are also theressions of such a longing. She explains
that the human being experiences the love fortimgs in nature as an incomplete and painful

love, because matter cannot respond. Accordingeto ‘men want to direct this same love

% \Weil, Attente de Dieup. 169.

# |bid., p. 168.

* |bid., p. 170.

* |bid., p. 112.

* |bid., p. 171.

¥ Ibid., p. 158.

¥ Weil, L'Enracinementp. 18.

% ‘The order of the world in relation to the mentpsychological and corporal structure of
man.” Weil,Attente de Dieup. 160.

O Ibid., p. 165.
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towards a being who is their alike, capable of oesliing to this love, to say yes, to give
themselves®

‘Carnal love, in all its forms, from the highestle marriage or platonic love, till the
lowest, till debauchery, has for object the beaitihe world.** Weil notes the affinity between
carnal love and eternal beauty. Marriage imitatesuniversal beauty through the unconditional
and permanent consent of two beings who give thivesdo each other. Rape is loathsome
precisely because ‘one seeks [...] an equivalent of’ Gn beings whose consent is not
respected” An exchange of love on basis of a superficial eonss also illegitimate because it
does not spring from ‘this central point of the Isahere the yes can only be eterrfAlYet, all
these forms of love and vices are partial, incotepdad unconscious searches for beauty. In the
end, it is only the sacred Impersonal or the ‘Ina#ipn’ that can satisfy the unlimited human
desire (for beauty¥ This is the union to which the mystics refer ahig is why Weil argues
that they are the legitimate owners of the lovegyleamge. According to her, it is only with God
that man has the right to desire to be directlyadif Friendship (also in marriage) is a pure
human love only if there is a distance betweentwebeings. The one who loves with a pure
love directs a universal love towards a partichiaman being and does not wish to be one with
the othef’” Weil calls the union between friends or spoussgterousif they believe that they
are one. Indeed, only the Good deserves compleiseob and abnegation of one’s will, which
takes place in the mystical union with God. Thar@o good, no finality down here since it is

the essence of the created to be only an intermyediad this includes the human creature.

[ll. The creation of finality in social life

The misery of man is that he lives as a creatw@naetaxy who cannot transcend the domain
of degraded good. The consciousness and experdéribe lack of finality in human existence
is a ‘truth that kills the I,” says Weil. But theage two ways of losing the ‘I': one is voluntary,

from inside and another is from outside, througtieare misfortuné® It does not mean that the

“LIbid., pp. 162-3.

“2 bid., p. 162.

“3 Ibid., p. 164.

“ Ibid.

* Ibid., p. 163.

“© Ibid., p. 204.

“"Ibid., p. 205.
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one whose | has been destroyed has lost his eg@anthe contrary, some beings are reduced
to a ‘naked, vegetative egoism. An egoism withddt There is one way to prevent misfortune
from causing such harm, to prevent the | from belagtroyed from the outside and this is by
refusing to revolt out of love for God. Weil indeetkplains that it is extreme revolt to
misfortune which finally kills the | from the outi®. The refusal to revolt allows the | to be
destroyed from thenside which is suffering but not evil. This is what Wealls redemptory
pain. The one who haswillingly (reluctantly) lost the | isprooted Many factory workers, in
her time, men, women and children, were such uptbditeings. Uprooting is ‘the most

dangerous illness of human societies, for, it mliés itself.?

According to Weil, there are two
possible behaviours of men who are uprooted. Tlaay fall into ‘an inertia that resembles
death’ or they actively try to uproot othétsThe latter is the egoism without the 1. The
unfortunate one feels the emptiness of evil, i lafcfinality, and tries to fill his own emptiness
by creating it in other¥ A society of such beings ‘can only be an equilibriof forces [...]
since one cannot expect that a man without gragasté’® ‘Society needs to be organised in
such way that injustices punish each other in pqieal oscillation™

Social order or finality in labour and actionssotial life needs to be created, to prevent
the evils of the experience of the lack of finafttyweil does not mention the word ‘nihilism’
but the effects of uprooting are, in the end, thokaihilism (or anomy). A ‘good’ (or just)
order is one in which ‘no one is forced to violdte rigorous obligations to fulfil other
obligations.*® Weil speaks in terms of duties and not rights, foan only has duties towards

his fellow being and certain duties towards him3eBhe argues that the duty towards the

9 Ibid., p. 36.

¥ Weil, L’Enracinementp. 66.

*! |bid.

*2\Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 16. This restores tmatural equilibrium.

>3 |bid., p. 172.

> |bid. The supernatural cannot be taken into accouthe organisation of society since the
supernatural only concerns the individual ‘pers@ociety is a collectivity and is hence not
sensitive to the supernatural. Man has the chateden evil and the supernatural good, but the
latter option is not valid for society. What rermsis evil or sheer force, or what Hobbes called
the ‘state of nature’.

*° |bid., p. 174.

*® Weil, L'Enracinementp. 18.

>" As said above, personalism, humanism and the pordeights are all fiercely criticised by
Weil.
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human being ‘does not rest on any convention’ butternal since it ‘responds to the eternal
destiny of the human being’A just social order has to ensure that the vitahan needs are
fulfilled. The needs of the human soul, for Weile dhe need for order, liberty, obedience,
responsibility, equality, hierarchy, honour, pumnt, freedom of expression, security, risk,
private property, collective property and truth o sacred than any othét.Not every social
order and end of social actions is acceptable td.\8be rejects liberalism and the idea of
progress. She characterizes liberalism by ‘thestha increase’® The idea of progress is the
‘atheist idea par excellence’ since, according ¢o, it negates ‘the experimental ontological
proof [...] that the mediocre can [not] out of hinfsptoduce the bettef* For Weil, on the
contrary, humanity is deteriorating with every dation.®?

Finality is taken away from the life of people whoe conquered, since their past,
traditions and hence all roots are destroyed. T ‘finality’ is then the thought of revenge
but the latter is ‘the worst of finalitie In the case of natural calamities, such as an
earthquake, according to Weil, ‘one knows why osesiibjected to the manifest power of
nature,” but the obedience to human force (tot@itesm, despotism) destroys all sentiment of
legitimacy and creates an emptiness that is ofikad fby evil, leading to an exponential
increase in evit! The effects of illegitimate power can be compaethose of misfortune that
strikes men who are not ready to receive it and thbkoefore become either apathetic or egoists
without an I. For Weil, legitimacy has to be ananable, continuity in time, which gives as
finality to social life precisely something thataenceived as permanent or invariable. ‘This is
why a reform must always appear, either like arretio a past that one had let become
degraded, or like an adaptation of an institutmnéw conditions, adaptation that has for object
not change, but on the contrary, the maintenanandhvariable® ‘The only thing that can
make legitimacy, pure idea absolutely without for@mething sovereign — the dharma that is

the sovereignty of sovereignty and through which weak balances the strong — that is la

*8 Weil, L'Enracinementp. 11.

*|bid., p. 53.

0 Weil, L’Enracinementp. 174.

%1 bid.

®2 |bid., p. 177.

®3 Simone WeilCahiers Il (Paris: Plon, 1956), p. 217.
% |bid.

® |bid., p. 219.
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penséethat has always been, that will always $fewWeil's penséeseems to come closest to
Plato’s nous or reasoii! Legitimacy roots man by preserving the past tpatsents us with
something that is at the same real and better ukaand that can pull us upwards, which the
future can never dé®

Legitimate and hencgyst is the authority if he does not use power wherdxercan,
similarly to the true God who does not command ywbere where He has the powWefhis is
why there can be no legitimacy without religionttieg without the implicit love for God or
contact with God, the Good. According to Weil, tiieedience to a man whose authority is not
enlightened by such legitimacy is a ‘nightmafeThelegitimateauthority to whom one should
obey can only be the law or one man, ‘naked, adbomdy with the majesty of the oath, and not
with a majesty borrowed from the big bedStJustice is, for Weil, ‘the Christian virtue par
excellence’, that is also found in the Egyptian 0Roof the Dead’ In other words, the
supernatural virtue of justice was known in theesltdreligions, if not in most religions. Hence,
legitimate, just authority — law or the sovereigrisy- for Weil, the supernatural in human
society’® Thenatural necessitys that, when there is a weak and a powerfulytbak obeys the
will of the strong’* The supernatural virtue of justice consists inawify exactly as if there
was equality, in such a situation of unequal foréd@he legitimate authority creates finality by
transforming social life into a (timeless) metapkonilar to the ones found in sacred books.

Weil points out that the ‘mythologies of the peaptd antiquity — except the Romans — were

® |bid. Dharma is usually translated as ‘law’. Irethase of Weil, one can most probably
consider it as the eternal law or wisdom, or Skogos

®” Weil neither uses the word ‘reason’, mmus most probably to avoid confusion. But her use
of penséaloes not make things clearer. In any case, @l&ad to thinking and is non-material.
‘Since wisdom igpensédphronesiy, the image of Wisdom cannot be matter, as tiésdase for
Beauty, but a thinking being. And a visible imadé/Nisdom, a visible thinking being.” Weil,
Cabhiers lll, p. 45.

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 176.

% Weil, Attente de Dieup. 130.

"OWeil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 173.

" Ibid., p. 172. This one man, enlightened by regsophronesi$ resembles very much Plato’s
Philosopher-King.

2\Weil, Attente de Dieup. 130.
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such metaphors, the meanings of which the initikteslv, initiated were the ones who wanted
it.’ ’® The ‘secret of the human condition’, says Weithat ‘there is, in inaction, no equilibrium
between man and the surrounding forces of natunghainfinitely surpass him [...] There is
equilibrium but in Action through which man recresihis own life in labour’ In this lies the
greatness (grandeur) of man: he always needs teatechis life, to transform his life into a

parable that has divine meanifg.

IV. Blessed are the poor

The poor, whose body is crushed by a whole day woekries in his flesh, like a thorn, the
reality of the universe€’® According to Weil, this is ‘the immense privilegbat God has
reserved for his poof® The only difficulty is that the labourer, who hbsen subjected to
matter, whose body has nearly become matter thremgbss fatigue and who is tormented by
financial worries, cannot look at this privilegedaove it. If he could do so, he would love the
real since the touch of matter that is governed by s&teis a touch of God. Weil explains this
incapacity by pointing at their lack of true cuduand the fact that no one tells them about it.
The lack of finality — the misfortune of all humaandition — appears too clearly in agricultural
work2! Manual labour is either a degrading servitudetfier soul or can become a sacrifite.
The challenge of society, of man, is to poeticédgnsform the daily life of the labourer into a
parable, in which the poor can see his priestll.thmleed, Weil sees the similarity between the
sacrifice of the priest and the one accomplishethbypeasant. According to her, ‘the priest has
the privilege of consecrating on the altar. Butpeesant has a privilege that is no less sublime.

His flesh and blood, sacrificed during the nevedieg hours of labour, going through wheat

® Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 24.

"Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 178.

"8 Ibid.

" Weil, Attente de Dieup. 161.

% |bid.

8. Weil, Pensées Sans Ordne. 19. The same lack of finality and hardshipcatdirse, applied to
industrial labourers, as Weil herself experiendedréet, it seems to be ‘easier’ to transform
agricultural life into a biblical parable since thible also uses an agrarian vocabulary. Besides,
the Jeunesse Ouvriére Chrétien@#OC) was already active among young industriatkexs,
even during deportation, while a similar organmafior peasants seemed to have been absent.
 |bid., p. 25.
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and vine become themselves the flesh and bloocha§iC** Weil explains that the peasant can
just as well as the monk or nun reach perfectibheiis able to see that he produces flesh and
blood for others by sacrificing his flesh and bldb@he poor, she says, need ‘poetry more than
bread.” They need ‘an eternal light' and only rigligcan be the source of this poettyn the
‘Western white world’, Christianity is this sourdadt is to be incarnated in the daily life of the
poor. The eternal light does not give a reasoiveodnd work but gives such plenitude that the
question of meaning or purpose does not even Hrise.

Biblical language and metaphors, ceremonies dundlsiare the means to transform the
work of labourers into a beautiful poem. This iscavhat Weil calls a ‘spirituality of labouf’.
She considered this ‘spirituality of labour’ as ewerful means of rooting man. She had
concrete ideas of how the rites and rituals ofGherch could be used outside, in the world of
labourers, in order to create a new symbolic dinmendnstead of young children receiving
their ‘Holy Communion’, Weil proposes another foafifirst communion that is much closer to
the world of young peasants. There can be a spemiaimony for young boys who are about to
take the plough, to sacrifice their body, for tlistftime. The plough is to be blessed and
consecrated to Gd8 All young peasants of this age ask for the grdddanl to be able to serve
Him and their neighbours. For such a ceremonyptfest is to read and explain the passages of
the fields of lilies and ‘I am the bread of lif€.And of course, real bread and wine will be used
for the Eucharist, whereby the farms are to be where the whole household (masters and
servants) of that farm will get the honour by oggog the front benche¥. The aspects and
worries of the life of labourers are to be integdain the Sunday mass. For instance, this means
asking for the blessing of works in progress. Dgitine busy periods, the priest is to go to the
fields to recite a prayer and tpater nostemwith the workers. The liturgy and daily language i
general have to borrow metaphors from the agramanrd. The light of the sun is the image of

the grace of God, of the ‘enlightenment of the HBpyjrit impregnating the sout”

& |bid.
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The life of many workers — factory and agriculturais characterised by monotony.
And this is ‘bearable to man only through a diverdightenment. [...] But this very reason
means that a monotonous life is better for salwatfoFor Weil, the worker repeats the sacrifice
of Christ, literally, in his body. He shares theo€s. Hence, Christianity can impregnate society
only if each social category sees its unique mtatvith Christ. In other words, the factory
worker needs to see the working man in Christ.nAdithers are related to Christ ‘through the
intermediary of the Virgin.” All condemned ones ceetognise their lot in the condemned
Christ. Beggars can recognise themselves in thelsvbrwas hungry...% All should derive
pride from the fact that so many aspects of thi&dr dre to be found back in the gospéls.
However, such capacity to relate and to understamthphors presupposes thinking and a
certain sensitivity for symbolic language. How dhat be — asks Weil — when one is a slave
during the greatest part of the d&yPoung workers — boys and girls — need to be e@acab
be cultivated. She proposes a popular universitgrevtall workers would learn — in a Socratic
manner — about the foundation of trades and ctafBut most importantly, all instruction
should have the aim of increasing the sensitivityhte beauty of the world, to the beauty of
nature’” The manual labourer will then be able to loveuh@verse that enters his flesh through
labour. He will then be able to love the realeeessity- and realise his blessing. Suffering, and
even misfortune, is the privilege of the poor sittgare is no truth or wisdom without suffering,
says Weil. The rooted poor are provided with aurat way of making the transition from the

personal, their ‘I’ to the Impersonal (Beauty) thgb their obedience and patient endurance.
V. The metaxu and the Impersonal

The only finality in this world is the beauty ofettworld and hence precious are the things if
they are rungs towards the beauty of the wilfihese things, thenetaxuor intermediaries,
carry a fragment of the universal beauty in themesebut they are not this beauty itself. The

various intermediaries — for instance collectiatieare necessary to human beings, in the same

2 |bid., p. 20.

% |bid., p. 32; Mt 25: 35.

% Weil, L'Enracinementp. 118.

% |bid., p. 95.

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Gragce. 179.

9 Weil, LEnracinementp. 115.

% Weil, Attente de Dieup. 173. This bears a resemblance to the speebliotima, about the

‘ascent to absolute beauty,” in Plat8gmposium
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way that food is essential to human survival andl-b&ing. They ensure the rooting of men.
‘Rooting is maybe the most important and the moginown need of the human soul. [...] A
human being has a root through his real, activeratdral participation in the existence of a
collectivity that preserves sure and certain livirgpsures of the past and presentiments of the
future.®® This does imply thametaxudo not deserve more esteem than food. Only theetse
deserves our unconditional love. The Stoic lovelieruniversal city means that ‘the children of
God should not have any other homelapatrie) besides the universe itself, with the totality of
reasonable creatures that it has contained, cengaid will contain. That is the hometown that
has the right to our love. The things smaller ttrenuniverse, among which the Church, impose
far-reached obligations, but no obligation to 16¥8.‘One owes respect to a collectivity,
whatever it may be — fatherland, family [...] not ftgelf, but as food for a certain number of
human souls™ This is why a collectivity should not be destroysihce each collectivity is
unique and cannot be replaced. The duty towarddlectvity might also mean total sacrifice if

it is in danger. But this still does not imply thiis above a human beid.

The fear of social things, which collectivitieseaprevails in Weil's writings. Hence,
there is a tension between her belief thantietaxuare necessary for the rooting of man and the
fact thatmetaxuare social, of this world. The social is the damaii the devil, says Welf? She
refers to Satan who possesses all the kingdontseofvorld and who offered them to Chrit.
Yet, she cannot reject the city, the Greek polee, $herefore, sometimes differentiates between
the social and thenetaxu A city, for instance, ‘is not of the social; & & human milieu of
which one is as little conscious as the air onatheess. A contact with nature, the past, tradition;
ametaxu''* Cities are the reflections of the world city bl tmore they resemble nations, the
more they pretend to be fatherlands, the more @ineydeformed and soiled imagé¥.indeed,
the only homeland is the universe, and hence a#iscdeserve the same impartial ‘love’ or

obligation, according to their status as intermeels&a Weil is afraid of a certain kind of

% Weil, L'Enracinementp. 61.
19 \veil, Attente de Dieup. 79.
191 \weil, L’'Enracinementp. 15.
192 |bid., p. 16. This should not be misunderstoodil\ieno ‘humanist’. The reason for this
remark is to make sure that the individual himgales up his I. The collectivity also destroys
the I, but this kind of annihilation is not therisgtion from the personal to the Impersonal.

193 Simone Weil Cahiers ll(Paris: Plon, 1953), p. 239.

%4 Mt 4: 8-9.

1% \weil, Cahiers Il p.239.

1% \veil, Attente de Dieup. 174.
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patriotism, one that favours one particular intediaey to another one. The Church, according
to her, incites such a ‘patriotism’. The ‘saints/édapproved of crusades and the Inquisition.
They have been blinded by something that is verygotul and that is the Church as social
thing.®" According to Weil, it is inevitable that the Chhrbe a social thing since this is a
precondition for existence. Yet, as the sociakibhgs to the Prince of this worl®.‘ The flesh
incites to sayme and the devil incites to saye’'® The attribution of sacredness to any
collectivity — people or nation — is therefore @loy.

Man, as a gregarious creature (social being), xisemely vulnerable and easily
influenced by collective things. And this has sesicconsequences for his relation with the
supernatural. If one remembers that man only haghioice between evil and the supernatural
good (grace), then the collective man chooses wodmwvn and worship the devil, in return for
the comfort of a kingdom. This ‘kingdom’ can be @ject to love and to die for, which gives
meaning to one’s existence. The collective mansesithe truth of human misery, that is, the
lack of finality in this world. Weil stresses thatl effort of mystics has always aimed at that
there be no part in their soul that says ‘I'. [.. JtBhe part of the soul that says ‘we’ is infinjtel
more dangerous™ The transition to the impersonal is impossiblesomeone who says ‘we’.
According to Weil, ‘the personal is opposed toithpersonal, but there is passage from the one
to the other. There is no passage from the coliedt the impersonat™ In other words, the
collective, if it pretends to be more than fooketmthe place — is thersatz— of God. And, a
degraded or sick collectivity that refuses to biemaed is no longer food, but poison for the
ones who are rooted in it. The transition frompleesonal to the impersonal takes place through
complete attention and requires solitude. ‘Not asdjitude in fact, but also moral solitude. It
never happens in the one who thinks of himself aseanber of a collectivity, as a part of a
‘we’.” ™2 Mediocre is the man who gives up his love to the-good, a collectivity. Theve has
to dissolve into separate beings to enable the alamansition to the impersonal. It has to give
back thel to each ‘person’ so that he or she can consegiviog up his or het to God. The
danger that the sacred collectivity poses can b&paced to the one of extreme misfortune that

uproots and destroys the | from outside, leavintping but egoism or a thing.

17 bid., p. 25.
19 |bid., p. 26.
199 bid., p. 25.
19weil, Ecrits de Londresp. 17.
bid., p. 18.
“21bid., p. 17.
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Conclusion

‘A squirrel turning around in its cage and the tiota of the celestial sphere. Extreme misery
and extreme grandeur’, says Wefl.Man and the universe, misery and beautgtaxuand
finality are the two poles in Weil’s thought. Theeowho can see himself as a squirrel that turns
around in a round cage sees the truth. He seesid®ery of being a creature and the lack of
finality in everything in this world. The only fility is the beauty of the universe and man
unconsciously seeks this beauty in thetaxu Human creatures, alsoetaxy carry a little bit

of Impersonal beauty or purity in themselves and their task to consent to become nothing
else than the Impersonal. In other words, they hawmnsent to de-create themselves, to reach
the state of non-creation, the only pure good. g belongs to me except my misery.
Nothing belongs to me, even my misery not; it bgioto the flesh,” says Wéil* She seems to
agree with the Hindu and Stoic philosophy thairadividuals, through a kind of conflagration,
become the One. The plurality of human beings -vir®us ‘persons’ or personalities — is in
this sense, not real. Only the Impersonal is saarelreal. The transition from the personal to
the impersonal is the duty of each human creaBuethis can only take place if the person still
has an. An | that has been usurped by a collectivity or has ldestroyed from outside cannot
be given up. There is nothing to be given up. Atedandividual is one who experiences the
metaxu (including collectivities) as means only, resegvihis love for the universe. This
presumes a love for providential necessity — dngor fati — that is the substance of this
universe. Society has to be organised in such a thatyindividuals are provided with the
necessary food anetaxuto become and remain rooted. This implies creaipgetic finality in
human existence, so that questions about meanimyseasons become irrelevant. It is similar
to a painting or a poem. Misfortune is simply pzfra beautiful parable. A prerequisite for such
a transformation of human existence is the cuitivedf the sensitivity for the universal beauty.
Then only will the poor realise their privilege loéing so close to the Impersonal through their

intimate contact with the indifferent necessity amakter ruled by necessity.

13 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 179.
114 \weil, Cahiers | p. 201.
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Chapter I

En hupomone

Introduction

Contradictions and a lack of finality are the sigfidiuman misery. This consciousness makes
human life unbearable since it implies that all thiags to which man is attached are nothing
else than meansngtax) and hence do not deserve his love. It is theeefmt surprising that
man is rarely fully conscious of his condition amtlows all the things that are dear to him with
meanings. The love for the truth, for Weil, meamat one desires to be conscious of the lack of
finality in everything ‘down here’. She did realileat man cannot live without finality and
hence saw the need of giving finality to socias lifvithout giving it a meaning. Indeed, finality
in social life implies that man does not even needsk for reasons for why things are. The
order of things is such that he is fully satiatBeligion, in particular Christianity, plays an
important role in creating this ‘good’ order, as s&w in the previous chapter. The man who is
satisfied with the order of things, with everythitlgat happens and yet, who considers
everythingin the universe as nothing else than means, is tedi@tt servant who patiently
waits for his (transcendent) Master. He does noterdespite all the blows of misfortune. This
hupomones a key concept in Weil's writings. It is an dwistial attitude that can be put into
practice in the face of misfortune and the absefidgod. The present chapter explicitly deals
with Weil's hupomone by examining and reconstructing its constitutivencepts. Her
hupomonecan only be comprehended if one is aware of haceiwed relationship between
Creator and human creature. Following Plato, sgees that there is a great distance between
man and God, between the order of necessity (raaeti)he Good. This (humanly) unbridgeable
distance explains her other concepts of motionlagention, of evil and deliverance
(purification) from evil. Purity, a recurrent theme her thought, can be reached in the
intellectual domairand in love. God needs to be loved with a pure love #inis goes hand in
hand with intellectual probity. Finally, Job, oné Weil's ‘pure’ figures, the model of the
unfortunate, is reread as one who adopts the nflisa@ous attitude when the blows of

misfortune rain.

|. God and man: the Good and the non-godd

! Simone WeilCahiers IlI (Paris: Plon, 1956), p. 127.
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God, for Weil, is the Good before being what Bollowing Plato, she says that [...] need is
not a legitimate bond between man and God. As BEgs, there is a great distance between the
nature of necessity and that of the good. God dgmnmself gratuitously and by way of addition,
but man should not desire to receiveEvil belongs to the domain of necessity and this i
opposed to theupernaturalgood. Hence, the distance between man and Gaut & Imear one
that can eventually be covered but is one thatraggmtwo different kinds of order: the one of
necessity and the transcendent order. God, the letghptranscendent Good, is the one who
descends towards the human creatures but man higasebnly walk horizontally.The only
thing that man should desire is obedience, tilldtass. Love implies obedience, and hence the
one who disobeys does not lové&lhe just relation with God is, in contemplatidoye, in
action, slavery® And love for God, the Good, for Weil, means thecdsation of the human
creature, a non-good. God, being the Good, can dolge Himself. And yet He created others
besides Himself. Weil explains that ‘God not ordyds himself through the creatures, which is
but an extension of the love that he has direatyhimself, but further he loves the creation
through the [human] creatures. For this he needmitHe cannot love it otherwiseThe
creation is visible matter, other than the invisjlihenon-représentable God — and the human
creature is a kind of vessel that stands betweahddd the creation. God can love ‘the visible

world, and the soul of thinking beings in its nafupart, but through the intermediary

2 Simone Weil,Pensées Sans Ordre Concernant I’Amour de DiRaris: Gallimard, 1962), p.
49. See also chapter |, part V of this thesiss linteresting to note the resemblance between
Weil and Dionysius the Areopagite (Pseudo-Dionysiuan Aertsen points out that, for
Dionysius, whose thought bears strong neo-plat@hghents, the primary name of God is the
Good and not Being. Jan Aertsen, ‘Eros is goddaliftan agape: Dionysius Areopagita en
Thomas van Aquino over de liefde,” in R.A. te Velded.), Over liefde en liefde:
beschouwingen over de liefde (amor, amicitia, ealitvolgens Thomas van Aquigdijmegen:
Valkhof Pers, 1998), p. 111.

% Simone Weil,L’Enracinement(Paris: Gallimard, 1949), p. 313. ‘By way of additi is the
translation of ‘par surcroit.’

* Weil, Pensées Sans Ordne. 44; Cahiers IIl,p. 37.

® Simone Weil Attente de Die(Paris: La Colombe, 1950), p. 95.

® Simone WeilLa Pesanteur et la Gradg@aris: Plon, 1948), p. 57.

" Simone Weil,Cahiers Il (Paris: Plon, 1953), p. 290. Note that God is dbléove Himself
directly without human creatures. The divine selfd through the creatures is just an extension

of this love.
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(mediation) of a creature having reached the siftgerfection? This creature becomes as
transparent and empty as glass, letting God shirmaigh as Light. Empty is the creature who
has let grace work to destroy théGod does not penetrate into man and it is notrgieeman
to embrace Him as an object of love. This is als reason why man ought not to long for
God!° Light does not stay into the glass but only pasisesigh it™ Hence, ‘I' and ‘you’ ought
not to be used in the relationship between manGodl ‘I’ and ‘you’ separate men and ‘forces
them to climb further up:? But of course, the creature who has reached pienfiedoes not
have any ‘I' anymore. This intimate union is whatcialled the mystical union, of better said,
assimilation or total incarnatidi.Yet, it is not a union between ‘persons.” As Whites, it is
not the person who is involved, but something efsed this other thing is turned towards
something else than a person, necessdfily.’

Death is the ultimate destruction of the creattirigugh which the sacred Impersonal

can be separated from matteHence, those who desipersonalsalvationdo not really believe

® Ibid. The argument that God ‘needs’ human creatioelove the visible creation does not
seem to be a consistent one in Weil's writingsthie end, whatever may be the divine motive
for creation, de-creation is the aim, so that Gay ime left alone with the universe, His ‘Body'.
Elsewhere (see, for instance, chapter Il), Weiltegrithat ‘when | am somewhere, | soil the
silence of heaven and of earth through my breatantgmy heartbeat.” Weila Pesanteur et la
Grace p. 50. Or, men ‘participate in the creation oé torld by de-creating’ themselves,
leaving God alone with his beautiful universe.dbip. 42.

° Weil, Cahiers I| p. 289.

% Weil, L’'Enracinementp. 313.

|t is interesting to compare this perspective witiat of Anders Nygren. According to Thomas
Oord, Nygren likens creatures to tubes that passige love received from above to others
below. Thomas Jay Oord, ‘A Relational God and Uitkch Love,” in Craig A. Boyd (ed.),
Visions of Agapé: problems and possibilities in banand divine lovéHampshire: Ashgate,
2008), p. 139.

2\Weil, Cahiers I| p. 50.

13 ‘Union’ (or communion) presumes two ‘persons’ Huhe | has disappeared, it is difficult to
see how one can speak of a union between two.

“Weil, Cahiers Il p. 52. See previous note. One can say that therdind of assimilation of
the good in man into the Impersonal God. Only thedyis related to the Good, and hence, what
is left after the annihilation of the | is the Good

!> For more on the sacred Impersonal, see chapieart] of the thesis.
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in the reality of the joy in Gotf.'Joy in God’, in Weil's thought, is a particulaomcept. It is
‘the plenitude of the sentiment of the redIReal is the invisible reality, the non-created Goo
The creature does not add anything to this ‘joyd ahould be indifferent as to whether he will
participate in this joy or not. ‘The belief in immality is harmful, [...] is in fact the belief in
the extension of life, and hence removes the ushdeath.'® The function of death is precisely
to de-create the creature, while eternal salvatioimmortality — in the Christian sense — still
allows others besides God to exist. Through deathn is made matter and consumed by
God.™ While waiting for this final consumption, man celmoose to become perfectly obedient
human matter. Weil even stresses that a ‘creaameat not obey?® The only choice offered to
him is todesireobedience or not to desire it. In other words, rtam love or refuse his love to
God. If man does not desire obedience, ‘he obeysrtieless, perpetually, as a thing subjected
to mechanical necessity. If he desires, he remmibfected to mechanical necessity, but a new
necessity is added, a necessity constituted by laeesiliar to supernatural things. Certain
actions become impossible; others are executedyriaaspite of him.?* Mechanical necessity
is, for Weil, nothing else than the will of God.lAdvents that do not depend on us — past,
present and future — in the universe, are theafiftod, without any exception. The one who
desires obedience loves everything, including ievill its forms. ‘That includes one’s sins if
they belong to the past (one has to hate theneifdbts are still present), one’s own sufferings,
past, present and to come. And what is much diffithe sufferings of other men, for so far

that we are not called to relieve thethThe one who refuses to obey, to love necessity, st

8 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 46.

" Weil, Cahiers I p. 124.

8 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 46.

9 1bid., p. 43. This is not a form of union with Gadthe Christian sense. Fire consumes (the
Hindu ritual of cremation means much more thanspabal of the dead body) and in the same
sense, God consumes. As | remarked above (notaisdLB4), union presumes two parties while
assimilation is a more appropriate word if the gdshppears into the Good.

20 \Weil, Attente de Dieup. 113. As Christopher Hamilton remarks, in thisture, there seems
to be no room for freedom, for, ‘the person in sachase has no real freedom, since he is
subject to mechanical necessity which, so to spgakks through him as God'’s will requires.’
Christopher Hamilton, ‘Power, Punishment and Reitiation in the Political and Social
Thought of Simone Weil European Journal of Social Theoty (3) (2008): 315-330 (p. 320).

L Weil, Attente de Dieup. 113.

%2 |bid., pp. 13-14.
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experiences it in his flesh and soul and is the whe generally becomes uprooted. He is the
one who loses his ‘I' through circumstances, beognain egoist without an ‘I’.

There is a domain where events do depend on hurhaice and actions that
accomplish ‘determined and finite endObedience, in this case, means doing one’s duty or
what appears to be a duty. If duty is unclear, s ‘has to observe rules that are more or less
arbitrarily chosen but fixed, or follow one’s ingition but within limits2* Weil remarks that
the most beautiful life would be one in which thereuld be no room for choice, through the
constraint of necessity or direct constraint fromd® This would be the situation where the
will of God reigns. Hence, it is a privilege to denstrained to do the will of God. ‘God rewards
the soul who thinks of him with attention and loeed he rewards her by exercising on her a
constraint that is rigorously, mathematically prajmmal to this attention and lov&'The one
whose whole soul is under constraint, is in a sthggerfection, is the perfectly obedient clay in
the Hands of the Maker. However, it is clay that séill act and hence, one has to make sure
that one ‘never accomplish[es] more than that tickvione is irresistibly pushed, not even in
view of the good?® This last remark can be better understood by sitrgghat Weil thought
that one cannawill to accomplish the good since necessity and thedesndent good belong to
different orders. One accomplishes the genuine gmaigr divine constraint, nearly in spite of
oneself (the me). Therefore, the accomplishmenh®fgood as a matter choice, without divine
constraint, can only be an illusion. There areedédht states of perfection, although perfection
grows exponentially in the one whose eyes are tutowards God. The question that arises is
how to discern the will of God or more preciselye thrust of grace. The answer of Weil is
particularly interesting when one knows that shmamks that the believer runs the risk of
attributing to grace what is simply an effect o #ssentially mechanical nature (such as natural
talentsy:® A call of grace is characterised by an ‘impulsattls essentially and manifestly
different from those that proceed from sensibilily reason’ and that may even demand
impossibilities® In order to hear such a call, one has to makelén oneself, to still ‘all

desires, all opinions and [think] ‘may your will lbene.* The very fact that onéesiressuch

2 |bid., p. 15.

24 bid.

% |bid., p. 38.

?® |bid., p. 15.

2 bid.

8 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 39.
29 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 38.

% 'Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 54.
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obedience is, for Weil, much more important tham ¢juestion of right or error. Hence, what
one feels without uncertainty to have to do, eveit imight be a mistake from a certain
perspective, is the will of Gotl. This does not seem to make it any easier for giiever to

distinguish between supernatural grace and medcilamecessity.

II. The patience of matter: motionless attention

‘The beautiful is the necessary that, while remminconform to its own law and only to it,
obeys the good? In other words, what is necessary is beautifutesiit obeys the law of
necessity, a reflection of God’s perfection. Mattecharacterised by passive obedience and the
absence of intention or discrimination. It can oohbey necessity. Weil asserts that ‘Christ has
proposed to us as model the docility of matter dyising us to look at the lilies of the fields,
that do not work nor spiri® By becoming matter, one would obey necessity agmté the
Good. For Weil, this imitation of the universe betbeauty of the universe is made possible by
motionless attention. An action is passive if oresanot for the object, but through a
necessity* As we noted above, the good can only be accongalisinder divine constraint, and
is not an act of the will (of the mediocre humaeature, the non-good). ‘There is only waiting
[attentd, attention, silence, immobility in suffering ajay,” says Weil*®> As | mentioned in the
previous chapter, she seems to have agreed withircaspects of Hindu philosophy and here as
well, she says that ‘this kind of passive activitye highest of all, is perfectly described in the
Bhagavad-Gitaand in Lao-Tzu¥® Perfection or beauty, for her, lies not in (greatral deeds
but in this effort of non-action. Attention is inetk an effort, ‘the greatest of all efforts maybe,
but it is a negative efforf’ Weil argues that it is the mediocrity of man whighis the good
and loathes the passieentemplationof the good. ‘The effort of the will towards theayl is

one of the lies secreted by the mediocre part tdadves in the fear of being destroyed [...] For,

%! |bid.

% |bid., p. 149. The original French text is: ‘Leabeest le nécessaire, qui, tout en demeurant
conforme a sa loi propre et a elle seule, obéliien.’

¥ Weil, Attente de Dieup. 113.

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 52.

% Weil, Attente de Dieup. 190.

% |bid. Lao-Tzu is considered to be the father (oe ®f the fathers) of Taoism. Lao-Tzu
thought that it was man and his activities whicimstduted a blight on the otherwise perfect
order of things.

¥ Ibid., p. 92.
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the mediocre part of ourselves does not fear fatipnd suffering, it fears to be kille§. Weil
points out how man is able to give up pleasurelzat pain for a visible social collectivity but
Is unable to do so for the (invisible) God in heavBhe believes that it is easier to die for what
is powerful but not for what is wedkTherefore, according to her, it was difficult te faithful

to the weak Christ but it was easier to be faitiiduthe Church with its aureole of power. By
devoting himself to a social collectivity, man ible@to say ‘we’ and hence feels that he is
someone (valuable). Opting for God, on the otherdhaneans desiring the death of the ‘I'. It
means being conscious that one is nothing, sinetlb@ Good is real. The mediocre part of the
soul — nearly the whole of it — tries to hide itdebm God behind the screen of the flesh. To
combat this mediocrity, one does not need to uslente against oneself but one only needs to
consider that part ‘as a stranger and enéfhy.bne recalls that, for Weil, the misery of man i
his very existence, then it can be understoodrbiatexistence is actually a good.

The good cannot be reached by any effort, butothlg thing that can be done is to
dispose ‘our soul to receive grace, and the entbratyis needed for this effort is provided to us
by grace** Salvation — perfect obedience or the destructidhe! — is not reached through the
power of the will. The will that Weil compares taustular effort, is useful to purge oneself of
imperfections (weeds) that are a matter of a witl affort’> She compares the will to the effort
that the peasant makes when he gets rid of weteidsa Inegative effort since it is, according to

her, not the peasant but the sun and water thag¢ makat grow. The will of the human creature

% |bid., pp. 190-1.

¥ This statement seems above all to apply to ttaioel between man and a greater whole, and
not really to the relation between individuals. Onight retort that Christ was a man. This he
was indeed, but he represented a greater entity ¢fvdife for example), and that made him
weak. Weil's rule, if applied to individuals, wouldisregard human pity, compassion and
motherly (parental) love. The need to protect vibateak is also part of ‘human nature’.

40 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordrp. 40. This kind of ‘dualism’ can be found in ethwritings of
Weil. For instance, ‘The practice of reciting ther@-ather in Greek, every morning with an
absolute attention, absolutely pure. [...]Sometintes first words already snatch my thought
out of my body and carry her in a place outsidespehere there is no perspective and no point
of view.” Attente de Dieup. 48; Or, ‘To conceive misfortune, one needsday it in one’s
flesh, driven in, like a nail, and to carry it antptime, so that the mind has had time to become
strong enough to look at it. To look at it from side, having been able to come out of the body,
and even, in a sense, out of the sdeéhsées Sans Ordne. 75.

“1 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 19.

“2Weil, Cahiers 1| p. 336.
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— in the order of necessity — is incapable of wglthe good of the transcendent order. But it can
fight against natural imperfections such as cemaisires and tendencies. Weil stresses that one
cannot climb up through one’s ‘good deeds.’ It &sice that save$.‘Efforts of the will are
proper only for the accomplishment of strict obligas. Everywhere where there is no strict
obligation, one needs to follow either natural imation, or the call that is the commandment of
God.** The attitude that operates salvation, for Weilthe right disposition of the soul,
whereby one’s eyes are perpetually turned in tinection that God gives to them. Watchful
attention consists in that ‘the mind must be empitsgiting, must seek nothing, but has to be
ready to receive, in its naked truth, the objeat thill penetrate it* According to Weil, faith,

for St. Paul, ‘is the sight of invisible things. ttis moment of attention, faith is present as well
as love.* Love sees the invisible. It sees what does nateAind God is other than existence,
being thenon-représentabl&’ Neither does humanity exist ‘in the anonymous lifetess flesh

on the side of the roadEn hupomones the Samaritan who stops and sees it and acts
accordingly®® His attitude and actions are not to be charaetris ethical or moral acts. Weil
considers ethics and morality as being producthefvill. The Samaritan passively allows God
to act through him, and therefore it is not he wvalots but God. He represents the one who has
reached a certain degree of perfection and whefiner acts under divine constraint.

Waiting, looking and listening to the silence diinge the right attitude towards the
good. What one certainly should not do, says Weilo seek God. Man does not have any
means to cover the huge non-linear distance sépgriaim down here and God up there in
Heaven. She stresses the danger of running inugadoections, of getting lost or of finding
false goods. God comes and gets the soul ‘whoesftgs love to all that is other than God.
This refusal does not presume any befféThe man who motionlessly waits does not need to
know what he waits for, but one day God comes thele&wway down to him. According to
Weil, ‘the one who seeks hinders this operatio®ofl more than he helps . The reason for
this is that seeking is active and no good canngpfiom the active activity of a mediocre

creature. Attentively waiting is the best attitublat also characterises the one who waits for the

3 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 191.

* Ibid., p. 190.

5 Ibid., p. 93.

“®Ibid., p. 136.

“"Weil, Cahiers 1| p. 285.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 136.

49 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordrne. 42.
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solution to a geometrical problem that suddenlyeapp in his mind* He refuses to give his
love to all that passes and moves away from etié manen hupomonenly needs to consider
themetaxuas means, as the becoming, as that what passessandes his love for the invisible
God (and the visible universe). The question thail\ivhplicitly asks (and answers) is how to
love an impersonal, invisibleyon-représentableomething. She notes that ‘love always bears a
relationship to the body and God does not haveo#imgr body offered to our senses except the

universe itself>?

The beautiful universe is indeed intimately raflate God since it directly
bears His will through necessity. The universewashave seen earlier, governed by necessity,
is a touch of God and needs to be lovednything else, for Weil, is bound to be a fals®go
lllusions are ‘states of the soul, sources of gaibke joys, of hope, of comfort, of consolation
or of reassurance, or else a whole of habits, s ehe or more human beings, or else a social
milieu.”®* These are veils between man and God, which areiseah for the good because one
does not have the patience to let supernaturaitattegrow. Attention and desire force God to
descend. He comes only to those who ask him to camé those who ask often, long and
ardently. This does not mean that these individaatsally long forGod but they are the ones

who refuse their love to all that is not God, eifeahey do not use the notion ‘God'.

[1l. Deliverance from evil: attention as lever

‘Evil needs to be made pure — or life is not pdssi®nly God can do sG”Only the purifying
Fire can destroy evil. For Weil, the bronze snakd the Cross save. This is the paradox of
salvation since the very things that destroy saMee contemplation of human misery is the
only source of supernatural felicityf.’ She refers quite often to the biblical story o th
poisonous snakes. According to Numbers, ‘Then threl Isent venomous snakes among them;
they bit the people and many Israelites died. Témpfe came to Moses and said, ‘We sinned

when we spoke against the Lord and against you. thed the Lord will take the snakes away

*1 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 193.

*2\Weil, Cahiers I| p. 277.

>3 See, in chapter | of the thesis, how misfortunesed by matter, is a touch of God. In chapter
II, part IV, | show how (and why) the poor are Isled, in Weil's view. The poor, whose body is
crushed by a whole day work, ‘carries in his flelke a thorn, the reality of the universe.’
Weil, Attente de Dieup. 161.

> Weil, Attente de Dieup. 194.

*>Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 83.

*® Weil, Cahiers I| p. 140.
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from us.” So Moses prayed for the people. The lsaid to Moses, ‘Make a snake and put it up
on a pole; anyone who is bitten can look at it bwel’ So Moses made a bronze snake and put
it up on a pole. Then when anyone was bitten byakes and looked at the bronze snake, he
lived.”®” Hence, the contemplation of one’s nothingness imtweventually leads to the
annihilation of one’s | (the evil in oneself). Ne#tr pain nor the misery of the creature is an evil,
says Weif? Evil is the ugliness in us. It is the root commonsuffering and sin, which is
neither the one nor the other, an indistinct mistof the twa”’ It is the pain and stain of being a
creature, of existing. Man propagates the evil ihatithin him outside, creating suffering and
sin. ‘The soul rejects [evil] like one vomits. tanhsfers it [...] in the things that surround it. But
things having become ugly and soiled in ours ey&tsirn to us the evil that we have put in
them.®® There would be no end to such an exponential @seréf there were no counterweight
or lever. This is what Weil means when she sayslifieais not possible if evil cannot be made
pure. The antidotes to evil are the sources otywsich as the beauty of the universe, religion,
art, friendship and love. They act as a lever liftatup what is pulled down by gravity.

Similarly, the Cross is a lever, the descendingentent that is a condition for the
ascending movement towards GodThrough attention and desire we carry a part wf evil
onto a thing that is perfectly pure, it cannot baesl; it remains pure; it does not return us this
evil; in this way we are delivered from eWif. By looking at the Lamb of God, the evil in us
undergoes a process of transmutation, separatinfysi suffering®® Weil considers religious
practices such as contemplation and recitationet@ntirely constituted by attention animated
by desire® The statement that contemplation or looking atething pure actually delivers
one from evil might seem strange or even simpli§this transformation can be understood by
recalling Weil's concepts of evil and deliveranoe gurification). Evil is the ‘I' or the mediocre
part in the being that can laémostthe whole of the human creature, though it carené&e
equal to the being since there would then be neespar the sacred Impersonal. Purification

therefore means the annihilation of the ‘I’ andsthiccording to Weil can be achieved through

" Num 21: 6-9.

8 Weil, Cahiers I| p. 170.

%9 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 185.
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® Compare with ‘Just as Moses lifted up the snakthéndesert, so the Son of Man must be
lifted up, so that everyone who believes in him rhaye eternal life.” Joh 3: 14-15.
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contemplation and recitatioff.he just relation with God is, in contemplatiooyé, in action,
slavery.‘55 Love for God, however, is the desire for one’s alercreation so that God may love
himself through the creature who has reached ainategree of perfection. It is this desire that
makes the Weilian attention (or contemplation)éefive’ in destroying the mediocre part of the
being. Giving full, absolute attention to somethitg someone, can be considered as a great
effort since the one who does so gives ‘himselthi othef® For Weil, it is indeed the greatest
of all efforts and yet it is more giving oneselhél'consciousness of one’s own nothingness and
the desire to give up one’s existence to God —rdation — somehow do annihilate the®’'.
‘The part of evil contained in the soul that hasréurnt through the fire of [the contact with
perfect purity] becomes only suffering, and suffgrimpregnated with lové® The one without

sin suffers without spreading evil outside himswelithout hate and revolt. In this way, human
life is bearable since evil does not propagatdf itsellessly.

Sources of purity are to be found everywhere m world, at all times and it is by
looking at them that one is saved, like the Istaghvere saved from the bites of the snakes. The
universe of the beauty, sacred objects and textifigfrent religions are such sources, acting
like a lever and hence prevent everything from ¢pe¢aarnished. Therefore, the type of religion
in which one finds oneself does not matter too mif¢hil even thinks that a change of religion
is not good for the soul, just as a writer’'s thaughd style are degraded in a foreign language.
In the end, every religion is just food and it idyin case of real big imperfections — such as
corruption or circumstances that have killed theeléor this religion — that it is legitimate or
necessary to adopt a new SR religion has to be evaluated according to thigeigon as to
whether it camecitethe name of the Lord correctly. This correct rémtapresumes the ‘right’
concepts of God and man, namely God as non-adtiagscendent Good and man as a non-

good who does the least harm by not being too ecilihen only can we understand Weil’s

% Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 57.

® This is not equivalent to self-annihilation, sirbeing absolutely present for the other does
not (necessarily) mean losing oneself.

® It nearly resembles a psychological process dfdgslial and self-hate. Whether this is the
case cannot be explored in the thesis, but is ingrta relevant question. In general, the
continuousrecitation of significant words (for instance mantras) creaesomewhat hypnotic
effect, and in extreme cases a state of tranceirteresting to note that Weil, in this case,sloe
not seem to have seen the need to distinguish batyweychological or even pathological
(hence natural) effects and the effects of grace.
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remark that the Roman and Jewish religions are pbesmof ones that are inapt of reciting
correctly. ‘God is absent; He is in heaven. His easthe only possibility for man to have
access to him’, says WeéR The Roman and Jewish religions, in her thinkirg, tb see divine
action as non-acting and the unbridgeable distheteeen man and God. Weil considers the
Hindu and Buddhist traditions as embodying the Kedge that the recitation of the name of
God is the only human access to God. ‘The virtugetifjious practices can be conceived
wholly according to the Buddhist tradition conceithe recitation of the name of the Lord.
One tells that the Buddha made the vow to raideirtg in the Land of Purity, all those who

would recite his name with the desire to be saveHiim.””*

She sees all religious practices and
liturgy as a form of recitation of the name of ttwrd. All these have in principle the ‘virtue to
save whoever devotes himself to it with this deSfr&Veil considers the practice of reciting the
pater nosterin Greek, every morning with absolute attentionpasticularly purifying. ‘The
words of thePater nosterare perfectly pure”® The mind who devotes all attention to these
words is taken by God to ‘a place outside spaceravtieere is no perspective and no point of
view.””* Anyone, says Weil, can be purified; can reachriggm of Truth and Beauty, since this
complete, absolute attention can be learnt. The-ddted pupil who patiently perseveres in
trying to solve a geometrical puzzle cultivates thitention and by doing so, is automatically
purified. Prayer is nothing else that the highesinf of attention. ‘It is the orientation towards
God with all the attention of which the soul is ahfe. [...] Only the highest part of attention
comes into contact with God, when prayer is inteansg pure enough for such a contact to be

reached’ Prayer is also the criterion of good and evil. éweting to Weil, it is impossible to

O bid., p. 216.

™ bid., p. 176.

2 |bid.

3 Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 15.

" Weil, Attente de Dieup. 48.

"5 Ibid., p. 85. Hence, for Weil, prayer explicitly@udes asking God for natural bread, since ‘it
is up to blind necessity to provide it or to reflisén conformity to chance’; ‘asking him to
intervene in the domain reserved to the will of theature’; ‘to desire social prestige, which
belongs to the devil.” WeilCahiers Il p. 312; Also, ‘[...] once we have understood thatave
nothing, the aim of all efforts is to become nothiiit is to this end that one suffers with
acceptationit is to this end that one actg is to this end that one praysa Pesanteur et la
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harm someone when one acts in a stateuefprayer’® In such a state of genuine prayer, man

only acts under divine constraint and does novelgtido anything but simply obeys.

IV. The pure knowledge of God

‘There are two atheisms of which one is the puaifan of the notion of God. [...] Of two men
who do not have the experience of God, the onedemies Him is perhaps closer to Him,” says
Weil.”” The one who has not been taken by God, who hastadtperience of God, according
to her, cannot be said to have faith. The belisw, in spite of this, claims to love God can
only love an imaginary God or with an imaginarydo®he asserts that it does not depend on a
soul to believe in the reality of God if God doex reveal this reality. The only duty that one
has is to wait till God comes to seize the souk ©he who searches and who thinks that he has
found God most probably loves an abstract God oidah™® Weil's hupomoneimplies an
absolute love for the truth and hence the refus#idve anything that is not God. God comes to
the one who persists in refusing his love to thitings are not God. When he is taken by God, he
will have the certitude of an incontestable realitet, this does not mean that he is thereafter
incapable of doubting. ‘The human mind always Hees dapacity and duty to doubt.Doubt
and the love for truth are inseparable. AccordingWeil, prolonged doubt destroys the
illusionary certitude of uncertain things and camf the certitude of things that are certain.
‘Doubt concerning the reality of God is an abstract verbal doubt for whoever has been
seized by God, much more abstract and verbal thandbubt concerning the reality of
perceptible things; whenever such a doubt arisesifiices to receive it without any restriction
to experience how abstract and verbal ifidnicredulity, hence, can purify the notion of God
and become the modern equivalent of the dark mighohn of the Crost.

Incredulity loves God if it is ‘like the child whdoes not know whether there is bread
somewhere, but who cries that he is hunéfjt’'is one that refuses all consolations and all
imaginary goods. Real is human misery, human kit ts full of contradictions. ‘Everything

that we want is contradictory with the conditions amnsequences that are attached to it.

® Weil, Cahiers Il|, p. 143.
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8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 211.
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[...]Only contradiction makes us experience that veeret all. Contradiction is our misery, and
the sentiment of our misery is the sentiment olityed-or, our misery, we do not fabricate it. It
is real. That is why one needs to cherish it. Ad test is imaginary” It does not mean that all
the perceptible things do not exist. They are Uraeayood$’ They aremetaxy belong to the
domain of the becomingdéveni) and pull us towards thaon-représentabl& For Weil,
human existence is the cave of Plato, a shadovu;zadi’[y.86 The hidden, on the other hand, is
more real than the manifest, and this all alondadtdder from the least to the most hid§emhe
completely, absolutely hidden and hence Real is. Gadl, as far as He exists, is the universe of
the phenomena. Some realities are more or lesspmeent, while others are opaque but behind
all of them there is Gotf.On the other hand, God, as being other than therse, is other than
existencé? In this sense, He is Nothingness, Void or riba-représentableéGod as nothing or
void is different from the nothingness of the coeat of the contingent or of what passes. There
are two voids, ‘that of above and that of belovairesponding to the two separate orders, the
one of necessity and that of the supernafir@ut how can one love any kind of void
whatsoever? The body of God — the universe — carobed through theamor fati ‘an
experimental proof of the reality of God.What seems more difficult is to love God as Non-
Existence, as theon-représentable

Even the void can be an illusion. How can onerdisish between the Real Void and
an illusionary one? It is therefore not surprisingt Weil, for whom intellectual probity is never
too much, questions the reality of the real loveGod. ‘What | call real love of God, is it not
simply imaginary, of second order re-qualifiednsgrmed by dint of intensity into imaginary
of first order?’” She experiences this as a horrible thought bthftdito her love for the truth,
she says that one needs to contemplate it andtlovés horror, just as one is meant to love the
crude touch of fate. This kind of doubt is a suffgr and since Weil embraces the addge

pathei mathos — that is, through suffering teaching (knowlefige one needs to suffer to

8 Weil, Cahiers I| p. 407.
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receive wisdom — even this tormenting thought is tirat leads to WisdoM.The path to faith
via atheism is ‘not to believe in the immortality the soul, but to consider life as meant to
prepare the instant of death; not to believe in,God to love the universe, always, even in the
anguish of suffering, like a fatherlanl.'Hence, the criterion, in the spiritual domain, for
distinguishing between the imaginary and the reatoi prefer ‘real hell to the imaginary
paradise® Necessity, the touch of God in this world, is raatl is a sign of the infinite and
timeless mercy of God. One needs to recall Welligegunusual idea of the presence of God,
which is that God is present through his abserids.the mercy of God to be absent, to allow
necessity to rule since this is the preconditiartiie existence of the creature. Mercy cannot be
simply deduced from nature but can be felt in thestinal union with (or incarnation of) God.
Hence, Weil saw it as her duty or calling to ‘hafalivine mercy a conception that does efface
itself, that does not change, whatever be the etlait fate sends on me, and that can be

communicated to any human beifiy).’

V. Job en hupomone

‘Ulcers and manure were required for the beautyhef world to be revealed to Job’, says
Weil.?” For her, Job is not so much a historical man éiguse of Christ?® The book Job is,
according to her, a pure wonder of truth and auitien® Weil points out that Job could only
see the beauty of the world after the veil of flsld been destroyed by misfortune. Then only
could he see that necessity is the substance afrtiverse while the substance of necessity is
the obedience to the perfectly wise Ld%The ordeal of Job is the purifying dark night in
which God seems to be absent, ‘more absent thaead, dnore absent that the light in a

completely dark cell. A sort of horror submerges trhole soul. What is terrible, is that if, in
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this darkness where there is nothing to love, il seases to love, the absence of God
becomes definitive. The soul has to continue t® lovvoid, or at least to want to love, be it
with an infinitesimal part of itself® Job is the model of the unfortunate. He, who loses
everything to which he was attached but cannotisliapt a martyr, but is the unfortunate who
can only cry out ‘why’, just as Christ cried ‘my Gamy God, why did you abandon me?’ It is
the authentic cry of the innocent who can hardlgiaratand what is happening to him. Job does
not do much besides sitting in the ashes and ¢etecursing the day he was born. He passively
undergoes the blows of the non-intentional neggseihe after the other and does not let
himself be convinced by the arguments of his friemtho try to find reasons for his lot. In the
end, God does show himself to Job, reminding hirhisfnothingness. But God only comes to
the one who accepts the void — to become the eglpss — and maintains this emptiness
created by misfortune unfilled.

Weil explains how grace can only enter where tieeevoid to receive % It is natural
to seek consolation, a kind of reward to compenttegoain that one suffers. ‘But if, resisting
this necessity [of a reward], one leaves a voids ias if an in-draught takes place, and a
supernatural reward comes. It only comes whereetiera void**® The soul must desire to
become nothing, to become so empty or transpanantGod can love Himself through it. In
other words, the creature must love truth (litggatb death® Weil notes that there are two
ways to kill oneself, namely suicide and detachmBetachment is to ‘kill by thought all that
one loves: the only way to die. But only what ooees.’® This prevents the void from being
filled by the false reality of the exterior worldréatz) which attachment produc¢®Misfortune
without consolation helps to attain total detachiribat is, the true reality. ‘The extinction of
desire (Buddhism) — or detachment — ordheor fati— or the desire of the absolute good, this is
always the same thing: to empty desire, finalityatif content, to desire in void, to desire
without wish.™®’ In agreement with some streams of Buddhist ands@m mystical thought,

Weil asserts that the ‘good is for us nothingnasSapi since nothing is good. But this
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nothingness is not unreal. All that exists, comgate it, is unreal®® As said above,
Nothingness or the void, for Well, is God since @Godther than existence. Detachment implies
setting aside all beliefs that soften bitterness affer hope, such immortality and the
providential order of events, ‘[...] in short the sofations that one usually seeks in religith.’
‘Attachment is a maker of illusions, and whoeventgahe real must be detachéy.’

According to Weill, ‘the void is the supreme pleai¢, but man does not have the right
to know it. [...] Even Christ did not know it at artain moment*** Indeed, Christ thought that
God had abandoned him in total darkness. There experience of the absence of God. There
is despair. God ‘retires in order not to be loviéd the treasure of the miser’, says W&IThe
experience of the absence of God is real and shighiy the dark night purifies and completely
detaches to lead towards the plenitude of the \Wdidvever, the poor unfortunate who is in the
grip of misfortune cannot know this, just as Jaoth mibt. The only thing that such a creature can
do is to continue to want to love (or in the cabdab, to fear God). Weil says that this is not
impossible and even not difficult since the ‘greafain does not touch the point in the soul that
consents to a good orientatidi’ The only thing that cannot be harmed or touched by
misfortune (necessity) is the Good. Hence, thignan the soul that makes the difference
between the human creature and the mediocre pé#neatreature, is the sacred ImpersdHal.
Love, Well explains, is not a state of the soul &dutorientation, that is, the direction of one’s
eyes or attention. It is contemplation. The one vwghorushed by misfortune and incapable of
any feeling, thought or action experiences an opasgreen between the light (Light) and

himself. But by maintaining his eyes turned towaf@ed, without ever moving and by
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misfortune, and that the only thing that remainthe&s sacred impersonal, or a point in the soul,
thenwho continues to love¥ho ‘experiences’ joy or light? Does the sacred impeas in an
individual carry something of the individual inetsor is related to it in some ways? Otherwise
it is difficult to see how the unfortunate beinghoaventually experience grace, if that which
makes the human creature who he is, is destroyethaps these questions can be indirectly

answered by examining more closely Weil's concépbwe. See the next chapter.
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unceasingly asking for bread, God is nearly foricedome down to meet hif Job, the God-
fearing man, did not move from the ashes and perglg cried out his innocence and his
incomprehensiof’ He actually adopted the most efficacious attitugle,doing nothing but
mourning without accepting consolation or explasatiWhat he also did not do is to transform
his suffering into sin or crime by cursing God amteading evil around him to fill the void in

f117

himself.~* He imitated the patience of the mattr,hupomone

Conclusion

Weil believes that the man who desires bread doeget stone if he unceasingly screams for it.
Attentively waiting and calling the name of the daaire the expressions (and duties) of the
human love for God. Man should not seek God siheedistance that separates him from the
transcendent Good cannot be humanly covered. Téheroof necessity and of supernatural
grace are the two scales of the balance that entheiehuman life does not become unbearable
through an infinite growth of evil. But these twaders do not share anything in common. As a
result, the human creature does not have the dgpaaiover the vertical distance between him
and God. He can only find a false God in his ndtorder and become satisfied with idols, such
as social collectivities. Neither does meedto search for God. The only thing that he needs to
do is to motionlessly and attentively wait for Misster. But this contemplation is not passivity.
On the contrary, it is a process of purificatiohfhe annihilation of the ‘I'. Then only can God
come down to incarnate himself, to love himselbtlgh the creature without an I. Indeed, God
can love only himself and he continues doing sough the creature who has become nothing
or transparent. The creature who realises thas fernon-good, loves the Good and can only
wish to disappear. He can only desire to becomealiebe human matter. He is the oee
hupomone who only acts under divine constraint similarty rhatter that obeys the natural
necessity. The essential difference is that thimgo@beys thesupernaturalconstraint that
belongs to the order of graaxplicitly allowing God to love Himself. This human creatues h
given up his existence out of love for God. Sucham is able to love every single event, every
single misfortune without consolation and in spifehe bitterness. He loves God with a real
and pure love since his love does not depend orsttite of his soul anymore. Job is a pure

wonder of authenticity, for Weil, precisely becatngeis able to say ‘surely | spoke of things |

15 Weil, Pensées Sans Orgne. 37.
118 30b 2: 9.
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did not understand, things too wonderful for mé&now. [...] Therefore | despise myself and

repent in dust and ashé&’

118 Job 42: 1-6.
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Chapter IV
Unnecessary burdens: the problems with Weil’'s congé of Love

Introduction

Christopher Hamilton, in his article on Weil's ‘Ham Personality’, notes that ‘those who are
attracted by Weil's writings tend to read her on &&n terms, which leaves one with a sense
that the hardest questions have not been put t@hdrthat the difficulties of her work have not
been fully brought to the surfaceMe further refers to Philippe Dujardin who has gesjed
that there is a tendency towards hagiography itings on Weil. | agree with these remarks and
hence, do wish, in the present chapter, to appresaate of the difficulties that Weil's ideas
raise. In the previous chapters, | presented a ruwitcore concepts in her writings, as much as
possible ‘on her own terms’ since this is, | befigthe only way to do justice to someone’s
thought. While | have previously merely touched mpossible questions that certain claims of
Weil may raise, | will now discuss them more thably. In chapter Ill, | reconstructed the
constitutive elements of Weil's concept lmipomoneand it might already have appeared that
the latter diverges from the biblical concepthofpomone Iindeed, despite the fact that Weil
refers to biblical passages to explain whapomones, | will show that her understanding of
this concept actually negates some central conagp&hristian theology. It is not surprising
that she discernsupomoneamong Buddhists and Taoists, since her understgrafi God and
man comes closest to the latter traditions. Wéilipomonegoresumes the Stommor fati the
human love for an all-pervading necessity that gowethe universe. In most Christian
theologies, the relationship between necessityh(thieé associated suffering and evil) and God
is more ambiguous and we can hardly speak of aimnoais agreement as far as theodicy is
concerned. An explicit duty tlove ‘fate’ has not been integrated in mainstream @hangy. |
explicitly attempt to answer the question of whetlraor fatior obedience to God’s necessity —
with its implications for the human creature —ridéed a prerequisite for, or even is, the love
for God.

I. Endurance in love and hope

! Christopher Hamilton, ‘Simone Weil's “Human Peratity”: Between the Personal and the
Impersonal,’Harvard Theological Reviev@8 (2005): 187-207 (p. 187).
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Blessed are those who enduheifomeinantgs recalls James in his letter. “You have heard of
the patiencelupomonépof Job, and have seen the etaddg of the Lord; that the Lord is very
pitiful, and of tender mercy-'In this passage, Job is called blessed becausashieen able to
stand firm till thehappy end The mercy of God shows itself in the strengthetmlure the
tribulations and in the final outcomes. In biblical textfiupomonerefers to endurance,
perseverance or patience. Its verbal form is tay'st To been hupomonés to remain (stay)
firm or to endure in spite of the blows that trymmve oneself. In these passages, the ones who
confessed the name of Jesus Christ were encoutagednd firm despite the hate of others.
They were heartened to be faithful in love and erail the end, in order to be save@hough
Weil's hupomonealso includes staying firm (motionless), her cquioan of salvation or end
(telog diverges from the biblical (Christian) one. FoeNVto be ‘saved’ means to be purified
from evil, which is the same as losing one’s | viduily or accepting without revolt its loss
through fate (misfortune). In other words, onedsexl when one has reached the perfection of
total detachment. According to her, detachmertiésane way of killing oneself, the other one
being suicide. As we saw in the previous chapteeilVdoes not share the Christian
eschatological perspective of salvation, of reqtima or of a new eternal life for each and
every person, as unique bethEmmanuel Gabellieri, a Weil scholar, deems it inguat to
prove that she did believe in the resurrectionjrejather commentators, including my own

reading of Weil. However, he seems to forget her criticism that thémks that he is someone

?Jas 5: 11.

% See, for instance, Lk 2: 43; Acts 17: 14.

* Mt 10: 22; Mk 13: 13.

° Mt 24: 13; Rom 12: 12.

® See chapter Ill, part |.

" Emmanuel Gabelliertre et Don: Simone Weil et la philosopkiimuvain: Editions Peeters,
2003), p. 501. Gabellieri points out that theraigap between the various interpretations of
Weil's thought and what she really thought her§elfL0). The irony is that he does not seem to
escape from this tendency, and seems to want te Mégdil a Christian (saint). He explains that
‘God transcends all principle that would reduce hinan object of human desire, and there is
idolatry even in the fact of desiring eternal lifiethis desire is more the desireraf life than of
the good’ (p. 502). Gabellieri stresses that Wailnot be accused of quietism. But he forgets
that it cannot be denied that Weil was attractethéosame thing in John of the Cross as in the
Hindu (Indian), Chinese and Buddhist mystics ad aglthe Stoics. One common element lies
in the conception of ‘salvation’ as a kind of cagftation, annihilation into the Good or in some

cases, nothingness.
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else besides God, which goes hand in hand witlsthess on the need for (total) de-creation. A
resurrected being is still a creature, albeit idifferent way. Man ismediocrenot so much
because of his egoism or narrow self-interest asuse of his refusal to give up his I, his
person The only thing that matters is the impersonateshen everyone and death allows it to
return to where it belongs. The scattered Goodumadn creatures is allowed to become One,
while the human creatures are de-created and fienget exist (in whatever form) anymore.
The absence of an eschatological perspectiveypaxplains whyhope for Weil,
becomes irrelevant. As she says, ‘What we lovdnésperfect joy itself. When one knows it,
hope itself becomes useless, it has no meaningoiilyething that remains to be hoped is the
grace not to disobey down here. The rest is thinbsss of God and does not concern®usot
only is hope redundant but it is even harmful siitgarevents total detachment. The usage of
despair, that is the absence of hope, is precikalyit turns away from the futufélhe story of
Job is so authentic, for Weil, because it shows tl@wnfortunate man, in the end, realises that
nothing besides the universe has any finality, harite beauty. Job enters the pure land of the
real’® His misfortune without consolation enables hinatiain total detachment from all things
that pass. It is hardly surprising that Weil does nefer to the happy end of the story when one
knows that she elsewhere holds that ‘the tempa@hises in the Old Testament were from
diabolical and not divine sourcE.While Paul, in his second letter to the Corintigpraises
the God of mercies and of all comfort, ‘who coméaus in all our affliction, so that we may be
able to comfort those who are in any afflictionftwihe comfort with which we ourselves are
comforted by God,” Weil stresses that all sourcesansolation are veils and lies that are
invented by the mediocre part (that is nearly tHela) of the soul to prevent purification

(annihilation)** Hope and consolation, according to her, softerbitierness of misfortune and

® Simone Weil Attente de Diel(Paris: La Colombe, 1950), p. 71.

® Simone WeilLa Pesanteur et la Grag@aris: Plon, 1948), p. 30.

19 pyre Land’ is a term used in certain Buddhistitians, such as the Yogacara School
(Mahayana movement). Pure Lands are primarily realtmere it is easy to hear and practise the
Dharma. The Dharma (or Dhamma) has various measnsugh as eternal truths and cosmic
law-orderliness discovered by the Buddha(s). Thegptible world is seen as representation
only. Central to the Yogacara is the emphasis mis@dousness. See, for instance, Peter Harvey,
An Introduction to Buddhism: Teachings, History aRdactices (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990).

1 Simone Weil Pensées Sans Ordre Concernant I’Amour de Miraris: Gallimard, 1962), p.
56.

122 Cor 1: 3-7; Compare with WeRensées Sans Ordne. 39.
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hence fill up the void that misfortune createstaad of leaving it empty for the reception of
grace. Beliefs in immortality and the providentatler of events, ‘in short, the consolations that
one usually seeks in religion’ hinder the competeihilation of the 12 For Weil, man only has
the choice between evil and the supernatural gGotsolation and hope, being from human
source — the non-good — compete with the superdajaoond, grace.

The two pressing questions that arise are, firgthether consolation and hope are
indeed humaties that prevent the working of grace and secondlytirdréhumanconsolation
of each other ignerely human, antagonistic to the divine. The answerhto latter question
depends on the conceived relationship betweenuhmah and divine. Weil's strict separation of
the natural order from the supernatural order Wl critically examined in part Il. In most
Christian (as well as in Jewish and Islamic) tiad&, hope, consolation and peace are seen as
divine gifts that sustain the onehapomonelt is difficult to ‘ascertain’ whether the one wis
consoled does it through his own imagination olytreceives a kind of divine appeasement.
One certainly ought to be aware of all types afsilbns that make life bearable (comfortable),
while leaving no room for the truth or grace. Metyould be unjust to call what is good evil. Is
God a God who comforts and fills the human heattt Wope or is He one who demands the de-
creation of the creature? If de-creation is the ehthe creature, and misfortune without hope
and consolation the most effective way of killingethuman being, then God cannot be
conceived as one who appeases the pain. In thetleadlistinction between human lies and
divine grace depends on the conception of God &nidleoend of the human creature. A God
who can love only Himself (the Good) indeed tal@msip the self-annihilation of his creatures
who thereby show their love for Him. Yet, the whaomatter is much more than theological
speculation. Hope and consolation are human experghealingand enabling the ones hit by
misfortune to live. Weil is most probably right whehe says that their souls will never recover
their warmth and in this sense, ‘healing’ doesinmly a recovery of what is lost. It gives back
something of the lost humanity, even if it is imdifferent form, and the strength to endure. It
would be presumptuous to claim that one can heaselfiy which would be the implication if
one claims that there are human illusions thatarmomplish such a miracle (transformation).
Hope and consolation or the processes that trudy ¢ennot be objectified and hence, the one
who has reached the abyss of pain and despairacaly tell what the content of consolation
and hope is. At the end of the day one is not dapabascertaining whether the one who is
tortured to death experiences any ‘consolationmfr@God. Weil's experiences apparently

showed her that God does not comfort but is preseatdifferent way. The need for caution,

13 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grage. 23.
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for moral sensitivity and humility cannot be stexsnough in saying something about the

suffering of others?

II. The egoist God and the loving God

| have, above, raised the question of whether huoctmsolation iamerely humarand hence
sheer lie. Here, | wish to discuss Weil's claimtthl that is human belongs to the order of the
non-good while the good (Good) is transcendent. Shesses often enough the distance that
separates God from human creatures, that is, sh@ndie between the supernatural order and the
natural order. ‘One needs to place God at an iefidistance to conceive him innocent of evil;
reciprocally, evil indicates that one needs to @l&od at an infinite distancEIf one recalls,
Weil criticizes the conception of God as almightydanstead points out how the Passion of
God was the object of Greek and Egyptian mystesiesijar to Christianity/® The man who has
no compassion for the pains of the ones who suifeends Zeus who implores in these
unfortunates’ Such a God is certainly not an impassible Godoouthe contrary, is willing to
humiliate himself for the redemption of humankiftiis conception, however, does not seem to
rhyme with other conceptions of Weil. Why is sucpassible God not one who comforts if He
can implore? And, more importantly, how can sucboa only love himself and love ‘in us the

consent not to be¥® | consider it difficult to reconcile the concept divine love as ‘the

% In her review essay on Sarah Pinnod&&yond Theodicy: Jewish and Christian Continental
Thinkers Respond to the Holocaygsibany: State University of New York Press, 200R)
Hannah Holtschneider says that ‘Pinnock concludgsahalysis of these (anti-) theodicies with
four ‘guidelines for philosophical and theologicabproaches to evil and suffering’ (139).
Firstly, she suggests ‘epistemic humility,” meanthgt we ought to be cautious about whether
and how we may speak about ‘God’s nature, actspangbses’ (139), hence ‘theodicy, which
explains or justifies God’s permission of evil asuffering aims at an unreachable goal’ (140).
Secondly, she proposes ‘moral sensitivity’ towahdssuffering. This guideline cautions against
assigning meaning to suffering that is not devealopg the victims themselves and thereby
responds to concerns of theodicy.” K. Hannah Hbhsider, ‘The Shadow of the Shoah: A
Review Essay, Journal of Religion and Societp (2003). Full text available online
(http://moses.creighton.edu/JRS/2003/2003-12.html).

> Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 112.

'® See chapter | (part V) of this thesis.

" Weil, Pensées Sans Ordre. 50.

8 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 41.
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inflexible necessity, misery, distress, the crughimeight of need and labour that exhausts,
cruelty, tortures, violent death, constraint, terithesses’ with a God who cries and implores
for the sake of the ones who sufféit would nearly seem that there are two (typesGafjis. If
one assumes that Weil's God is primarily charaséeriby the notions of the unchanging Good
(Platonic), eternal Wisdom (Stoic) or non-actingiinie action (Taoist and the Upanishads), then
the only way to explain this apparent conflicthsough her distinction between Personal God
and Impersonal God. Dionysius, Osiris, Jesus Chrisus and Prometheus would then be
Personal Gods, or the incarnations of the PersBpdf® They are the Mediators between the
Impersonal God - identified with the divine orddrtle universe or with justice, truth and
beauty — and human creatures. The exact functibtisese Mediators or incarnations of God
are subjects of debate among scholars but onesof,ths | see it, is as a source of purity, which
acts as a counterweight to etfil.

My focus, however, is not on her concept of Maatiair (incarnated) Personal God,
since the latter does not explain Weil's stricttididion between the Good and the human
creature or her concept of de-creafibh.also hold that her concept of God as the onlpdo
also determines her understanding of ‘God is loVhis is why ‘love is not consolation, it is
light.”* The divine love is the light that passes throughttansparent human creature, to love
himself. God is the Good, the only pure, highesbdand anything else can only be less than
the Good. If one takes Plato’s ladder, then alkénhthings and creatures are the lower rungs
(metaxy and yet need to bear some relation to the Goddafism is to be avoided. In the case

of the universe, the relation is intimate becausssiye matter can only reflect perfectly the

19 1bid.

%% Hence, Brahmain the Gita is impersonal God while Vishnu or Hamigarnated in Krishna,
[is] personal God.” Simone WeiCahiers Il (Paris: Plon, 1953), p. 429. Of course, one can
choose not to explain this apparent contradictimh imply hold that there is an inconsistency
in Weil's reasoning.

21 Eric Springsted does not agree with scholars whaeathat Weil does not see the need for
the incarnation and crucifixion of Christ. ‘Cabaadd others, while they are incorrect in not
seeing the need Weil sees for the actual incamatiw crucifixion of the Word, are right in
seeing that Christ does play the role of exampld paradigm in Weil's thought.” Eric
Springsted, p. 137. | tend to agree with Jacquésa@h since the other incarnations were not
always crucified.

2 The concept of Mediator is rather a logical comsege of the absolute transcendence of
God.

2 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 23.
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beauty of the wise Good. With respect to humantares, the distance is the greatest because
they are intentional beings who usually refuseldeyothe Good like matter does. By refusing to
obey, they do not imitate the beauty of the obedieaiter, while this is the duty of all created
things. If one thinks along this line, the veryatren of intentional human creatures becomes
problematic. The Good or Beauty is no longer gusethbut becomes scattered in many human
creature$? In this sense, the very creation is a sacrifioe God who submits himself (the
Good) to necessity by creating human beings, meelibeings who are other than the good.
While God, being the Good, ‘can love but himseWeil holds that, on the contrary, ‘man
would like to be egoist and cannot [b&.Human creatures, according to her, can only love
something elsé& This difference expresses the distance betweenrter of the Good (God)
and that of the necessity (man).

Is it indeed the case that God created human wesato continue loving himself
through them and that the creation is, thereforeaaifice? The creation of others besides
oneself can be perceived as a sacrifice if one-can ought to — love only oneself. Saying
something about God or the love of God remainsIhigheculative since He is not an object.
There are traditionally two grounds for saying sthimg about the ‘essence’ of God — or about
what makes God be God — namely ‘nature’ and reweelatAn additional one is mystical
experience, though the difficulty, in this caseiogletermine whether the experience is relevant
for others and whether it does say something aGamat Even in the case of so-called divine
revelations, the role of cultural determinants fram an obstacle to discerning the unique ways
of God. The conception of a God who gets involved/ars and who is himself called a warrior
with an army can be perceived as one that is @lljuinfluenced’’ Another basis for

conceptualisations of God — related to the tradéionature’ one — is that of human experiences

4| do not know what Weil thought of animals. | dainénk that she perceived them as part of
the creation without human creatures.

%5 Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 66. A very ambivalent claim about the humaychslogy

or ‘human nature’, but | will not deal with it ihis thesis.

% |bid., p. 68.

" Ruth Groenhout, for instance, points out how thege of fatherhood and masculinity [has]
a profound affect on the ways in which we can tlohlagapé love. If love is a matter of other-
directed care, and it comes from a transcendemegol God whose very nature requires
authority and power, it cannot be a love that im@slsubmission, loss of authority, or reciprocal
connections.” Ruth Groenhout, ‘The Love of God Hagher:Agapéand Masculinity,” in Craig
A. Boyd (ed.), Visions of Agapé: problems and possibilities in bBomand divine love
(Hampshire: Ashgate, 2008), p. 55.
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and ‘human nature’. By doing so, | also answer gatigely — the question of whether the
divine and the human are strictly separated. Ontlirer words, my reasoning will eventually
confirm my initial assumption that the two ordeennot be strictly separated. If | assume that
human creatures are created by God, they canncrbpletelydifferent from God, unless one
wants to accept a form of dualism. Even matter niastreated by God. Hence, it is quite
reasonable to assume that the human love and doweedo bear a relationship to each other,
that the one is an analogy for the other. Tére self-giving love between human creatures —
true friendship or compassion — can only springnfrdivine source, and must be a (however
blurred) reflection of divine lové In other words, the ‘natural’ creature has theacitg for
supernatural (unlimited) lov@ Whether this capacity is ‘natural’ or transforntdugh grace
does not matter so much. In any case, the ‘natigraldt a closed, demarcated order but one that
interacts with the divine.

The (absolute) transcendence of the Good caniexpley Weil saw the just attitude of
man towards God as being the obedient slave (sgnharihis context, it is interesting to recall
the passage in John, in which Jesus’ disciplesnardonger called servants bfriends®
Thomas of Aquinas is a frequently quoted authdidty his understanding of the theological
virtue caritas as a form of friendship between man and God, thtArough graceCaritas (or
agapd is the love of man for God, as the answer tddke of God for mari: This reciprocity
coupled with the desire for the well-being of eather characterise friendship (love) relations.
As Aquinas scholars stress, the friendship with Gas with another fellow human being — ‘is

a kind of communion or participation in the life tle other3 Craig Boyd stresses that ‘this

%8 By ‘self-giving’, | do not mean a kind of self-aihifation but a genuine giving without self-
interest or self-seeking, for the good of the ather

? ‘The natural love of the creature for God showssteucture that we can call ‘self-
transcendent’.” Rudi te Velde, ‘Zelfliefde en trasadentie: Thomas over zelfliefde,
naastenliefde en de liefde tot God,’in R.A. te \ée(dd.),Over liefde en liefde: beschouwingen
over de liefde (amor, amicitia, caritas) volgensoftas van AquingNijmegen: Valkhof Pers,
1998), p. 86.

% Jn 15: 12-15.

%t Compare with 1 Cor 13: 4-13, a passage that @naftferred to when dealing with the three
‘theological virtues’ faith, hope and loveatitas, agapg

% ‘For Aquinas the love we have for God is a kindrigndship with God. But friendship is a
kind of communion or participation in the life dfe other. Charity itself is a special kind of

participation in God since the created order ishabat all creatures ‘live and move and have
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participation in the life of the other is the ‘esse’ of God; to participate in the life of the othe

is the nature of love® Such a concept of love differs radically from tle&twWeil, for whom
God is primarily the Good, which does not (necelsgacontain the notion of self-sharing or
self-giving. A God who is love — in the non-Weili@ense — longs for the existence of other
beings besides Himself since the nature of lowe murpass or transcend itsélSuch a God is
not likely to consider the creation of human cresguas a sacrifice since He takes joy in the
reciprocal relationships with them. The fact thase beings are sinful (mediocre) beings only
stresses the endurance, tolerance and greatnédiging) love. Boyd does not wish to embrace
the strict distinction between divine and humarekbut instead argues that each type of love —
parental love for children, erotic love for the befl, the bonds of genuine friendship and self-
sacrificial love — ‘manifests the goodness of Godiwe in different ways. Affection
demonstrates the comforting love God has for hutpamiderosdemonstrates God’s desire for
intimate union with humanity. In friendship we séne possibility for mature love between
persons who choose one another as subjects ofddeneg and in charity we see the self-giving
love of God who is poured out on behalf of oth&ust affection,erosand friendship caall be
self-giving. [...]So too, charity, friendship amos should all manifest affectio” To love is

to wish the well-being (good) of the other, for bisher own sake, not for oneself. The mutual
friendship bonds also imply that the loved oneni®ad, no means and hence no glass through

which God can lovélimself*®
[1l. Amor fati and freedom
The good order of creation, for Weil, is the petfggion between God and his universe without

human creatures. Hence, human beings participateeircreation of the world by de-creating

themselves. She discerns this idea of de-creatidhe philosophy of the UpanishadSlt is

their being’ in God.’ Craig A. Boyd, ‘The PerichtieNature of Love: Beyond the Perfection
Model,” in Boyd (ed.) Visions of Agapép. 19.

# bid., p. 27.

% Compare with the concept of ‘ecstasy’. Jan Aers@ints out that ‘the novelty in Dionysius

is the thought that there is also ecstasy in Gaghiag-out-of-itself love towards the created.’
Jan Aertsen, ‘Eros is goddelijker dan agape: DimsyAreopagita en Thomas van Aquino over
de liefde,” in Te Velde (ed.pver liefde en liefdegy. 121.

% Boyd, ‘The Perichoretic Nature of Love,” pp. 29-30

% Aertsen, ‘Eros is goddelijker dan agape,’ p. 123.

%" Weil, La Pesanteur et la Gragep. 42-43.
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tempting to explain Weil's concept of de-creationtérms of her own biography, her personal
experience and struggl&sAs Christopher Hamilton suggests, she sometimesstther own
sense [...] of her own spiritual condition, and trosng it into a metaphysical thesis about the
nature of the universé”She could not believe that God could love sucrediatre being as —
she thought — she was. Since all creatures aresd@oare, it is impossible that God would love
them for their own sake. Such an insight mightlyulse typified as subjective and yet | do not
wish to discard it as such. Her insight that nsaa mediocre being who gives his love to social
collectivities and gets attached to all kinds ofects is certainly worth consideration. The
observation that man feels stronger when he carfnsgyinstead of ‘I', explains a lot of evil in
the world. Yet, however weak (mediocre) human cnest may be, they have been created with
(for) the capacity for friendship and love. It iglhly relevant to note that Weil sees the ‘fact’
that the human being cannot love himself but ooimething else as a sign the misery of the
creatureand as the ‘source of his grandefft.This enables him to devote, sacrifice himself
totally to an order or to someone else. This sadfifice is, however, rarely done for the
invisible God, says Weil. Besides, she holds tham iis prepared to die for a cause but is much
more afraid to become nothing, that is, to losd bigt of love for God. The best example is Job
who was stripped of everything that made him whavas and still did not die. He longed for
death that simply did not come.

Love for God, according to Weil, demands #maor fati and the de-creation of the
creature in oneself. The human being has to beairadienthuman matterf he or she loves
God. | contest such a concept of love and Weiksntlthat God expects the human creature to
refuse his authorisation to exfStA friend wishes the other to exist and to subsfsGod,
indeed, created each and every human being to$&ielnd, He could hardly have created him
to rejoice in his self-annihilation. As | remarkedfore, communion or union presumes two
parties while the disappearance (assimilation)etiranihilation into a greater Good cannot be
called a reciprocal relationship. In Hisre et Don Gabellieri rejects the criticism of Rolf Kiihn
who has pointed out that Weil's stress on de-aaatiffends the gratuity of creation as §fft.

Gabellieri's explanation is quite intriguing (apgkiic) since he says that this

¥ For instance, one can argue that the claim that oannot love himself is primarily a
subjective experience that is made general.

3 Christopher Hamilton;Power, Punishment and Reconciliation in the Palitand Social
Thought of Simone Weil European Journal of Social Theotyt (3) (2008): 315-330 (p. 318).
O Weil, Cahiersll, p. 212.

“ Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 48.

2 Gabellieri,Etre et Don p. 499.
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‘misinterpretation’ has got to do with an insuféot understanding of the phenomenon of gift.
According to him, Weil’s ‘apparent’ refusal of tlggft of creation is a criticism of the urge to
possess (eternal life). Weil's stress on de-creatmmwever, not only ‘offends’ the gratuity of
creation of gift, but is a normative claim abou¢ t#tnd of every creature and the ‘essence’ of
God. It has real implications for man’s understagdvf himself, of God and for human actions.
She claims that God is really loved by the man wgives up what makes him a person and who
is content when misfortune takes care of his atatibn. Weil's reasoningndirectly justifies
the (social and natural) misfortune of human beirgsnilton rightly points out the danger that
such reasoning does not take the suffering of steeriously’® The irony is that Weil refers, a
few times, to the scribes and Pharisees who shithefkingdom of heaven from people, but
does not realise that her own theology can haveahe atrocious effect§For, the man who
thinks that God desires his self-annihilation carm@enhopethat God loves him for his own
sake. Weil's religious philosophy encourages satehwhich can legitimise prevailing social
(religious) orders that are based on such conténpe human being.

Becominghuman matteimplies giving up the faculty of discrimination cimtention,
the freedom that one has received as human creatwenot wish to deal with the question of
social or biological determinism or non-determinjdont for my purpose, it is enough that |
restrict myself to the freedom to love, to hoped &m revolt. Is the one whiefusesto accept
things as they are, and wishes that they wererdiffe expressing a lack of love for God? |
realise that an ‘answer’ to such a question capdoeeived as pretentious and yet, the question
needs to be posed for the sake of all those wHersaind for the sake of human freedom. It is
useful to stress how easy it is to destroy freedonh those critical human faculties that enable
the distinction between good and evil. They aretadway from people or people give them up,
to social beasts or in return for comfort. It i®g@sely because of their fragility that | would
argue that they have to be cherished, nourishedpeesbrved as precious gifts. Perhaps some
more light might be shed if one still holds, as Balpes, that all types of human love reflect the
goodness of God’s love. Human love can rarely line'fate’ of others. This was also Weil's
struggle. The fact that people ai@cedto accept their fate and the fate of others, since
complaining ‘does not change the course of thinggy hardly be called an act of love for God
(and for the unfortunates). It comes closer to atigen, fatalism (in the common, non-
philosophical sense), nihilism, depression or ofteghological states. Individuals ought to be

free to understand their own passive acceptant@vador God, as long as they do not impose

43 Hamilton, ‘Power, Punishment and Reconciliation in the Palitiend Social Thought of
Simone Weil,” p. 315.
4 See Mt 23: 13-14.
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such a moral demand on others. It may be truerthatlt, anger and non-acceptance do not
change unfortunate events and perhaps they makpaiheworse. Whether man becomes an
egoist without I, pulling others with him in theyas,because he revoltsan be questioned but
is too complex an issue to be discussed fleRevolt is often the reaction to what one
experiences as injustice and as incomprehensikd@. fiay revolt against events (against God,
if he perceives them as the will of God) out ofdder others. He may revolt out of implicit
love for himself if he has lost everything that mddm experience himself as a human being. In
these senses, anger, revolt and non-acceptancbecaaen as legitimate reactions of human
beings who are conscious of their human dignity faeeldom. They, thereby, express their need
for justice, love and solidarity with othefs.

Weil expresses her surprise (criticism) that &fanity has not integrated the Stoic
piety for the universe, the only fatherland. As gbaically remarks, ‘the cosmic element is so
absent in Christianity as currently practised tha¢ could forget that the universe has been
created by God"’ This critical note does touch upon a crucial issu@nely the problem of
reconciling evil and suffering with the faith inlaving God. Weil's conception of the universe
as the body or touch of God seems to be the onlytavaavoid dualism. Yet, most Christian
theologians have not been able or perhaps, do st & reconcile the love of God with the
misfortune that the universe inflicts. This wouldaexplain why (mainstream) Christianity has
not integrated the Stoiamor fati Most Christian theologies stress the love of @edpite
misfortune, evil and suffering. What Weil claimstle opposite, namely that misfortune is
precisely the expression of God’s mercy or [@hough she stresses that suffering does not
have any meaning — since nothing down here hadiaalty — she implicitly does reconcile
evil and suffering with the love (Goodness) of Gbdhis ‘reconciliation’ is possible because

of Weil's stress on the nothingness of the humangoeho is, in any case, meant to de-create

> The egoist without an | has not only lost his haoityathrough circumstances but also wants
to destroy that of others. See chapter Il, partfdf more on Weil's understanding of what
misfortune can do with those not prepared for it.

8 Revolt, however, rarely subsists, but often tunhs prayer and inner peace (and henkid

of acceptance). But this ‘acceptance’ can hardlgdiled a human achievement: revolt and the
refusal to explain or compreheralit of love actually leave room for grace.

“"Weil, Pensées Sar@®rdre, p. 22 Attente de Dieup. 167.

8 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 69.

49 All pain that does not detach is lost pain.” Weih Pesanteur et la Grac@. 24. See chapter

[, part Il of the thesis, for Weil's view of suffieg (misfortune). Note that the love of God for

man is, in the end, the love for Himself.
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himself. Misfortune de-creates most effectivelymlist be pointed out that Weil's thought is far
from being clear and consistent as far as thiisseoncernetf. Elsewhere she stresses that to
‘note this mercy [of God] directly in nature, oneedls to render oneself blind, deaf, without pity
to believe that one caf-’She explains that it is only through mystical kiesge that one can
claim that the created world is the work of mer@hose who possess the privilege of mystical
contemplation, having experienced the mercy of Gagposethat, God being mercy, the

created world is the work of mercy”

IV. Love and freedom

Weil's concepts of man, of his end and of God mfrtkedom problematic, if not impossible.
Due to the unbridgeable distance between man and-Gbe non-good and the Good — man is
incapable ofwilling the good. The will is derogatively consideredtasmuscular effort of man
who wishes to attain heaven by jumping as highogsiple. The safest for man, is therefore not
to search or act actively, but to act, fmt the object, buthrougha necessity® It is a sort of
passive action, based on obedience and that excludientary initiatives. The ‘choice’ between
evil and the supernatural good is actually the ahdietween the desire of keeping one’s | or of
annihilating it. Indeed, according to Weil, ‘theseabsolutely no other free act that is allowed to
us, than the destruction of the®l.This is the expression of our love for the Goau.the
previous chapter, we saw that attention and prékat is nothing else than the highest form of
attention) purify the creature from evil (his hdreafter, divine constraint ensures that this pure
creature passively does the supernatural good. c@nespeak of a supernatural mechanism
through which grace responds to the degree ofipatibn (perfection). | wish to problematise
the conceptualisation of love and prayer as forfrattention and the concept of a supernatural
mechanism, through which grace responds to attentioontend that these Weilian concepts
are based on a fatalistic vision of life, which #srhuman and divine freedom. Since the end of

the creature is de-creation — in Weil's thoughtnd aince nothing ‘down here’ has any finality,

* Gabellieri’s hypothesis is that ‘only the metaphgsof charity is capable of shedding full
light on the question of being in S. Weil.” Gabelj Etre et Don p. 19. |, on the contrary, argue
that this charity (compassion) actually and fortehadisrupts the unity or coherence of her
thought.

>l Weil, La Pesanteur et la Gragce. 113.

*? |bid.

>3 |bid., p. 52.

> |bid., p. 35.
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the prevailing social order does not matter too lmag long as there is some legitimate order.
Not only does such a vision of life threaten theefftom of man and of God, but is also a
potential instrument to justify injustice. For, Weibelief that everything down here is ‘soiled
by force, and hence unworthy of love’ makes itidifft to want to change social ordéfsShe
considered order as a need of the human soul, anaéct by old traditions that ensure that the
past gives finality to the present. Any changecaiirse, interrupts this continuous flow and
since everything is soiled, the probability is highat the change is for the worse.

Attention according to Weil, is theubstanceof the love for God and for one’s
neighbour’® | readily agree that one who loves is fully copssi of and concerned about the
other. In this case, attentiveness reflects th&e st someone’s soul. Attention can also be
considered as an exercise or means to develogancsusceptibility, ‘openness’ or sensitivity.
But while | would consider attention as a ‘natuealanation’ from love or else as a means to
develop one’s consciousness of others, Weil seas the very essence of love and prayer.
Hence, she can say that ‘loving’ God in misfortuieenot even difficult since the same
orientation towards God can be maintained. Attentimdeed, can be learned, perfected,
controlled and sustained even in the most atrodiocoiments, so that one can speak of a kind of
immobility, impassibility orapatheiaof the soul. But this linear equation between |awel
attention is problematic for several reasons. Weeh@ recall that, for Weil, man has to
continue or desire loving God in misfortune, evehlis absence is felt. If the soul ceases to
love, ‘the absence of God becomes definitieShe assumes that the ‘greatest pain does not
touch the point in the soul that consents to a goa@htation.*® The conception of such a point
that cannot be touched by pain would be a sour@®mé$olation and hope for unfortunates if it
would be plausible. The epistemic problem is pedgithat her metaphysical assumption cannot

be negated or accepted. The greatest, moral problgim this assumption is that man is

*> Simone WeilCahiers Il (Paris: Plon, 1956), p. 121. Hence, Weil recogniigine action in
the story of theSudrawho is justly killed by the incarnated god becabsetransgressed the
religious (social) order by practising the spirlityaof a higher caste (chapter I). According to
the logic of Weil, the man should not have movexifiis caste — determined social place — but
should have waited till God comes. | cannot helpstioning Weil's intellectual probity in such
an interpretation.

*Weil, Attente de Dieup. 97.

" bid., p. 103. See also chapter Ill, part V of thesis. ‘Salvation’, of course, is not the eternal
life of the individual (person) and therefore,dtuseless to argue that salvation, in this picture,
is no longer gratuitous.

*8 |bid., p. 120.
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burdened with an unbearable responsibility for dwa ‘salvation’ or for not falling into a
definitive dark night. It is up to him to desireviog God, ‘forcing’ Him to descend. This
presumes a God who only seems capable of respotalitite desire of man and hence who
cannot take free initiatives. It would appear a@/gil's God is incapable of ‘loving’ the human
creature ‘unconditionally’ and isot freeto act unexpectedly and unpredictalily.

Clearly, Weil did not want to conceive love astates of the soul since it would then
have meant that it is not constant. The soul is sidjected to the ‘force of gravity’, that is, to
necessity. She made pure love nearly a strandbetouman being since this point of the soul is
not part of the mediocre part of the creature, maris 1. Only this point is not subjected to
necessity and hence to misfortune. | argue that'$\tincept of love does not take human love
with its weakness and greatness seriously, an@ftiver, also fails to understand divine love.
Furthermore, her dualism — between the point ofsithd and the | — does not recognise love,
however weak and volatile, as a constitutive parthe whole human being. Human love, as
commonly understood, is an emotional and cognitixperience, which also implies that it is
rarely constant since very few mortals are capableving unconditionally at all times. Yet, an
unconditional and faithful love is praised and d¢desed as a reflection of divine love. Indeed,
such a love is ascribed to God in Christianity (dndaism), and such a love is expected from
parents and friends. Parental love, friendsk@ps (in Boyd's sense) and charity imply
reciprocity between different, unique persons dndee who, through the participation in the
lives of each other, contribute towards the welkhgeof each other. On the other hand, the love
for the other, according to Weil, is only pure tifi$ ‘surrounded everywhere by a compact
envelope of indifference that maintains a distafit&he creature who is capable of pure love is
one without |, other-directed and does not demamdlave in return. The only thing that is
implicitly (unconsciously) loved in the creaturetige universal, anonymous beauty or sacred
impersonal, present in all creatufés.

The end of the human creature is to become nothiighe should certainly not wish to
be loved. It is to this end — to become nothindpat bne acts, that one prdysio ‘pray God,
not only hidden from men, but by thinking that Games not exist’ is a mode of purificati®h.

* This is quite a paradox since man’s will, on ttikeeo hand, is considered to be impotent to
choose the good.

® This is perhaps a useless remark since God, ilis\p@iture, is meant to love Himself.

®1 Weil, Attente de Dieup. 81.

%2 See chapter I, part IL.

® Weil, La Pesanteur et la Grace. 43.

® Ibid., p. 30.
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Prayer is nothing else that the highest form adraton. Here again, there is no mutual relation,
in this case, between man and God. One would esetihg impression that ‘prayer’ is merely a
natural psychological process of self-denial anéa®ihilation, which does not require any
God at all but instead, does demand a high dedreensciousness. Such a form of prayer can
be practised and perfected, but can also imposgnaacessary burden and responsibility on
man at all times. While Weil probably wished to mdgrayer’ a form of exercise that can be
practised by anyone, even the atheist, it is ih #&anarrow conceptualisation since it excludes
the simple begging for bread, for help and the angproach of the unfortunatelf there is no
such thing as an untouchable point of the soul,ameeasily imagine that the one crushed by
misfortune can do nothing else than mourning. Weilbncept of prayer can be contested if
one’s concept of God is of one who does not meredpond to pure attention but ‘helps our
infirmities and prays in us with groans that canrm uttered® A God who loves
unconditionally, like a parent, friend, lover, doest ‘reward’ the creature who loves him but is
able to love him even when the unfortunate creatates Him. If God is a God who loves the
human creature for his own sake and wants to lelavreturn, then there can be no such thing
as a supernatural mechanism tpetportionally rewards the one who keeps his or her eyes
fixed in the direction that is presumably given®gd. Instead, there fseedomfor both God
and the person, which also means unpredictahilitgertainties and wonders. Friendship has its
certainties since one can expect faithfulness amdtancy from a friend. But the freedom that
love creates also means that a friend has the to@ut unexpectedly and to surprise the other.
This also means that man does not need to fedom#sire, love or pray enough — in any sense

— but can have faith that love (Love) endures amgives all things.

® Weil, Cahiers 1| p. 312.
® Rom 8: 26-27.
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Conclusion

Some scholars have claimed to discern one ‘unifyirigciple’ in Weil's thought, be it her
‘pythagorean and platonic doctrine’ or a ‘metapbgsf charity.” Others, on the contrary, have
pointed out (and criticised) the inconsistenciesén writings. | cannot help wondering which
judgement Weil would have preferred for herselfddre guess that she desireteddedl
consistency, order being, for her, a need of thé, dait | think that she was too conscious of the
paradoxes and contradictions of human existendeelieve that this could be possible. My
thesis could only reconstruct Weil’s ideas, by iifly assuming that her thought is consistent
and indeed, certain concepts recur often enougbribrm this hypothesis. Her views of God as
the only transcendent Good of whom the beautifiderse is the perceptible ‘body’, of man as
a non-good, of love as attention and of salvat®puwification can be called ‘Weilian’ without
doing injustice to her. Yet, her reasoning wavehemvconfronted with the misfortune of others
and her own compassion with them. | am inclinedayg that Weil was faithful enough to her
desire for intellectual probity to allow a paradioxher writings, namely her conviction that
necessity that inflicts misfortune is the touch@dd, the only Good and hence needs to be
loved —amor fati— while the sight of unfortunates being crushedhssame misfortune tore
her soul. How often did she not stress that sufffe¢misfortune) should not be explained, that it
should not be given any meaning? And yet, her quimres of God and man implicitly ‘solve’
what man experiences as a paradox or a ‘mysteayhety (the faith in) a loving God who is
powerful enough to have createx nihila has promised eternal life and who yet seems
powerless or cruel enough to allow, or everinftict misfortune through His obedient servant
Necessity. At the same time, Weil's compassion Withunfortunates sometimes made the love
for God nearly, if not, impossibléJnfortunately Weil blamed herself for this failure to love
God, hoping that He forgives compassion. This hegsh for herself becomes a general ‘anti-
human-ism’ when she considers misfortune as notvesnge than the failure of man to pay
attention to the beauty of the world. The dutydee the Good, in Weil's thinking, implies the
self-annihilation of the human creature who is mglcompared to the Good and whose end is
therefore to become nothing.

| stressed that it is unfortunate that Weil blanhedself for her incapacity to love —
apparently love is here not the same as attentibra Istate of the soul — just as she could not
simply ‘cry tears of blood’ by seeing the misforguof others, without directly trying to justify
Providential Necessity. If she would have takers tihicapacity to love seriously, she would
have done justice to many of her fellow-beings (entderself) and | argue, to God. | do indeed

believe, that by not perceiving the ‘states ofghal’ that disrupted heamor fatias real, and by
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holding on to her conceptions of Providential Nedggsand of man, she actually filled a void —
created by a painful incomprehension and experien@nd hence prevented an alternative
understanding of man and God, one that does noadically separate the human from the
divine. But at the same time, | realise that hertempt for what is human, her consciousness of
the fragility of the human body and soul would hawade this alternative concept very
difficult. Of course, the perspective of a God wihaly loves the human creature — however
mediocre he might be — for the latter’s own saketha parent, lover and friend loves his child,
loved one and friend and wishes his well-being,sdoat ‘solve’ the problem of theodicy. Most
theologies are reticent to say much about the ioelsttip between God and misfortune or
suffering and evil, which is most probably betteart saying too much. But, as a result, the old
question of theodicy runs the risk of becoming asalvable problem that no one dares to
touch. Yet, it is too easy to say that certain aeratare beyond human understanding, and that
man should therefore remain silent. The human eesirunderstand is real, and so is the
experience of paradox and contradiction when comdéieh with (sometimes inhuman) suffering
and evil. If the duty to love God is an absolute,oms Weil thought it was and as | think it is,
albeit in a different way, and if this becomes idifft if not impossible for people because of
suffering and evil, then | cannot but contend ttheology or philosophy (if it deals with the
same issues) does have the responsibility to hefplp understanding their realities and to
prevent them from getting paralysed by incompreioensAs we have seen, a seemingly
‘simple’ concept love is, in the end, not so ungqoal. What does it mean and imply to love
God? What does the love of God for the human creahean and imply? Weil was conscious
enough of her responsibility towards humankind (Hre@Good) to dare giving answers to these
questions, and even though | might disagree witmes@f her views, | highly value her
commitment and zeal.

However, if theologians (or philosophers) are @9 something about such existential
matters, they cannot speculate in their ivory tovbert ought to be aware of their political and
social contexts that largely determine human matiips and their thinking about and
experience of God. The consciousness of misfortahéhe fragility of human existence does
not need to lead to the conclusion that there i§imadity down here — as Weil thought — but
obliges scholars to become involved (be it indly@cin, concerned about political affairs.
Indeed, they ought to be aware of the social cmnditnecessary for human love to be an
expression of divine love and ought to plead fanth They ought to be alerat{entivg to
dangerous trends that threaten the human freedobe ta thinking being whose love can
transcend itself. Weil personifies the integer cotmmant that is both intellectual and political

(social). The void that the lack of finality cresitean be easily filled by so many evils. She
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rightly stressed the danger of all kinds of ideasgand social beasts that unjustly claim the
absolute love (attachment) of man. How can a manseHife is governed by a thirst to
increase, as Weil so vividly puts it, to progrésshecome and acquire more have any eyes for
his neighbours and his invisible God? When she resnthat man is no longer capable of
compassion, love for the other, she refers to lodéitigal (cultural) context (of class conflicts,
alienation and human exploitation). Far from sedhig context as a necessity, | consider it as
the expression of the creative and destructive ppwkman, coupled with his weakness. | can
only agree with Weil who pointed out the incapactynan — his weakness and impatience — to
live with voids. Wars or radical changes destrdgtienships, cognitive and emotional patterns
and create vacuums that can be filled at will. ffe@aningf love and friendship are dependent
on the actual context. Along more or less the skmeeas Boyd, | also argued that divine and
human loves cannot be strictly separated but themam love is actually for us, human
creatures, a way to speak about and understands@odé. One can imagine what the
implications, therefore, are when human love beswmrupted. When friendship and love
relationships become so ‘liquid’ that they can Ipddaund at will and demand no commitment
(participation), but allow a dubious ‘freedom’ tiwd and let live, which strangely resembles
indifference or a dislike to be involved in demarglenterprises, it becomes highly difficult and
confusing to say something about divine |&\Rerhaps attention, as Weil understood it, is the
only thing that can be asked from human beingssaciety (world) in which ‘love’ has lost its
divine character, in which people are alienatednfreach other, are afraid of too much
commitment and use each other as instruments (hé&@nthe satiation of their own desires.
Yet, this cannot be the case if man is create@tioved and to love.

Thefact that man is weak (or mediocre, as Weil says), lteatan be destroyed and be
made an object or dead matter, and at the same ttiaiehe is capable of horrendous (refined)
monstrosity does not say much aboutdns or the end to which he has been created. The fact
that he can be made into human matter does not thathe ought to become human matter. A
man whose mind and heart are so taken up withiradiskof attachments that he disregards his
responsibility towards his fellow-beings and Goawd indeed do well to learn to be attentive,
to see the invisible. But this only means that sbelmgs ‘have not yet become the kinds of

lovers that God intends they elh other words, one has to be careful not to cemfthe

1 On the ‘liquidity’ of love, see for instance, Zygnt BaumanLiquid love: on the frailty of
human bond¢Cambridge: Polity Press, 2003).

% Craig A. Boyd, ‘The Perichoretic Nature of Loveey®nd the Perfection Model,” in Craig A.
Boyd (ed.),Visions of Agapé: problems and possibilities in barand divine lovéHampshire:
Ashgate, 2008), pp. 29-30.
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condition of man as it is, in a particular placeaaparticular time, with his true end. This
distinction — between how things are and how threynaeant to be — will not be easily found in
Weil’s writings, since all events obey necessitylike her, | contend that things could have
been different and are meant to be different, simee& could have chosen and can choose
differently. Seeing necessity everywhere is ‘tosyéand makes man too passive towards %vil.
Hence my extreme scepticism and suspicion towalaisng about ‘God’s will’ or ‘divine
order.’ It is a nearly inhuman task to distinguistween the ‘revelations’ of God or sources of
purity and human fictions (creations). Ironicallyogigh, | think that Weil underestimated evil
by seeing the sacred in so many things, in teetgyions and cultures. In spite of the risk of
erring, | do consider it a human obligation to toydistinguish between the divine and human
creations, for the sake of God and man. The nam@aaf has too often been (mis)used to
legitimize all kinds of behaviour and orders. |lokdieve that if God wants to reveal himself, in
order to be loved, He cannot ask the inhuman framdn creatures. He would have to reveal
himself in such a way that He may not be confusil the worldly grandeur. The Cross, not
really the most prestigious place for God, is saahkay. In the same line of reasoning, one can
expect God in the outcasts and the puniest ofwibidd.* They are, in the end, quite invisible.
Weil’s stress on necessity can lead to an underason of man’s power to create unjust orders
and of his capacity to discern this injustice and refasuch orders. Man has the moral and
political responsibility to fight for the frafteedomto be human, to love with all his heart, mind
and soul. Only in freedom can he become awaresoEbid-given dignity and can he love with a

divine love.

% See chapter IV of the thesis.

4 Compare with Mat 25: 35-40, a text to which Wéiea referred.

® ‘Creative attention consists in really paying atien to what does not exist. Humanity does
not exist in the anonymous and lifeless flesh engide of the road. [...] Faith, says St Paul, is
the sight of invisible things. In this moment oteation, faith is present as well as love.’
Simone Weil Attente de Die({Paris: La Colombe, 1950), p. 136.

77



References

Bauman, Zygmunt,iquid love: on the frailty of human bon@lSambridge: Polity Press, 2003).

Bibles online ahttp://biblos.com/

Boyd, Craig A. (ed.)Visions of Agapé: problems and possibilities in hanand divine love
(Hampshire: Ashgate, 2008).

Gabellieri, Emmanuel Etre et Don: Simone Weil et la philosoplgieuvain: Editions Peeters,
2003).

Hamilton, Christopher, ‘Power, Punishment and Retiiation in the Political and Social
Thought of Simone Weil European Journal of Social Theord/l (3) (2008): 315-330.
Hamilton, Christopher, ‘Simone Weil's “Human Perabity”: Between the Personal and the
Impersonal,'Harvard Theological Reviev®8 (2005): 187-207.

Harvey, PeterAn Introduction to Buddhism: Teachings, History dpihctices(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1990).

Holtschneider, Hannah K., ‘The Shadow of the ShdalReview Essay,Journal of Religion
and Society5 (2003). Full text available online: http://mosesighton.edu/JRS/2003/2003-
12.html.

La Sainte Bible (Paris: Alliance Biblique Univeriggl2001).

Lyotard, Jean-Francoibjoralités postmoderng®aris: Galilée, 1993).

Nestle-AlandNovum Testamentum Grag&uttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979).
Plato,The SymposiurfLondon: Penguin, 2008).

Springsted, Eric O., ‘Beyond the Personal: Weili#iQue of Maritain,’ Harvard Theological
Review 98 (2005): 209-218.

Springsted, Eric O.Christus Mediator: Platonic Mediation in the Thougbf Simone Weil
(California: Scholars Press Chico, 1983).

Velde, R.A. te (ed.)Over liefde en liefde: beschouwingen over de ligfamor, amicitia,
caritas) volgens Thomas van Aquifiijmegen: Valkhof Pers, 1998).

Weil, Simone Attente de Die(fParis: La Colombe, 1950).

Weil, Simone Cahiers I(Paris: Plon, 1951).

Weil, Simone Cahiers Il (Paris: Plon, 1953).

Weil, Simone Cahiers Il (Paris: Plon, 1956).

Weil, Simone Ecrits de Londres et derniéres letti@aris: Gallimard, 1957).

Weil, Simone L'Enracinemen{Paris: Gallimard, 1949).

Weil, Simonela Pesanteur et la Grad@aris: Plon, 1948).

Weil, Simone Pensées Sans Ordre Concernant ’Amour de DRaris: Gallimard, 1962).

78



