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ABSTRACT: When we look to ourselves as living crea-
tures, a substantial parallel with animal forms of life 
seems to suggest itself readily. The specifics of human 
love would then consist in the fact that the members 
of the relation take on a mental distance to their con-
nection and the cooperative effect that are generated in 
love. From this distance, love can be assessed and judged 
as love. Personal creatures share an excentric distance 
from their concentric modes of behavior. Concentricity is 
understood as the unity in behavior between an organ-
ism and something else in the environment. Excentricity 
means that persons, as participants in mind, are set out-
side these concentrics in a world. At the same time, per-
sons remain living creatures who cannot do without the 
exercise of their concentricity. Richard Shusterman redis-
covered Eros as the attractive mover of our living body to 
frame reconcentric levels in excentric levels of conduct. 
Scheler’s positioning of love within the sensible order 
of the emotional life of persons avoids an overly hasty 
reduction of the relations of love into states, types of ac-
tions, moods, feelings of empathy, sympathy and affects. 
Love moves these foregrounds from the background 
where the beloved could thrive in its world. Plessner dis-
cusses the categorical subjunctive of passion in terms of 
the use of personal pronouns, above all the use of the 
‘I’. On the one hand ‘I’ is used to refer to the person’s 
own conduct of life with their lived body here and now, 
which for the person cannot be substituted or exchanged 
by anything else. On the other hand, all persons say ‘I’ to 
themselves and others, and in doing so they make use 
of an anonymous structure that has intersubjectively. In 
this function of bringing out mental contents, all persons 
are exchangeable and replaceable and can represent 
one another. Hence an antimony emerges in the exercise 
of the I-position. In the relation of love, the “you” is to 
become “I”, a “categorical irreality” (Plessner) in light 
of which nevertheless life is effectively conducted in an 
imagined phantasm. 
How can we understand this phantasm? Beside the 
change of personal pronouns, our grammar offers the dif-
ference of indicative, imperative and subjunctive to share 
shifts between imagined perspectives and positions. That 
which is expressed in the indicative and imperative grows 
historically out of the disappointments and limitations 
of the categorical subjunctive in love. The excentricity of 
positionality, which seemed to be only a mental distance, 
emerges from a valuable relation of love for a world of the 
beloved. In excentricity one is beside oneself with love.

Keywords: love, grammar, personal pronouns, philosoph-
ical anthropology, Helmuth Plessner, Max Scheler, Richard 
Shusterman 

1. Introduction to the topic of love 

Love is not foregrounded in front of us, where an object 

can be placed in order to predicate certain properties of 

it by which it can be distinguished from other objects. 

It is not any kind of lifeless object. When we talk of the 

attraction and repulsion of electrons, we are transferring 

these terms figuratively from our life-world. In this way 

we make something foreign to us comprehensible, which 

does not have to understand itself as love. We can leave 

it open here whether there are love affairs between elec-

trons. In any case they do not belong to our life-world. 

But in speaking figuratively of attraction and repul-

sion in this way we bring out what we associate in life 

with the term love. It concerns the connection of at least 

two living creatures in their relation to the environment. 

This relation represents a qualitative surplus that cannot 

be reduced to the behavioral possibilities of each mem-

ber of this relation. As biologically educated lay-persons 

of nature we might imagine e.g. the pair behavior of ani-

mals who like each other, give preference to each other, 

play with each other, help each other to find food and 

defend themselves, who bind themselves together and 

as the case may be reproduce. The offspring is the visi-

ble demonstration that this relation leads to a life of its 

own in the sequence of generations. But beyond repro-

duction there is also pair behavior among animals of the 

same sex, whether hunting together or raising offspring 

together, whether acquiring the competences of adults 

in playing together or in seemingly forming alliances and 

friendships. As romanticists of nature we find ourselves 

faced with an inexplicable surplus in the relations among 

animals, particularly when they belong to different spe-

cies and are not pursuing any recognizable goal, but as 

biologically educated contemporaries we tend to ascribe 

most of the phenomena of love among animals to bio-

logical functions, such as nutrition and reproduction. 

Hence something like a cooperative effect emerges in 

love. There seems to be an opposite sort of connection 
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that can be clearly seen in behavior, an active separation 

in the conduct of animals that seems aggressive, leads to 

violence and seems due to a competition among finite 

conditions of survival. 

The question is whether we need to change the scene 

again. Maybe the first change of scene from lifeless ob-

jects to a connection in the behavior of animals likewise 

rests on a figurative transfer. It is possible that we are 

interpreting the particular connections in the behavior 

of animals in accordance with our own self-understand-

ing. In life-worldly terms we cannot be fooling ourselves 

about the appearance of love among animals when we 

see their tenderness, their care for one another, and their 

bodily union. We are familiar with all this in our own case 

as well. This is a commonality shared by animal and hu-

mans. Nonetheless we quickly become uncertain in our 

judgment whether this commonality really obtains when 

we ask ourselves how much of this is inborn for the af-

fected animals and how much acquired, how much of it 

can become conscious or self-conscious for them or re-

mains unconscious, what the standards are for the crea-

tures themselves. The manner of loving might be incom-

parable between animals and humans. 

Primatologists are in disagreement about this. Frans 

de Waal claims that the great apes share with us our feel-

ings of sympathy, but not other apes, and hence that the 

discourse about love is unique to humans (de Waal 2006). 

On Michael Tomasello’s reconstruction, second-personal 

morality between I and You already distinguishes hu-

mans from the great apes, not to speak of a collective 

intentionality in culturally and linguistically convention-

alized form stabilized by institutions (Tomasello 2019). 

Nonetheless there is a minimal consensus that only hu-

mans can share a linguistically constituted mind with 

one another, which always represents a supra-individual 

phenomenon. 

It follows from the introduction so far: humans can 

love one another in a manner that allows them to thema-

tize their love as love. For this purpose we take a mental 

distance from love. When we look to ourselves as living 

creatures, a substantial parallel with animal forms of life 

seems to suggest itself readily. The specifics of human 

love would then consist in the fact that the members 

of the relation take on a mental distance to their con-

nection and the cooperative effect it generates insofar 

as they participate in this mental life as persons. From 

this distance love can be assessed and judged as love, 

e.g. cultivated or made taboo. A spectrum then emerges 

in which the different types of love are differentiated as 

they are to be affirmed or rejected for various reasons. 

This mental distance in the human conduct of life is 

marked in the philosophical anthropology of Helmuth 

Plessner by his conception of persons as living creatures 

who can share, not an environment, like animals, but a 

world. Personal creatures share an excentric distance 

from the overlapping of their concentric modes of behav-

ior. Concentricity is understood as the unity in behavior 

between an organism and something else in the environ-

ment, such as another organism. Excentricity means that 

persons, as participants in mind, are set outside these 

concentrics. At the same time persons remain living crea-

tures who cannot do without the exercise of their con-

centricity. Persons carry out their concentric behavior in 

the foreground against an excentric background. They 

face the task of setting up the concentrics they need from 

an excentric standpoint, which they do in a manner that 

is always mediated, culturally, symbolically, and techni-

cally. Their offspring learn these historically accumulated 

mediations through a habituation into their sociocultural 

environment. That which has become self-explanatory 

and immediate through the habituation presents new 

problems and requires renewed ex-centerings in the his-

torical process (Plessner 2019).1

At first glance, it seems so that we have won an un-

derstanding of love as love, but, at a price, namely to 

1 For parallels of Plessner’s approach with John Dewey’s see 
Krüger 2019a; for philosophical anthropology in comparison 
with other philosophies see Krüger 2019b.
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assume a mental distance from love. At second glance 

it becomes clear, that in understanding love we have no 

distance from love at all, only from love in a narrower 

biological sense. We take advantage of a broader under-

standing of love in understanding love, though we are in 

practice also products of biotic love. According to Scheler 

and Plessner, the salient point seems to consist in our liv-

ing body whose concentricity can be moved on an excen-

tric level in its habituations. This living body (Leib) is not 

fixated by a certain environment, though it needs some 

kind of environment that results from opening a world. 

Without this erotic being moved between excentric and 

reconcentric (i.e. a return to concentric) levels of conduct 

we would get into an usual body-mind-separation.

Richard Shusterman has rediscovered the great sub-

ject of erotic love in his book Ars Erotica thanks to his so-

maesthetic approach. His aesthetic understanding of liv-

ing bodies frames reconcentric levels in excentric levels 

of human conduct. “Eros is not limited to the bedroom; 

attraction is the engine and energy of life. It makes the 

world go round while animating innumerable interper-

sonal sub-orbits.” (Shusterman 2021, 11). Since Plato’s 

Symposium we know Eros as the potential and task to 

connect body and mind in a broader understanding of 

love that has been lost in Western modern separation of 

sexuality. Shusterman invites us to consider love as an 

opening of world. I would like to contribute to this dis-

cussion about what love could be in an ambitious sense, 

here without a particular focus on a certain kind of love 

(of parents, children and friends, with somebody, for 

football or music, in God). 

In the second part of my article I offer a reading of 

Max Scheler’s material phenomenology of love which op-

poses the return to dualistic separations in his metaphys-

ics. Scheler’s positioning of love as longer movements 

within the sensible order of the emotional life of persons 

avoids an overly hasty reduction of the relations of love 

into states, types of actions, moods, feelings of empathy, 

sympathy and affects. In the third part of my paper I will 

turn from Scheler’s metaphysical order of kinds of love, 

and instead discuss the movements of love in terms of 

the categorical subjunctive in Helmuth Plessner. The anti-

mony of personal life between an unrepresentable I and 

a representable I requires a subjunctive in which it can be 

lived. At the same time this tendency towards realization 

of an irreality cannot offer any ultimate solution to the 

question of love, as we remain alive in its questionabil-

ity. It has primacy in leading one’s life, though it can be 

covered. 

2. Locating the question of love in the sensible order of 
the emotional life in Max Scheler 

The typical dualism of either emotionality or rationality 

obscures the sensible order inhering in human emotional 

life. Rationalists have frequently assumed that emotional 

life is disorganized, which is why it has to be organized 

from outside by means of linguistic acts in and with rea-

sons. Conversely, empiricists have often conceived emo-

tional life as if it consisted of fixed basic units, atoms of 

feeling so to speak, which only have to be repeated and 

associated with one another often enough in order to 

generate larger combinations of biographical events that 

can then be symbolically condensed. Before we too hast-

ily follow either the rationalist or the empiricist explan-

atory strategy, according to Scheler, we should first ask 

what phenomena we are concerned with in the conduct 

of life. If we do not position ourselves as alien observers 

from outside of life, but rather take part ourselves in the 

conduct of life, we can understand emotional excitations 

as mental orientations of sense. The following six-fold 

distinction is helpful to describe and interpret the mani-

fold variety of human emotions. 

A) States of feeling

There are states of feeling that can be more or less spa-

tially localized (e.g. racing heart) and which have to per-

sist for a minimal interval in order to become conscious 

at all, e.g. the so-called p-wave of 300 milliseconds. But 
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these states say nothing at all by themselves. We can 

measure and represent their physical correlates by ul-

trasound or non-invasive methods of brain research, i.e. 

the content of the experience bound to the first-personal 

view of a person living in their body can be represented 

by a third-personal empirical method. But the difficulty 

is somewhat different, both for the affected person as 

well as for example for a doctor, if this is a problematic 

state in any way: to which manageable or unmanageable 

context does this state belong? Does a racing heart mean 

that the person is in love and approaching their beloved 

or is it a clinically relevant disturbance of the pulse? 

B) The contextualization of the states in something man-
ageable for oneself, in aspirations or motives for action 

Most states of feeling are entirely unproblematic for us, 

since we can more or less expect them within a certain 

context of action. In this sense they are learned and man-

ageable within a purposeful structure between means 

and ends, connected with motivations. The jogger knows 

from experience that her states of feeling after 150 steps 

up the hill are different than they were down below in the 

rose-garden. Here the states of feeling play a clear role 

integrated into the context of action. If the jogger had the 

same pulse and the same shortness of breath on her sofa 

watching TV, without having run up the hill, she would im-

mediately call a doctor. But it is not just the meaning of the 

states of feeling that changes depending on the context of 

action. The aspiration for the fulfillment of a certain type 

of action is itself a highly emotional undertaking. The jog-

ger in our example can go running for rational reasons, if 

the diagnosis of her stress electrocardiogram leaves her 

no other choice. Perhaps however she has struck a suc-

cessful balance of relaxation, enjoyment of being at one 

with nature in the park, and the hopes of an erotic en-

counter. The entire context of action is itself emotionally 

loaded, not just the states, which are connected together 

according to context and which set the expectations by 

which deviating states are noticed. 

C) The contextualization of the states in something not 
manageable for oneself in moods 

It is not just aspirations or motivations that organize 

states of feeling towards contexts of actions. There are 

also moods (as Heidegger, Binswanger and Plessner said, 

for a summary see Bollnow 2009), which Scheler howev-

er did not ever discuss separately. Moods organize states 

of feelings into contexts, but not the contexts of a cer-

tain way of doing something or even consciously ceas-

ing whatever one is currently doing. Regardless of how 

much of these moods can be inherited or acquired: they 

involve a longer condition of feeling that clearly goes be-

yond states of feelings, and that is unable to satisfaction 

in a particular action. Moods color ongoing situations 

emotionally, which can best be expressed by music. The 

important point here is that moods do not involve any 

particular type of directedness at any particular object 

as we know from contexts of action. We have only inci-

dental expectations of an object or expect nothing at all, 

which is why the satisfaction or disappointment by this 

standard does not change the mood. It perpetuates it-

self differently, can be distracted or interrupted but then 

come back upon another occasion. 

With Plessner we could say: being in a good or bad 

mood (Plessner 2019, 275f) concerns the scenery itself, 

in the colors and lighting of which something or someone 

can appear, like Husserl’s horizon before which some-

thing can emerge or behind which it could disappear 

(Plessner 1983a, 139, 184, 189). The true philosophical 

problem here does not consist in the particularity of a 

something or someone, but rather in the framework in 

which something or someone can show itself. The mood 

is what fills out the framework in which something or 

someone can encounter us. On the one hand it can make 

us disinclined to act in certain ways, so that in the mood 

we do without certain types of fulfillment and do not ar-

rive at any certainty of action. On the other hand, every 

mood is different from another mood. In a mood we find 

as it were an empty stage. We feel whether this stage re-
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mains empty or in which direction of focus it could popu-

late itself including or excluding us. 

The moods hence take a different direction, out of 

the context of the manageable into the context of some-

thing no longer manageable for oneself. This count-

er-movement of the mood can feel out the boundary 

where the contexts of action can become meaningful or 

meaningless for oneself, where they can flare up or fade, 

effervesce or run dry. Since this concerns the boundary 

of that which is no longer manageable for us, moods can 

only be manipulated to a limited extent, i.e. they cannot 

be managed without returning. In Western culture this 

often leads to unfortunate cascades of self-manipulation 

through medications. 

D) The phenomenological series leading to the specifi-
cally human sympathy 

Both motivations for action as well as moods already 

presuppose a distinction between oneself and the oth-

er, which however is by no means self-explanatory. This 

difference only comes out explicitly to intuition within 

another series of phenomena, namely in the series lead-

ing to the specifically human feeling of sympathy. Scheler 

distinguishes within this series of phenomena between 

1. the contagiousness of feeling, 2. the feeling of oneness, 

3. empathy, and 4. sympathy (Scheler 1985, 19-48, 105-

111). The contagiousness of feeling refers to situative 

states of feeling that act contagiously among those in-

volved on their vegetative and hence largely anonymous 

vital centers, without their conscious self getting actively 

involved. In the feeling of oneness (found for example in 

small children) the observer can distinguish between at 

least two conscious instantiations of self, but not the per-

son affected, who either absorbs the other self into their 

own self (the idiopathic case) or loses their own self in 

the other self (the heteropathic case, i.e. as in hypnosis). 

In the case of empathy, the affected persons themselves 

feel – in the sense of an emotive cognition – the differ-

ence between self and other. The difference is distribut-

ed spatio-temporally; we feel our way into the other, and 

recapitulate their feeling retroactively or anticipate it in 

advance. However, it is no longer necessary – as in the 

contagiousness of feeling – for the same state of feeling 

(e.g. a racing heart) to actually occur within myself. I only 

must be able to actually imagine to myself their state. In 

the case of empathy there is no fusion of one’s own self 

with the other (as with the feeling of oneness). 

Finally, the specifics of mature human sympathy, 

such as feeling compassion or taking joy in another’s 

happiness, consists in an unavoidable ambivalence. The 

condition of the other’s feeling occurs within my myself, 

but as the feeling of an other, not as my own feeling. The 

same state of feeling is not actuated in myself but un-

derstood. In my sympathy the difference between myself 

and the other does not disappear. I am not the other self, 

but I realize the condition of the other. It requires time 

to return to oneself from this realization of the other’s 

feeling. The self forms itself in its return to itself from the 

other in binding itself to a priority in this relation. Schel-

er calls this priority “value”: does one’s own condition 

or the condition of the other have the priority? Do both 

conditions merge into an undifferentiated “we”? Or do 

we sever the connection in order to come out of our re-

alization of the other’s feeling or at least be able to neu-

tralize it for ourselves? Hence, sympathy is for Scheler no 

fixed answer but rather a question about the priority in 

the return to oneself from the other. In love the other as 

the beloved has primacy. 

E) The movement of love 

It is only with the distinction between the contexts of the 

manageable and the unmanageable, and for a self that 

can distinguish between self and other, that the question 

of the value commitments of the self arises. The self, i.e. 

a person, is not either self or other, but emerges in relat-

ing back to itself from the other. The self identifies itself 

with others’ ways of acting in boundaries in order to be-

come a particular person. It returns from the moods of 
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others as its own to itself. In conflicts, what determines 

our giving greater or lesser preference to this or that way 

of acting, to this or that mood for a particular person? 

Where is the boundary in a particular person’s ability to 

be something herself in contrast to not being herself, for 

this person and no other person? 

Scheler had not yet Plessner’s later strategy to solve 

this question about the boundaries in the formation of 

one’s own conduct, namely that we can experience these 

boundaries in unfeigned laughing and unfeigned crying 

(Plessner 2020). Bollnow has described the spectrum of 

the moods as ascending to this laughing and descending 

to this crying (Bollnow 2009). But Scheler had already 

located the specificity of the movement of love in the 

answer to this question of the final commitments of a 

self, i.e. its return to itself from the other. The moods 

concern sceneries in which particular types of objects 

and persons can emerge. Hence in the change of moods 

this problem of the framework becomes more urgent: in 

which world, as the framework of frameworks, can I live 

my life as a whole? 

Love involves a movement, since the self can only 

build itself from its relations back to itself in the chang-

ing states and contexts of itself and the other. The self is 

not something that is just there and then unwinds itself, 

rather it develops itself from its relations back to itself 

from the difference between its own and the other. It first 

results from its relations back to itself in the movement 

through the states of feeling and the contexts of what is 

manageable and unmanageable for it. The self-relation of 

myself to myself waxes and wanes depending on what it 

has to bear at the moment. The movements of love do 

not represent any extension of the contexts of action into 

a blind activism. Rather they situate contexts of action in 

a scenery of the world in which they appear as valuable. 

The movements of love do not involve a self-determina-

tion and a self-realization by the self’s own power. Rather 

it makes possible the relations back to myself from others, 

which does not lie in my own power as if it were a gift. The 

person develops itself from the boundary to that which 

transcends it, i.e. by which its self, this bundle of “back-re-

lations,” can be carried. The relation of the self gives itself 

to something or someone in the relation of love, in which 

it is led beyond itself into a world. In this world the be-

loved could and would thrive and flourish, and the lover 

takes care for it. The lover is moved by the loved. 

Scheler quotes approvingly Karl Jasper’s remark 

about those involved in love: “It is not values that are dis-

covered in love, rather in love everything becomes more 

valuable.”2 Ultimately, Scheler says, the acts of love can-

not be conceived as objects, but rather can only be “re-

alized” and “made graspable, not definable” within this 

relation.3 For the observer, love appears as a movement 

that is directed at “the being-higher of a value”, i.e. a pri-

ority of the relation as a bridge into the world. Values are 

not given to those affected as objects, which is why there 

is no comparison between objects of values here. Rather 

the lover experiences, in the indivisibility and uniqueness 

of the loved, the illumination of an entire scenery of the 

world. Love brings out the value of the relation “in the 

course of its movement,”4 writes Scheler. The movement 

of love can also occur contrary to its empirical occasions, 

despite the absence of its fulfillment, which can be culti-

vated as a test of it. The movement of love is not either 

an ideal normative being or an empirically existing being, 

but rather a “third, indifferent to this distinction.”5 

F) Scheler pursues a path back from the movements of 

love to the contexts of action and sceneries of moods 

by way of affects. This represent a very tight circuit that 

quickly implements the newly formed order of values. 

The rapid implementation of this schema can succeed or 

can also go wrong. There are deeds done in the heat of 

the moment. 

2 Max Scheler: Wesen und Formen der Sympathie. Bonn, Bouvier 
Verlag 1985, p. 157. Cf. Karl Jaspers: Psychologie der Weltan-
schauungen. Berlin 1919, pp. 107 f. 
3 M. Scheler, Wesen und Formen der Sympathie, l.c., p. 155.
4 Ibid. p. 160.
5 Ibid. p. 162.
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The movement of love can manifest itself in states 

of feeling, contexts of action, feelings of empathy, sym-

pathy and affects, but it does not exhaust itself in these, 

for it consummates itself in the background to all these 

foregrounded phenomena. It opens a world as a relation 

in the background that can frame the foregrounded as-

pects that occur situationally. 

3. Love as Being Moved in a Categorical Subjunctive 
opening a world (H. Plessner) 

Plessner takes the “categorical subjunctive” of passion as 

a subjunctive that is indispensable to the personal con-

duct of life (Plessner 1983b). He clarifies this subjunctive 

linguistically by recalling the expressive possibilities of 

the subjunctive as an irreal mode in contrast to the indic-

ative and the imperative in our school grammar. In this 

manner he precisely specifies what Scheler had called 

the third of love, which does not occur either purely in 

the body or purely in the mind. The imperative com-

mands something to be done that is prescribed either in 

the legal sense or in an ethical or religious sense. In the 

indicative we distinguish between possibility and reality 

by means of factual determinations under which a cer-

tain possibility becomes real. But with the subjunctive 

we express the type and manner of living life at issue. 

What would or could be the case if a certain orientation 

of life succeeded or failed? Measured against physical 

reality, the subjunctive seems like a reference to the ir-

real, which does not represent any possibility of factual 

reality. Measured against pure thought, the subjunctive 

involves intentional contents, but not in pure form, as 

in pure thought, but rather in the form of imagination. 

The subjunctive expresses in language the phantasms in 

which our conduct of life occurs.

Plessner discusses the categorical subjunctive of pas-

sion in more detail in terms of the use of personal pro-

nouns, above all the use of the ‘I.’ On the one hand ‘I’ 

is used to refer to the person’s own conduct of life with 

their lived body here and now, which for the person can-

not be substituted, exchanged or represented by any-

thing else. On the other hand, all persons say ‘I’ to them-

selves and others, and in doing so they make use of an 

anonymous structure that holds intersubjectively. In this 

function of bringing out mental contents, all persons are 

exchangeable and replaceable and can represent one an-

other. Hence an antimony emerges in the exercise of the 

I-position between representability and unrepresentati-

bility, between the exchangeability and inexchangeabili-

ty of the I. This antimony unfolds itself (Plessner 1983b, 

340ff.) in a process in which its paradoxes and tautology 

can be distributed throughout the conduct of life. Be-

tween I and You a We emerges in which the members 

all enter into a reciprocally connection that distinguishes 

them from the You of the second-person plural. In the 

third person in singular and plural the connections can be 

treated as representable in a more neutral way. 

The distinctions and connections between the per-

sonal pronouns represent a distribution of the paradox 

and the tautology that characterizes personal existence. 

I am I, unrepresentably, in a “we” that can be represent-

ed for others in the third-person plural. The imagined 

phantasms of the conduct of life are found in the shifts 

between the positions and perspectives of persons ad-

dressed by personal pronouns. In the relation of love the 

“you” is to become “I”, a “categorical irreality as it con-

cerns humans and also things” (Plessner 1983b, 351) in 

light of which nevertheless life is effectively conducted. 

The categorical subjunctive in the personal conduct 

of life is not exhausted in its linguistic explication. Lan-

guage selectively explicates that which is implicit in prac-

tice. Language has the function of precisely specifying 

questionable themes. This specification precedes the 

function of thematization and is followed by the function 

of the formation of schemas (Plessner 1980, 153f, 170, 

178, 187). Thematization arises through an experience 

that deviates qualitatively from what we are used to. 

The typical integration of the sense modalities (between 

seeing, hearing, smelling, touching, proprioception) to-
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wards mental content does not make any sense for the 

person, who questions their current aesthesis. The use of 

linguistic possibilities of expression specifies the question 

by explicating it as a selection from the theme. The tech-

niques of habitus schematize a selection from this spec-

ification, which gives rise to repeatable answers to the 

topic. The indicative and imperative are used to express 

these historically antecedent answers. But the categori-

cal subjunctive allows for a shift between the positions 

and perspectives of the persons involved. They lead their 

lives within a phantasm of imaginations that can unite 

and divide. 

What Scheler called the third of love, preceding 

dualism, is the first for persons leading their lives. That 

which is expressed in the indicative and imperative grows 

historically out of the disappointments and limitations 

of the categorical subjunctive. The excentricity of posi-

tionality involves a mental distance towards our physical 

bodies and our lived bodies. But, this distance emerges 

from a valuable relation of love to something or some-

body in a world. Hence this distance rests on a commit-

ment to love. In love one is beside oneself in an excentric 

positionality.
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