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PREFACE

As Volume VI of this History of Philosophy ended with Kant, the
natural procedure was to open the present volume with a discussion
of post-Kantian German idealism. I might then have turned to the
philosophy of the first part of the nineteenth century in France and
Great Britain. But on reflection it seemed to me that nineteenth-
century German philosophy could reasonably be treated on its own,
and that this would confer on the volume a greater unity than
would otherwise be possible. And in point of fact the only non-
German-speaking philosopher considered in the book is Kierke-
gaard, who wrote in Danish.

The volume has been entitled Fichte to Nietzsche, as Nietzsche
is the last world-famous philosopher who is considered at any
length. It might indeed have been called Fichte to Heidegger. For
not only have a good many philosophers been mentioned who were
chronologically posterior to Nietzsche, but also in the last chapter
a glance has been taken at German philosophy in the first half of
the twentieth century. But I decided that to call the volume
Fichte to Heidegger would tend to mislead prospective readers. For
it would suggest that twentieth-century philosophers such as
Husser], N. Hartmann, Jaspers and Heidegger are treated, so to
speak, for their own sake, in the same way as Fichte, Schelling and
Hegel, whereas in fact they are discussed briefly as illustrating
different ideas of the nature and scope of philosophy.

In the present work there are one or two variations from the
pattern generally followed in preceding volumes. The introductory
chapter deals only with the idealist movement, and it has therefore
been placed within Part I, not before it. And though in the final
chapter there are some retrospective reflections, there is also, as
already indicated, a preview of thought in the first half of the
twentieth century. Hence I have called this chapter ‘Retrospect
and Prospect’ rather than ‘Concluding Review’. Apart from the
reasons given in the text for referring to twentieth-century thought
there is the reason that I do not propose to include within this
History any full-scale treatment of the philosophy of the present
century. At the same time I did not wish to end the volume
abruptly without any reference at all to later developments. The
result is, of course, that one lays oneself open to the comment that
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it would be better to say nothing about these developments than
to make some sketchy and inadequate remarks. However, I
decided to risk this criticism.

To economize on space I have confined the Bibliography at the
end of the book to general works and to works by and on the major
figures. As for minor philosophers, many of their writings are
mentioned at the appropriate places in the text. In view of the
number both of nineteenth-century philosophers and of their
publications, and in view of the vast literature on some of the
major figures, anything like a full bibliography is out of the
question. In the case of the twentieth-century thinkers mentioned
in the final chapter, some books are referred to in the text or in
footnotes, but no explicit bibliography has been given. Apart from
the problem of space I felt that it would be inappropriate to supply,
for example, a bibliography on Heidegger when he is only briefly
mentioned.

The present writer hopes to devote a further volume, the eighth
in this History, to some aspects of French and British thought in
the nineteenth century. But he does not propose to spread his net
any farther. Instead he plans, circumstances permitting, to turn in
a supplementary volume to what may be called the philosophy of
the history of philosophy, that is, to reflection on the development
of philosophical thought rather than to telling the story of this
development.

A final remark. A friendly critic observed that this work would
be more appropriately called 4 History of Western Philosophy or
A History of European Philosophy than A History of Philosophy
without addition. For there is no mention, for instance, of Indian
philosophy. The critic was, of course, quite right. But I should like
to remark that the omission of Oriental philosophy is neither an
oversight nor due to any prejudice on the author’s part. The
composition of a history of Oriental philosophy is a work for a
specialist and requires a knowledge of the relevant languages which
the present writer does not possess. Bréhier included a volume on
Oriental philosophy in his Histoire de la philosophie, but it was not
written by Bréhier.

Finally I have pleasure in expressing my gratitude to the
Oxford University Press for their kind permission to quote from
Kierkegaard's The Point of View and Fear and Trembling according
to the English translations published by them, and to the Princeton
University Press for similar permission to quote from Kierkegaard's
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Sickness unto Death, Concluding Unscientific Postscript and The
Concept of Dread. In the case of quotations from philosophers
other than Kierkegaard I have translated the passages myself.
But I have frequently given page-references to existing English
translations for the benefit of readers who wish to consult a
translation rather than the original. In the case of minor figures,
however, I have generally omitted references to translations.
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PART 1
POST-KANTIAN IDEALIST SYSTEMS

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Preliminary remarks—Kant's philosophy and idealist meta-
physics—The meaning of idealism, its insistence on system and
tls confidence in the power and scope of philosophy—The
sdealists and theology—The romantic movement and German
tdealism—The difficulty in fulfilling the idealist programme—
The anthropomorphic element in German idealism—Idealist
philosophies of man.

1. IN the German philosophical world during the early part of the
nineteenth century we find one of the most remarkable flowerings
of metaphysical speculation which have occurred in the long
history of western philosophy. We are presented with a succession
of systems, of original interpretations of reality and of human life
and history, which possess a grandeur that can hardly be called in
question and which are still capable of exercising on some minds at
least a peculiar power of fascination. For each of the leading
philosophers of the period professes to solve the riddle of the world,
to reveal the secret of the universe and the meaning of human
existence.

True, before the death of Schelling in 1854 Auguste Comte in
France had already published his Course of Positive Philosophy in
which metaphysics was represented as a passing stagein the history
of human thought. And Germany was to have its own positivist
and materialist movements which, while not killing metaphysics,
would force metaphysicians to reflect on and define more closely
the relation between philosophy and the particular sciences. But
in the early decades of the nineteenth century the shadow of
positivism had not yet fallen across the scene and speculative
philosophy enjoyed a period of uninhibited and luxuriant growth.
With the great German idealists we find a superb confidence in the
power of the human reason and in the scope of philosophy. Looking
on reality as the self-manifestation of infinite reason, they thought
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2 POST-KANTIAN IDEALIST SYSTEMS

that the life of self-expression of this reason could be retraced in
philosophical reflection. They were not nervous men looking over
their shoulders to see if critics were whispering that they were
producing poetic effusions under the thin disguise of theoretical
philosophy, or that their profundity and obscure language were a
mask for lack of clarity of thought. On the contrary, they were
convinced that the human spirit had at last come into its own and
that the nature of reality was at last clearly revealed to human
consciousness. And each set out his vision of the Universe with a
splendid confidence in its objective truth.

It can, of course, hardly be denied that German idealism makes
on most people today the impression of belonging to another world,
to another climate of thought. And we can say that the death of
Hegel in 1831 marked the end of an epoch. For it was followed by
the collapse of absolute idealism?! and the emergence of other lines
of thought. Even metaphysics took a different turn. And the
superb confidence in the power and range of speculative philosophy
which was characteristic of Hegel in particular has never been
regained. But though German idealism sped through the sky like a
rocket and after a comparatively short space of time disintegrated
and fell to earth, its flight was extremely impressive. Whatever its
shortcomings, it represented one of the most sustained attempts
which the history of thought has known to achieve a unified
conceptual mastery of reality and experience as a whole. And even
if the presuppositions of idealism are rejected, the idealist systems
can still retain the power of stimulating the natural impulse of the
reflective mind to strive after a unified conceptual synthesis.

Some are indeed convinced that the elaboration of an overall
view of reality is not the proper task of scientific philosophy. And
even those who do not share this conviction may well think that
the achievement of a final systematic synthesis lies beyond the
capacity of any one man and is more of an ideal goal than a
practical possibility. But we should be prepared to recognize
intellectual stature when we meet it. Hegel in particular towers up
in impressive grandeur above the vast majority of those who have
tried to belittle him. And we can always learn from an outstanding
philosopher, even if it is only by reflecting on our reasons for dis-
agreeing with him. The historical collapse of metaphysical idealism
does not necessarily entail the conclusion that the great idealists

1 The fact that there were later idealist movements in Britain, America, Italy
and elsewhere does not alter the fact that after Hegel metaphysical idealism in
Germany suffered an eclipse. i
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have nothing of value to offer. German idealism has its fantastic
aspects, but the writings of the leading idealists are very far from
being all fantasy.

2. The point which we have to consider here is not, however, the
collapse of German idealism but its rise. And this indeed stands in
need of some explanation. On the one hand the immediate philo-
sophical background of the idealist movement was provided by the
critical philosophy of Immanuel Kant, whohad attacked the claims
of metaphysicians to provide theoretical knowledge of reality. On
the other hand the German idealists looked on themselves as the
true spiritual successors of Kant and not as simply reacting against
his ideas. What we have to explain, therefore, is how metaphysical
idealism could develop out of the system of a thinker whose name
is for ever associated with scepticism about metaphysics’ claim to
provide us with theoretical knowledge about reality as a whole or
indeed about any reality other than the a priori structure of
human knowledge and experience.?

The most convenient starting-point for an explanation of the
development of metaphysical idealism out of the critical philosophy
is the Kantian notion of the thing-in-itself.2 In Fichte’s view Kant
had placed himself in an impossible position by steadfastly
refusing to abandon this notion. On the one hand, if Kant had
asserted the existence of the thing-in-itself as cause of the given or
material element in sensation, he would have been guilty of an
obvious inconsistency. For according to his own philosophy the
concept of cause cannot be used to extend our knowledge beyond
the phenomenal sphere. On the other hand, if Kant retained the
idea of the thing-in-itself simply as a problematical and limiting
notion, this was tantamount to retaining a ghostly relic of the very
dogmatism which it was the mission of the critical philosophy to
overcome. Kant’s Copernican revolution was a great step forward,
and for Fichte there could be no question of moving backwards to
a pre-Kantian position. If one had any understanding of the
development of philosophy and of the demands of modern thought,
one could only go forward and complete Kant’s work. And this
meant eliminating the thing-in-itself. For, given Kant's premisses,
there was no room for an unknowable occult entity supposed to be
independent of mind. In other words, the critical philosophy had to

1 say ‘could develop’ because reflection on Kant's philosophy can lead to
different lines of thought, according to the aspects which one emphasizes. See
Vol. VI, pp. 433-4.

¥ See Vol. VI, pp. 268~72, 384-6.
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be transformed into a consistent idealism; and this meant that
things had to be regarded in their entirety as products of thought.

Now, it is immediately obvious that what we think of as the
extramental world cannot be interpreted as the product of
conscious creative activity by the human mind. As far as ordinary
consciousness is concerned, I find myself in a world of objects
which affect me in various ways and which I spontaneously think
of as existing independently of my thought and will. Hence the
idealist philosopher must go behind consciousness, as it were, and
retrace the process of the unconscious activity which grounds it.

But we must go further than this and recognize that the pro-
duction of the world cannot be attributed to the individual self at
all, even to its unconscious activity. For if it were attributed to the
individual finite self as such, it would be very difficult, if not
impossible, to avoid solipsism, a position which can hardly be
seriously maintained. Idealism is thus compelled to go behind the
finite subject to a supra-individual intelligence, an absolute
subject.

The word ‘subject’, however, is not really appropriate, except as
indicating that the ultimate productive principle lies, so to speak,
on the side of thought and not on the side of the sensible thing.
For the words ‘subject’ and ‘object’ are correlative. And the
ultimate principle is, considered in itself, without object. It
grounds the subject-object relationship and, in itself, transcends
the relationship. It is subject and object in identity, the infinite
activity from which both proceed.

Post-Kantian idealism was thus necessarily a metaphysics.
Fichte, starting from the position of Kant and developing it into
idealism, not unnaturally began by calling his first principle the
ego, turning Kant’s transcendental ego into a metaphysical or
ontological principle. But he explained that he meant by this the
absolute ego, not the individual finite ego. But with the other
idealists (and with Fichte himself in his later philosophy) the word
‘ego’ is not used in this context. With Hegel the ultimate principle
is infinite reason, infinite spirit. And we can say that for meta-
physical idealism in general reality is the process of the self-
expression or self-manifestation of infinite thought or reason.

This does not mean, of course, that the world is reduced to a
process of thinking in the ordinary sense. Absolute thought or
reason is regarded as an activity, as productive reason which posits
or expresses itself in the world. And the world retains all the reality
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which we see it to possess. Metaphysical idealism does not involve
the thesis that empirical reality consists of subjective ideas; but it
involves the vision of the world and human history as the objective
expression of creative reason. This vision was fundamental in the
outlook of the German idealist: he could not avoid it. For he
accepted the necessity of transforming the critical philosophy into
idealism. And this transformation meant that the world in its
entirety had to be regarded as the product of creative thought or
reason. If, therefore, we look on the need for transforming the
philosophy of Kant into idealism as a premiss, we can say that this
premiss determined the basic vision of the post-Kantian idealists.
But when it comes to explaining what is meant by saying that
reality is a process of creative thought, there is room for different
interpretations, for the several particular visions of the different
idealist philosophers.

The direct influence of Kant’s thought was naturally felt more
strongly by Fichte than by Schelling or Hegel. For Schelling’s
philosophizing presupposed the earlier stages of Fichte's thought,
and Hegel's absolute idealism presupposed the earlier phases of the
philosophies of both Fichte and Schelling. But this does not alter
the fact that the movement of German idealism as a whole pre-
supposed the critical philosophy. And in his account of the history
of modern philosophy Hegel depicted the Kantian system as
representing an advance on preceding stages of thought and as
demanding to be itself developed and surpassed in succeeding
stages.

In this section reference has been made so far only to the process
pf eliminating the thing-in-itself and transferring Kant’s philosophy
Into metaphysical idealism. But it was certainly not my intention
to suggest that the post-Kantian idealists were influenced only by
the idea that the thing-in-itself had to be eliminated. They were
also influenced by other aspects of the critical philosophy. For
example, Kant’s doctrine of the primacy of the practical reason
had a powerful appeal for Fichte’s strongly-marked ethical outlook.
And we find him interpreting the absolute €go as an infinite
practical reason or moral will which posits Nature as a field and
Instrument for moral activity. In his philosophy the concepts of
action, of duty and of moral vocation are extremely prominent.
And we are perhaps entitled to say that Fichte turned Kant’s
second Critigue into a metaphysics, employing his development of
the first Critigue as a means of doing so. With Schelling, however,
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the prominence given to the philosophy of art, to the role of
genius and to the metaphysical significance of aesthetic intuition
and artistic creation links him with the third Critigue rather than
with the first or second.

But instead of dwelling at length on the particular ways in
which different parts or aspects of Kant’s philosophy influenced
this or that idealist, it will be more appropriate in our introductory
chapter if we take a broader and more general view of the relation
between the critical philosophy and metaphysical idealism.

The desire to form a coherent and unified interpretation of
reality is natural to the reflective mind. But the actual task to be
performed presents itself in different ways at different times. For
example, the development of physical science in the post-mediaeval
world meant that the philosopher who wished to construct an
overallinterpretation had to grapple with the problem of reconciling
the scientific view of the world as a mechanical system with the
demands of the moral and religious consciousness. Descartes was
faced with this problem. And so was Kant.! But though Kant
rejected the ways of dealing with this problem which were
characteristic of his philosophical predecessors and offered his own
original solution, it is arguable that in the long run he left us with
‘a bifurcated reality’.2 On the one hand we have the phenomenal
world, the world of Newtonian science, governed by necessary
causal laws.3 On the other hand there is the supersensuous world of
the free moral agent and of God. There is no valid reason for
asserting that the phenomenal world is the only reality.4 But at the
same time there is no theoretical proof of the existence of a
supersensuous reality. It is a matter of practical faith, resting on

the moral consciousness. It is true that in the third Critigue Kant:

endeavoured to bridge the gulf between the two worlds to the
extent in which he considered this to be possible for the human
mind.® But it is understandable if other philosophers were not
satisfied with his performance. And the German idealists were able
to proceed beyond Kant by means of their development and
transformation of his philosophy. For if reality is the unified

1 See Vol. IV, pp. 55-6 and Vol. VI, pp. 333-4; 428-9.

t Vol. IV, p. 6o.

3 Necessity and causality are for Kant a priori categories. But he does not deny,
indeed he affirms, that the world of science is ‘phenomenally real’.

"4 This is true at least if we refrain from pressing Kant’s doctrine of the restricted
field of application of the categories to an extent which would exclude any
meaningful talk about supersensuous reality, even in the context of moral faith.

3 See Vol. VI, ch. 15.
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process by which absolute thought or reason manifests itself, it
is intelligible. And it is intelligible by the human mind, provided
that this mind can be regarded as the vehicle, as it were, of
absolute thought reflecting on itself.

This condition possesses an obvious importance if there is to be
any continuity between Kant’s idea of the only possible scientific
metaphysics of the future and the idealists’ conception of meta-
physics. For Kant the metaphysics of the future is a transcendental
critique of human experience and knowledge. We can say in fact
that it is the human mind’s reflective awareness of its own
spontaneous formativeactivity. In metaphysicalidealism, however,
the activity in question is productive in the fullest sense (the
thing-in-itself having been eliminated); and this activity is
attributed, not to the finite human mind as such, but to absolute
thought or reason. Hence philosophy, which is reflection by the
human mind, cannot be regarded as absolute thought’s reflective
awareness of itself unless the human mind is capable of rising to the
absolute point of view and becoming the vehicle, as it were, of
absolute thought or reason’s reflective awareness of its own activity.
If this condition is fulfilled, there is a certain continuity between
Kant’s idea of the only possible scientific type of metaphysics and
the idealist conception of metaphysics. There is also, of course, an
obvious inflation, so to speak. That is to say, the Kantian theory
of knowledge is inflated into a metaphysics of reality. But the
process of inflation retains a certain measure of continuity.
While going far beyond anything that Kant himself envisaged,
it is not a simple reversion to a pre-Kantian conception of meta-
physics.

The transformation of the Kantian theory of knowledge into a
metaphysics of reality carries with it, of course, certain important
f:hanges. For example, if with the elimination of the thing-in-
itself the world becomes the self-manifestation of thought or
Teason, the Kantian distinction between the a priori and the a
posteriori loses its absolute character. And the categories, instead
of being subjective forms or conceptual moulds of the human
unfier§tanding, become categories of reality; they regain an
Ob](?ctlve status. Again, the teleological judgment is no longer
Sub]ect.ive, as with Kant. For in metaphysical idealism the idea of
purposiveness in Nature cannot be simply a heuristic or regulative
pnnqple of the human mind, a principle which performs a useful
function but the objectivity of which cannot be theoretically
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proved. If Nature is the expression and manifestation of thought or
reason in its movement towards a goal, the process of Nature must
be teleological in character.

It cannot indeed be denied that there is a.very great difference
between Kant’s modest idea of the scope and power of metaphysics
and the idealists’ notion of what metaphysical philosophy is
capable of achieving. Kant himself repudiated Fichte’s demand for
the transformation of the critical philosophy into pure idealism by
the elimination of the thing-in-itself. And it is easy to understand
the attitude of the neo-Kantians who, later in the century,
announced that they had had enough of the airy metaphysical
speculations of the idealists and that it was time to return to the
spirit of Kant himself. At the same time the development of Kant’s
system into metaphysical idealism is not unintelligible, and the
remarks in this section may have helped to explain how the
idealists were able to look on themselves as Kant’s legitimate
spiritual successors.

3. It will be clear from what has been said about the develop-
ment of metaphysical idealism that the post-Kantian idealists
were not subjective idealists in the sense of holding that the human
mind knows only its own ideas as distinct from extramentally
existing things. Nor were they subjective idealists in the sense of
holding that all objects of knowledge are the products of the finite
human subject. True, Fichte’s use of the word ‘ego’ in his earlier
writings tended to give the impression that this was precisely what
he did hold. But the impression was mistaken. For Fichte insisted
that the productive subject was not the finite ego as such but
the absolute ego, a transcendental and supra-individual prin-
ciple. And as for Schelling and Hegel, any reduction of .things to
products of the individual finite mind was entirely foreign to their
thought.

But though it is easily understood that post-Kantian idealism
did not involve subjective idealism in either of the senses alluded
to in the last paragraph, it is not so easy to give a general descrip-
tion of the movement which will apply to all the leading idealist
systems. For they differ in important respects. Moreover, the
thought of Schelling in particular moved through successive phases.
At the same time there is, of course, a family likeness between the
different systems. And this fact justifies one in venturing on some
generalizations.

Inasmuch as reality is looked on as the self-expression or self-
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unfolding of absolute thought or reason, there isa marked tendency
in German idealism to assimilate the causal relation to the logical
relation of implication. For example, the empirical world is
conceived by Fichte and by Schelling (in at any rate the earlier
phases of the latter’s thought) as standing to the ultimate pro-
ductive principle in the relation of consequent to antecedent. And
this means, of course, that the world follows necessarily from the
first productive principle, the priority of which is logical and not
temporal. Obviously, there is not and cannot be any question of
external compulsion. But the Absolute spontaneously and
inevitably manifests itself in the world. And there is really no
place for the idea of creation in time, in the sense of there being an
ideally assignable first moment of time.1

This notion of reality as the self-unfolding of absolute reason
helps toexplain the idealists’ insistence on system. Forif philosophy
is the reflective reconstruction of the structure of a dynamic
rational process, it should be systematic, in the sense that it should
begin with the first principle and exhibit the essential rational
structure of reality as flowing from it. True, the idea of a purely
theoretical deduction does not in practice occupy such an important
place in metaphysical idealism as the foreground dialectical
process of Fichte and above all Hegel tends to suggest. For idealist
philosophy is the conceptual reconstruction of a dynamic activity,
a self-unfolding infinite life, rather than a strict analysis of the
meaning and implications of one or more initial basic propositions.
But the general world-view is embryonically contained in the
initial idea of the world as the process of absolute reason’s self-
manifestation. And it is the business of philosophy to give
systematic articulation to this idea, reliving the process, as it were,
on the plane of reflective awareness. Hence, though it would be
possible to start from the empirical manifestations of absolute
reason and work backwards, metaphysical idealism naturally
follows a deductive form of exposition, in the sense that it
systematically retraces a teleological movement.

Now, if we assume that reality is a rational process and that its
essential dynamic structure is penetrable by the philosopher, this
assumption is naturally accompanied by a confidence in the power
and scope of metaphysics which contrasts sharply with Kant'’s
modest estimate of what it can achieve. And this contrast is

! Hegel admits the idea of free creation on the level of the language of the
religious consciousness. But this language is for him pictorial or figurative.



10 POST-KANTIAN IDEALIST SYSTEMS

obvious enough if one compares the critical philosophy with
Hegel’s system of absolute idealism. Indeed, it is probably true to
say that Hegel’s confidence in the power and reach of philosophy
was unequalled by any previous philosopher of note. At the same
time we have seen in the last section that there was a certain
continuity between Kant’s philosophy and metaphysical idealism.
And we can even say, though it is a paradoxical statement, that
the closer idealism kept to Kant'’s idea of the only possible form of
scientific metaphysics, the greater was its confidence in the power
and scope of philosophy. For if we assume that philosophy is
thought’s reflective awareness of its own spontaneous activity, and
if we substitute a context of idealist metaphysics for the context
of Kant’s theory of human knowledge and experience, we then
have the idea of the rational process, which is reality, becoming
aware of itself in and through man’s philosophical reflection. In
this case the history of philosophy is the history of absolute
reason’s self-reflection. In other words, the Universe knows itself
in and through the mind of man. And philosophy can be interpreted
as the self-knowledge of the Absolute.

True, this conception of philosophy is characteristic more of
Hegel than of the other leading idealists. Fichte ended by insisting
on a divine Absolute which in itself transcends the reach of human
thought, and in hislater philosophy of religion Schelling emphasized
the idea of a personal God who reveals himself to man. It is with
Hegel that the idea of the philosopher’s conceptual mastery of all
reality and the interpretation of this mastery as the self-reflection
of the Absolute become most prominent. But to say this is simply
to say that it is in Hegelianism, the greatest achievement of meta-
physical idealism, that the faith in the power and scope of
speculative philosophy which inspired the idealist movement finds
its purest and most grandiose expression.

4. Mention has just been made of Fichte's later doctrine of the
Absolute and of Schelling’s philosophy of religion. And it is
appropriate to say something here of the relations between German
idealism and theology. For it is important to understand that the
idealist movement was not simply the result of a transformation
of the critical philosophy into metaphysics. All three of the leading
idealists started as students of theology, Fichte at Jena, Schelling
and Hegel at Tiibingen. And though it is true that they turned
very quickly to philosophy, theological themes played a con-
spicuous role in the development of German idealism. Nietzsche’s
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statement that the philosophers in question were concealed
theologians was misleading in some respects, but it was not
altogether without foundation.

The importance of the role played by theological themes in
German idealism can be illustrated by the following contrast.
Though not a professional scientist Kant was always interested in
science. His first writings were mainly concerned with scientific
topics,! and one of his primary questions was about the conditions
which render scientific knowledge possible. Hegel, however, came
to philosophy from theology. His first writings were largely
theological in character, and he was later to declare that the
subject-matter of philosophy is God and nothing but God. Whether
the term ‘God’, as here used, is to be understood in anything
approaching a theistic sense is not a question which need detain us
at present. The point to be made is that Hegel’s point of departure
was the theme of the relation between the infinite and the finite,
between God and creatures. His mind could not remain satisfied
with a sharp distinction between the infinite Being on the one hand
and finite beings on the other, and he tried to bring them together,
seeing the infinite in the finite and the finite in the infinite. In the
theological phase of his development he was inclined to think that
the elevation of the finite to the infinite could take place only in the
life of love, and he then drew the conclusion that philosophy must
in the long run yield to religion. As a philosopher, he tried to
exhibit the relation between the infinite and the finite conceptually,
in ‘thought, and tended to depict philosophical reflection as a
higher form of understanding than the way of thinking which is
characteristic of the religious consciousness. But the general theme
of the relation between the infinite and the finite which runs
through his philosophical system was taken over, as it were, from
his early theological reflections.

It is not, however, simply a question of Hegel. In Fichte’s earlier
philosophy the theme of the relation between the infinite and the
finite is not indeed conspicuous, for he was primarily concerned
with the completion, as he saw it, of Kant’s deduction of conscious-
ness. But in his later thought the idea of one infinite divine Life
comes to the fore, and the religious aspects of his philosophy were
developed. As for Schelling, he did not hesitate to say that the
relation between the divine infinite and the finite is the chief
problem of philosophy. And his later thought was profoundly

1 See Vol. VI, pp. 181-2, 185~7.
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religious in character, the ideas of man’s alienation from and
return to God playing a prominent role.

Being philosophers, the idealists tried, of course, to understand
the relation between the infinite and the finite. And they tended to
view it according to the analogy of logical implication. Further, if
we make the necessary exception for Schelling’s later religious
philosophy, we can say that the idea of a personal God who is both
infinite and fully transcendent seemed to the idealists to be both
illogical and unduly anthropomorphic. Hence we find a tendency
to transform the idea of God into the idea of the Absolute, in the
sense of the all-comprehensive totality. At the same time the
idealists had no intention of denying the reality of the finite. Hence
the problem which faced them was that of including, as it were, the
finite within the life of the infinite without depriving the former
of its reality. And the difficulty of solving this problem is responsible
for a good deal of the ambiguity in metaphysical idealism when it is
a question of defining its relation to theism on the one hand and
pantheism on the other. But in any case it is clear that a central
theological theme, namely the relation between God and the world,
looms large in the speculations of the German idealists.

It has been said above that Nietzsche’s description of the
German idealists as concealed theologians is misleading in some
respects. For it suggests that the idealists were concerned with
reintroducing orthodox Christianity by the backdoor, whereas in
point of fact we find a marked tendency to substitute metaphysics
for faith and to rationalize the revealed mysteries of Christianity,
bringing them within the scope of the speculative reason. To use a
modern term, we find a tendency to demythologize Christian
dogmas, turning them in the process into a speculative philosophy.
Hence we may be inclined to smile at J. H. Stirling’s picture of
Hegel as the great philosophical champion of Christianity. We may
be more inclined to accept McTaggart’s view, and also Kierke-
gaard’s, that the Hegelian philosophy undermined Christianity
from within as it were, by professing to lay bare the rational
content of the Christian doctrines in their traditional form. And
we may feel that the connection which Fichte sought to establish
between his later philosophy of the Absolute and the first chapter
of St. John’s Gospel was somewhat tenuous.

At the same time there is no cogent reason for supposing, for
instance, that Hegel had his tongue in his cheek when he referred
to St. Anselm and to the process of faith seeking understanding.

INTRODUCTION 13

His early essays showed marked hostility to positive Christianity;
but he came to change his attitude and to take the Christian
faith under his wing, so to speak. It would be absurd to claim that
Hegel was in fact an orthodox Christian. But he was doubtless
sincere when he represented the relation of Christianity to
Hegelianism as being that of the absolute religion to the absolute
philosophy, two different ways of apprehending and expressing the
same truth-content. From an orthodox theological standpoint
Hegel must be judged to have substituted reason for faith,
philosophy for revelation, and to have defended Christianity by
rationalizing it and turning it, to borrow a phrase from McTaggart,
into exoteric Hegelianism. But this does not alter the fact that
Hegel thought of himself as having demonstrated the truth of the
Christian religion. Nietzsche’s statement, therefore, was not
altogether wide of the mark, especially if one takes into account
the development in the religious aspects of Fichte’s thought and
the later phases of Schelling’s philosophy. And in any case the
German idealists certainly attributed significance and value to the
religious consciousness and found a place for it in their systems.
They may have turned from theology to philosophy, but they were
very far from being irreligious men or rationalists in a modern sense.

5. But there is another aspect of metaphysical idealism which
must also be mentioned, namely its relation to the romantic
movement in Germany. The description of German idealism as the
philosophy of romanticism is indeed open to serious objection. In
the first place it suggests the idea of a one-way influence. That is
to say, it suggests that the great idealist systems were simply the
ideological expression of the romantic spirit, whereas in point of
fact the philosophies of Fichte and Schelling exercised a con-
siderable influence on some of the romantics. In the second place,
the leading idealist philosophers stood in somewhat different
relations to the romantics. We can say indeed that Schelling gave
notable expression to the spirit of the romantic movement. But
Fichte indulged in some sharp criticism of the romantics, even if
the latter had derived inspiration from certain of his ideas. And
Hegel had scant sympathy with some aspects of romanticism. In
the third place it is arguable that the term ‘philosophy of
romanticism’ would be better applied to the speculative ideas
developed by romantics such as Friedrich Schlegel (1772-1829)
and Novalis (1772-1801) than to the great idealist systems. At the
same time there was undoubtedly some spiritual affinity between
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the idealist and romantic movements. The romantic spirit as such
was indeed an attitude towards life and the universe rather than a
systematic philosophy. One may perhaps borrow Rudolf Carnap’s
terms and speak of it as a Lebensgefiihl or Lebenseinstellung.! And
it is perfectly understandable that Hegel saw a considerable
difference between systematic philosophical reflection and the
utterances of the romantics. But when we look back on the German
scene in the first part of the nineteenth century, we are naturally
struck by affinities as well as by differences. After all, metaphysical
idealism and romanticism were more or less contemporary German
cultural phenomena, and an underlying spiritual affinity is only
what one might expect to find.

The romantic spirit is notoriously difficult to define. Nor indeed
should one expect to be able to define it. But one can, of course,
mention some of its characteristic traits. For example, as against
the Enlightenment’s concentration on the critical, analytic and
scientific understanding the romantics exalted the power of the
creative imagination and the fole of feeling and intuition.? The
artistic genius took the place of le philosophe. But the emphasis
which was laid on the creative imagination and on artistic genius
formed part of a general emphasis on the free and full development
of the human personality, on man’s creative powers and on
enjoyment of the wealth of possible human experience. In other
words, stress was laid on the originality of each human person
rather than on what is common to all men. And this insistence on
the creative personality was sometimes associated with a tendency
to ethical subjectivism. That is to say, there was a tendency to
depreciate fixed universal moral laws or rules in favour of the free
development of the self in accordance with values rooted in and
corresponding to the individual personality. I do not mean to imply
by this that the romantics had no concern for morality and moral
values. But there was a tendency, with F. Schlegel for example, to
emphasize the free pursuit by the individual of his own moral ideal
(the fulfilment of his own ‘Idea’) rather than obedience to universal
laws dictated by the impersonal practical reason.

! According to Rudolf Carnap, metaphysical systems express a feeling for or
attitude towards life. But such terms are much more applicable to the romantic
spirit than, say, to Hegel's dialectical system.

* Two comments are appropriate here. First, I do not mean to imply that the
romantic movement proper followed immediately upon the Enlightenment. But
1 pass over the intervening phases. Secondly, the generalization in the text should
not be interpreted as meaning that the men of the Enlightenment had no under-
standing at all of the importance of feeling in human life. See, for example,
Vol. VI, pp. 24~7.
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In developing their ideas of the creative personality some of the
romantics derived inspiration and stimulus from Fichte’s early
thought. This is true of both F. Schlegel and Novalis. But it does
not follow, of course, that the use which they made of Fichte’s
ideas always corresponded with the philosopher’s intentions. An
example will make this clear. As we have seen, in his transformation
of the Kantian philosophy into pure idealism Fichte took as his
ultimate creative principle the transcendental ego, considered as
unlimited activity. And in his systematic deduction or recon-
struction of consciousness he made copious use of the idea of the
productive imagination. Novalis seized on these ideas and
represented Fichte as opening up to view the wonders of the
creative self. But he made an important change. Fichte was
concerned with explaining on idealist principles the situation in
which the finite subject finds itself in a world of objects which are
given to it and which affect it in various ways, as in sensation. He
therefore represented-the activity of the so-called productive
imagination, when it posits the object as affecting the finite self, as
taking place below the level of consciousness. By transcendental
reflection the philosopher can be aware that this activity takes
place, but neither he nor anyone else is aware of it as taking place.
For the positing of the object is logically prior to all awareness or
consciousness. And this activity of the productive imagination is
certainly not modifiable at the will of the finite self. Novalis,
however, depicted the activity of the productive imagination as
modifiable by the will. Just as the artist creates works of art, so is
man a creative power not only in the moral sphere but also, in
principle at least, in the natural sphere. Fichte's transcendental
idealism was thus turned into Novalis’s ‘magical idealism’. In
other words, Novalis seized on some of Fichte’s philosophical
theories and used them in the service of a poetic and romantic
extravaganza, to exalt the creative self.

Further, the romantics’ emphasis on the creative genius links
them with Schelling much more than with Fichte. As will be seen
in due course, it was the former and not the latter who laid stress
on the metaphysical significance of art and on the role of artistic
genius. When Friedrich Schlegel asserted that there is no greater
world than the world of art and that the artist exhibits the Idea in
finite form, and when Novalis asserted that the poet is the true
‘magician’, the embodiment of the creative power of the human
self, they were speaking in ways which were more in tune with the
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thought of Schelling than with the strongly ethical outlook of
Fichte.

Emphasis on the creative self was, however, only one aspect of
romanticism. Another important aspect was the romantics’ con-
ception of Nature. Instead of conceiving Nature simply as a
mechanical system, so that they would be forced to make a sharp
contrast (as in Cartesianism) between man and Nature, the
romantics tended to look on Nature as a living organic whole which
is in some way akin to spirit and which is clothed in beauty and
mystery. And some of them showed a marked sympathy with
Spinoza, that is, a romanticized Spinoza.

This view of Nature as an organic totality akin to spirit again
links the romantics with Schelling. The philosopher’s idea of
Nature below man as slumbering spirit and the human spirit as
the organ of Nature’s consciousness of herself was thoroughly
romantic in tone. It is significant that the poet Hélderlin (1770-
1843) was a friend of Schelling when they were fellow-students.at
Tibingen. And the poet’s view of Nature as a living comprehensive
whole seems to have exercised some influence on the philosopher.
In turn Schelling’s philosophy of Nature exercised a powerful
stimulative influence on some of the romantics. As for the
romantics’ sympathy with Spinoza, this was shared by the
theologian and philosopher Schleiermacher. But it was certainly
not shared by Fichte who had a profound dislike for anything
approaching a divinization of Nature, which he looked on simply
as a field and instrument for free moral activity. In this respect he
was anti-romantic in his outlook.

The romantics’ attachment to the idea of Nature as an organic
living totality does not mean, however, that they emphasized
Nature to the detriment, so to speak, of man. We have seen that
they also stressed the free creative personality. In the human spirit
Nature reaches, as it were, its culmination. Hence the romantic
idea of Nature could be and was allied with a marked appreciation
of the continuity of historical and cultural development and of the
significance of past cultural periods for the unfolding of the
potentialities of the human spirit. Holderlin, for example, had a
romantic enthusiasm for the genius of ancient Greece,! an
enthusiasm which was shared by Hegel in his student days. But
special attention can be drawn here to the reawakened interest in

! It is a mistake to suppose that Holderlin's attachment to Greece necessarily
makes of him a classicist as opposed to a romantic.
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the Middle Ages. The man of the Enlightenment had tended to see
in the mediaeval period a dark night which preceded the dawn of
the Renaissance and the subsequent emergence of les philosophes.
But for Novalis the Middle Ages represented, even if imperfectly,
an ideal of the organic unity of faith and culture, an ideal which
should be recovered. Further, the romantics showed a strong
attachment to the idea of the spirit of a people (Volksgeist) and an
interest in the cultural manifestation of this spirit, such as language.
In this respect they continued the thought of Herder! and other
ptedecessors.

Theidealist philosophers not unnaturally shared this appreciation
of historical continuity and development. For history was for them
the working-out in time of a spiritual Idea, a telos or end. Each of
the great idealists had his philosophy of history, that of Hegel
being particularly notable. As Fichte looked on Nature primarily
as an instrument for moral activity, he naturally laid more
emphasis on the sphere of the human spirit and on history as a
movement towards the realization of an ideal moral world-order.
In Schelling’s philosophy of religion history appears as the story of
the return to God of fallen humanity, of man alienated from the
true centre of his being. With Hegel the idea of the dialectic of
national spirits plays a prominent role, though this is accompanied
by an insistence on the part played by so-called world-historical
individuals. And the movement of history as a whole is depicted as
amovement towards the realization of spiritual freedom. In general,
we can say, the great idealists regarded their epoch as a time in
which the human spirit had become conscious of the significance of
its activity in history and of the meaning or direction of the whole
historical process.

Above all perhaps romanticism was characterized by a feeling
for and longing for the infinite. And the ideas of Nature and of
human history were brought together in the conception of them as
manifestations of one infinite Life, as aspects of a kind of divine
poem. Thus the notion of infinite Life served as a unifying factor in
the romantic world-outlook. At first sight perhaps the romantics’
attachment to the idea of the Volksgeist may appear to be at
variance with their emphasis on the free development of the
lr}dividual personality. But there was really no radical incompati-
bility. For the infinite totality was conceived, generally speaking,
as infinite Life which manifested itself in and through finite beings

1 See Vol. VI, pp. 138-46, 172—9.
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but not as annihilating them or as reducing them to mere mechanical
instruments. And the spirits of peoples were conceived as manifesta-
tions of the same infinite Life, as relative totalities which required
for their full development the free expression of the individual
personalities which were the bearers, so to speak, of these spirits.
And the same can be said of the State, considered as the political
embodiment of the spirit of a people.

The typical romantic was inclined to conceive the infinite
totality aesthetically, as an organic whole with which man felt
himself to be one, the means of apprehending this unity being
intuition and feeling rather than conceptual thought. For con-
ceptual thought tends to fix and perpetuate defined limits and
boundaries, whereas romanticism tends to dissolve limits and
boundaries in the infinite flow of Life. In other words, romantic
feeling for the infinite was not infrequently a feeling for the
indefinite. And this trait can be seen as well in the tendency to
obscure the boundary between the infinite and the finite as in the
tendency to confuse philosophy with poetry or, within the artistic
sphere itself, to intermingle the arts.

Partly, of course, it was a question of seeing affinities and of
synthesizing different types of human experience. Thus F. Schlegel
regarded philosophy as akin to religion on the ground that both are
concerned with the infinite and that every relation of man to the
infinite can be said to belong to religion. Indeed art too is religious
in character, for the creative artist sees the infinite in the finite, in
the form of beauty. At the same time the romantics’ repugnance to
definite limits and clear-cut form was one of the reasons which led
Goethe to make his famous statement that the classical is the
healthy and the romantic the diseased. For the matter of that,
some of the romantics themselves came to feel the need for giving
definite shape to their intuitive and rather hazy visions of life and
reality and for combining the nostalgia for the infinite and for the
free expression of the individual personality with a recognition of
definite limits. And certain representatives of the movement, such
as F. Schlegel, found in Catholicism a fulfilment of this need.

The feeling for the infinite obviously constitutes common
ground for romanticism and idealism. The idea of the infinite
Absolute, conceived as infinite Life, comes to the fore in Fichte's
later philosophy, and the Absolute is a central theme in the
philosophies of Schelling, Schleiermacher and Hegel. Further, we
can say that the German idealists tend to conceive the infinite not
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as something set over against the finite but as infinite life or
activity which expresses itself in and through the finite. With
Hegel especially there is a deliberate attempt to mediate between
the finite and the infinite, to bring them together without either
identifying the infinite with the finite or dismissing the latter as
unreal or illusory. The totality lives in and through its particular
manifestations, whether it is a question of the infinite totality, the
Absolute, or of a relative totality such as the State.

The spiritual affinity between the romantic and idealist move-
ments is thus unquestionable. And it can be illustrated by many
examples. For instance, when Hegel depicts art, religion and
philosophy as concerned with the Absolute, though in different
ways, we can see an affinity between his view and the ideas of
F. Schlegel to which reference was made in the last paragraph. At
the same time it is necessary to emphasize an important contrast
between the great idealist philosophers and the romantics, a
contrast which can be illustrated in the following manner.

Friedrich Schlegel assimilated philosophy to poetry and dreamed
of their becoming one. In his view philosophizing was primarily a
matter of intuitive insights, not of deductive reasoning or of proof.
For every proof is a proof of something, and the intuitive grasp of
the truth to be proved precedes all argument, which is a purely
secondary affair.! As Schlegel put it, Leibniz asserted and Wolff
proved. Evidently, this remark was not intended as a compliment
to Wolff. Further, philosophy is concerned with the Universe, the
totality. And we cannot prove the totality: it is apprehended only
in intuition. Nor can we describe it in the same way in which we
can describe a particular thing and its relations to other particular
things. The totality can in a sense be displayed or shown, as in
poetry, but to say precisely what it is transcends our power. The
philosopher, therefore, is concerned with attempting to say what
cannot be said. And for this reason philosophy and the philosopher
himself are for the true philosopher a matter for ironic wit.

When, however, we turn from Friedrich Schlegel, the romantic,
to Hegel, the absolute idealist, we find a resolute insistence on
systematic conceptual thought and a determined rejection of
appeals to mystical intention and feeling. Hegel is indeed con-
cerned with the totality, the Absolute, but he is concerned with

! Schlegel’s view can be compared with the view advanced by some modern
writers on metaphysics, that what really matters in a metaphysical system is the
vision’ and that arguments are persuasive devices to commend or put across a
vision.
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thinking it, with expressing the life of the infinite and its relation
to the finite in conceptual thought. It is true that he interprets art,
including poetry, as having the same subject-matter as philosophy,
namely absolute Spirit. But he also insists on a difference of form
which it is essential to preserve. Poetry and philosophy are
distinct, and they should not be confused.

It may be objected that the contrast between the romantics’
idea of philosophy and that of the great idealists is not nearly so
great as a comparison between the views of F. Schlegel and Hegel
tends to suggest. Fichte postulated a basic intellectual intuition of
the pure or absolute ego an idea which was exploited by some of the
romantics. Schelling insisted, at least in one stage of his philo-
sophizing, that the Absolute can be apprehended in itself only in
mystical intuition. And he also emphasized an aesthetic intuition
through which the nature of the Absolute is apprehended not in
itself but in symbolic form. For the matter of that, romantic traits
can be discerned even within the Hegelian dialectical logic, which is
a logic of movement, designed to exhibit the inner life of the Spirit
and to overcome the conceptual antitheses which ordinary logic
tends to render fixed and permanent. Indeed, the way in which
Hegel depicts the human spirit as passing successively through a
variety of attitudes and as restlessly moving from position to
position can reasonably be regarded as an expression of the
romantic outlook. Hegel’s logical apparatus itself is alien to the
romantic spirit, but this apparatus belongs to the foreground of
his system. Underneath we can see a profound spiritual affinity
with the romantic movement.

It is not, however, a question of denying the existence of a
spiritual affinity between metaphysical idealism and romanticism.
We have already argued that there is such an affinity. It is a
question of pointing out that, in general, the idealist philosophers
were concerned with systematic thought whereas the romantics
were inclined to emphasize the role of intuition and feeling and to
assimilate philosophy to poetry. Schelling and Schleiermacher
stood indeed closer to the romantic spirit than did Fichte or Hegel.
It is true that Fichte postulated a basic intellectual intuition of the
pure or absolute ego; but he did not think of this as some sort of
privileged mystical insight. For him it was an intuitive grasp of an
activity which manifests itself to the reflective consciousness. What
is required is not some mystical or poetic capacity but transcen-
dental reflection, which is open in principle to all. And in his
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attack on the romantics Fichte insisted that his philosophy,
though demanding this basic intellectual intuition of the ego as
activity, was a matter of logical thought which yielded science, in
the sense of certain knowledge. Philosophy is the knowledge of
knowledge, the basic science; it is not an attempt to say what
cannot be said. As for Hegel, it is doubtless true that we, looking
back, can discern romantic traits even within his dialectic. But
this does not alter the fact that he insisted that philosophy is not
a matter of apocalyptic utterances or poetic rhapsodies or mystical
intuitions but of systematic logical thought which thinks its
subject-matter conceptually and makes it plain to view. The
philosopher’s business is to understand reality and to make others
understand it, not to edify or to suggest meaning by the use of
poetic images.

6. As we have seen, the initial transformation of Kant's
philosophy into pure idealism meant that reality had to be looked
on as a process of productive thought or reason. In other words,
being had to be identified with thought. And the natural pro-
gramme of idealism was to exhibit the truth of this identification
by means of a deductive reconstruction of the essential dynamic
structure of the life of absolute thought or reason. Further, if the
Kantian conception of philosophy as thought'’s refiective awareness
of its own spontaneous activity was to be retained, philosophical
reflection had to be represented as the self-awareness or self-
consciousness of absolute reason in and through the human mind.
Hence it pertained also to the natural programme of idealism to
exhibit the truth of this interpretation of philosophical reflection.

When, however, we turn to the actual history of the idealist
movement, we see the difficulty encountered by the idealists in
completely fulfilling this programme. Or, to put the matter in
another way, we see marked divergences from the pattern suggested
by the initial transformation of the critical philosophy into
transcendental idealism. For example, Fichte starts with the
determination not to go beyond consciousness, in the sense of
postulating as his first principle a being which transcends conscious-
ness. He thus takes as his first principle the pure ego as manifested
In consciousness, not as a thing but as an activity. But the
fiemands of his transcendental idealism force him to push back, as
1t were, the ultimate reality behind consciousness. And in the later
for.m of his philosophy we find him postulating absolute infinite
Being which transcends thought.
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With Schelling the process is in a sense reversed. That is to say,
while at one stage of his philosophical pilgrimage he asserts the
existence of an Absolute which transcends human thought and
conceptualization, in his subsequent religious philosophy he
attempts to reconstruct reflectively the essence and inner life of
the personal Deity. At the same time, however, he abandons the
idea of deducing in a a priors manner the existence and structure
of empirical reality and emphasizes the idea of God’s free self-
revelation. He does not entirely abandon the idealist tendency to
look on the finite as though it were a logical consequence of the
infinite; but once he has introduced the idea of a free personal God
his thought necessarily departs to a large extent from the original
pattern of metaphysical idealism.

Needless to say, the fact that both Fichte and Schelling,
especially the latter, developed and changed their initial positions
does not by itself constitute any proof that the developments and
changes were unjustified. My point is rather that these illustrate
the difficulty in carrying through to completion what I have called
the idealist programme. One can say that neither with Fichte nor
with Schelling is being in the long run reduced to thought.

It is with Hegel that we find by far the most sustained attempt
to fulfil the idealist programme. He has no doubt that the rational
is the real and the real the rational. And in his view it is quite
wrong to speak of the human mind as merely finite and on this
ground to question its power to understand the self-unfolding life
of the infinite Absolute. The mind has indeed its finite aspects, but
it is also infinite, in the sense that it is capable of rising to the level
of absolute thought, at which level the Absolute’s knowledge of
itself and man’s knowledge of the Absolute are one. And Hegel
makes what is undoubtedly a most impressive attempt to show in
a systematic and detailed way how reality is the life of absolute
reason in its movement towards the goal of self-knowledge, thus
becoming in actual existence-what it always is in essence, namely
self-thinking thought.

Clearly, the more Hegel identifies the Absolute’s knowledge of
itself with man’s knowledge of the Absolute, the more completely
does he fulfil the demand of the idealist programme that philosophy
should be represented as the self-reflection of absolute thought or
reason. If the Absolute were a personal God, eternally enjoying
perfect self-awareness quite independently of the human spirit,
man’s knowledge of God would be an outside view, so to speak. If,
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however, the Absolute is all reality, the Universe, interpreted as
the self-unfolding of absolute thought which attains self-reflection
in and through the human spirit, man’s knowledge of the Absolute
is the Absolute’s knowledge of itself. And philosophy is productive
thought thinking itself.

But what is then meant by productive thought? It is arguable at
any rate that it can hardly mean anything else but the Universe
considered teleologically, that is, as a process moving towards
self-knowledge, this self-knowledge being in effect nothing but
man’s developing knowledge of Nature, of himself and of his
history. And in this case there is nothing behind the Universe, as
it were, no thought or reason which expresses itself in Nature and
human history in the way that an efficient cause expresses itself in
its effect. Thought is teleologically prior, in the sense that man’s
knowledge of the world-process is represented as the goal of the
process and as giving it its significance. But that which is actually
or historically prior is Being in the form of objective Nature. And
in this case the whole pattern of idealism, as suggested by the
initial transformation of Kant’s philosophy, is changed. For this
transformation inevitably suggests the picture of an activity of
infinite thought which produces or creates the objective world,
whereas the picture described above is simply the picture of the
actual world of experience interpreted as a teleological process.
The telos or goal of the process is indeed depicted as the world’s
self-reflection in and through the human mind. But this goal or end
is an ideal which is never complete at any given moment of time.
Hence the identification of being and thought is never actually
achieved.

7- Another aspect of the divergences from the natural pattern
of post-Kantian idealism can be expressed in this way. F. H.
Bradley, the English absolute idealist, maintained that the concept
of God inevitably passes into the concept of the Absolute. That is
tosay, if the mind tries to think the infinite in a consistent manner,
1t must in the end acknowledge that the infinite cannot be any-
thing else but the universe of being, reality as a whole, the totality.
A.nd with this transformation of God into the Absolute religion
disappears. ‘Short of the Absolute God cannot rest, and, having
reached that goal, he is lost and religion with him.’! A similar view
Was expressed by R. G. Collingwood. ‘God and the absolute are
not identical but irretrievably distinct. And yet they are identical

! Appearance and Reality (2nd edition), p. 447.
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in this sense: God is the imaginative or intuitive form in which the
absolutereveals itself to thereligious consciousness.’? If we preserve
speculative metaphysics, we must admit in the long run that
theism is a half-way house between the frank anthropomorphism
of polytheism on the one hand and the idea of the all-inclusive
Absolute on the other.

It is indeed obvious that in the absence of any clear idea of the
analogy of being the notion of a finite being which is ontologically
distinct from the infinite cannot stand. But let us pass over this
point, important as it is, and note instead that post-Kantian
idealism in what one might call its natural form is thoroughly
anthropomorphic. For the pattern of human consciousness is
transferred to reality as a whole. Let us suppose that the human
ego comes to self-consciousness only indirectly. That is to say,
attention is first directed to the not-self. The not-self has to be
posited by the ego or subject, not in the sense that the not-self
must be ontologically created by the self but in the sense that it
must be recognized as an object if consciousness is to arise at all.
The ego can then turn back upon itself and become reflectively
aware of itself in its activity. In post-Kantian idealism this process
of human consciousness is used as a key-idea for the interpretation
of reality as a whole. The absolute ego or absolute reason or
whatever it may be called is regarded as positing (in an ontological
sense) the objective world of Nature as a necessary condition for
returning to itself in and through the human spirit.

This general scheme follows naturally enough from the trans-
formation of the Kantian philosophy into metaphysical idealism.
But inasmuch as Kant was concerned with human knowledge and
consciousness, the inflation of his theory of knowledge into cosmic
metaphysics inevitably involves interpreting the process of reality
as a whole according to the pattern of human consciousness. And
in this sense post-Kantian idealism contains a marked element of
anthropomorphism, a fact which it is just as well to notice in view
of the not uncommon notion that absolute idealism is much less
anthropomorphic than theism. Of course, we cannot conceive God
other than analogically; and we cannot conceive the divine con-
sciousness except according to an analogy with human conscious-
ness. But we can endeavour to eliminate in thought the aspects
of consciousness which are bound up with finitude. And it is
arguable, to put it mildly, that to attribute to the infinite a

¥ Speculum Mentis, p. 151.
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process of becoming self-conscious is an evident expression of
anthropomorphic thinking.

Now, if there is a spiritual reality which is at any rate logically
prior to Nature and which becomes self-conscious in and through
man, how are we to conceive it? If we conceive it as an unlimited
activity which is not itself conscious but grounds consciousness,
we have more or less Fichte’s theory of the so-called absolute ego.

But the concept of an ultimate reality which is at the same time
spiritual and unconscious is not easily understood. Nor, of course,
does it bear much resemblance to the Christian concept of God. If,
however, we maintain with Schelling in his later religious philosophy
that the spiritual reality which lies behind Nature is a personal
Being, the pattern of the idealist scheme is inevitably changed. For
it cannot then be maintained that the ultimate spiritual reality
becomes self-conscious in and through the cosmic process.” And
inasmuch as Schelling outlived Hegel by more than twenty years
we can say that the idealist movement which immediately followed
the critical philosophy of Kant ended, chronologically speaking, in
a reapproximation to philosophical theism. As we have seen,
Bradley maintained that the concept of God is required by the
religious consciousness but that, from the philosophical point of
view, it must be transformed into the concept of the Absolute.
Schelling would have accepted the first contention but rejected the
second, at least as understood by Bradley. For in his later years
Schelling’s philosophy was pretty well a philosophy of the religious
consciousness. And he believed that the religious consciousness
demanded the transformation of his own former idea of the
Absolute into the idea of a personal God. In his theosophical
speculations he undoubtedly introduced obvious anthropomorphic
elements, as will be seen later. But at the same time the movement
of his mind towards theism represented a departure from the
peculiar brand of anthropomorphism which was characteristic of
post-Kautian idealism.

There is, however, a third possibility. We can eliminate the idea
of a spiritual reality, whether unconscious or conscious, which
produces Nature, and we can at the same time retain the idea of
the Absolute becoming self-conscious. The Absolute then means
the world, in the sense of the universe. And we have the picture of
man’s knowledge of the world and of his own history as the self-
knowledge of the Absolute. In this picture, which represents the
general line of one of the main interpretations of Hegel’s absolute
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idealism,! nothing is added, asit were, to the empirical world except
a teleological account of the world-process. That is to say, no
existent transcendent Being is postulated; but the universe is
interpreted as a process moving towards an ideal goal, namely
complete self-reflection in and through the human spirit.

This interpretation can hardly be taken as merely equivalent to
the empirical statements that in the course of the world’s history
man has as a matter of fact appeared and that as a matter of fact
he is capable of knowing and of increasing his knowledge of
himself, his history and his environment. For presumably none of
us, whether materialists or idealists, whether theists, pantheists or
atheists, would hesitate to accept these statements. At the very
least the interpretation is meant to suggest a teleological pattern,
a movement towards human knowledge of the universe, considered
as the universe’s knowledge of itself. But unless we are prepared to
admit that this is only one possible way of regarding the world-
process and thus to lay ourselves open to the objection that our
choice of this particular pattern is determined by an intellectua-
list prejudice in favour of knowledge for the sake of knowledge
(that is, by a particular valuational judgment), we must claim, it
appears, that the world moves by some inner necessity towards the
goal of self-knowledge in and through man. But what ground have
we for making this claim unless we believe either that Nature
itself is unconscious mind (or, as Schelling put it, slumbering Spirit)
which strives towards consciousness or that behind Nature there
is unconscious mind or reason which spontaneously posits Nature
as.a necessary precondition for attaining consciousness in and
through the human spirit? And if we accept either of these positions,
we transfer to the universe as a whole the pattern of the develop-
ment of human consciousness. This procedure may indeed be
demanded by the transformation of the critical philosophy into
metaphysical idealism; but it is certainly not less anthropomorphic
in character than philosophical theism.

8. In this chapter we have been mainly concerned with German
idealism as a theory, or rather set of theories, about reality as a
whole, the self-manifesting Absolute. But a philosophy of man is
also a prominent feature of the idealist movement. And this is
indeed only what one would expect if one considers the meta-
physical premisses of the several philosophers. According to

1 The adequacy of this interpretation of Hegel is highly disputable. But this is
a question which need not detain us here.
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Fichte, the absolute ego is an unlimited activity which can be
represented as striving towards consciousness of its own freedom.
But consciousness exists only in the form of individual conscious-
ness. Hence the absolute ego necessarily expresses itself in a
community of finite subjects or selves, each of which strives towards
the attainment of true freedom. And the theme of moral activity
inevitably comes to the fore. Fichte’s philosophy is essentially a
dynamic ethical idealism. Again, for Hegel the Absolute is definable
as Spirit or as self-thinking Thought. Hence it is more adequately
revealed in the human spirit and its life than in Nature. And more
emphasis must be placed on the reflective understanding of man'’s
spiritual life (the life of man as a rational being) than on the
philosophy of Nature. As for Schelling, when he comes to assert the
existence of a personal and free God, he occupies himself con-
currently with the problem of freedom in man and with man's fall
from and return to God.

In the idealist philosophies of man and society insistence on
freedom is a conspicuous feature. But it does not follow, of course,
that the word ‘freedom’ is used throughout in the same sense.
With Fichte the emphasis is on individual freedom as manifested
in action. And we can doubtless see in this emphasis a reflection of
the philosopher’s own dynamic and energetic temperament. For
Fichte man is from one point of view a system of natural drives,
instincts and impulses; and if he is looked at simply from this point
of view, it is idle to talk about freedom. But as spirit man is not
tied, so to speak, to the automatic satisfaction of one desire after
another: he can direct his activity to an ideal goal and act in
accordance with the idea of duty. As with Kant, freedom tends to
mean rising above the life of sensual impulse and acting as a
rational, moral being. And Fichte is inclined to speak as though
activity were its own end, emphasizing free action for the sake of
free action.

But though Fichte’s primary emphasis is on the individual’s
activity and on his rising above the slavery. of natural drive and
impulse to a life of action in accordance with duty, he sees, of
course, that some content has to be given to the idea of free moral
action. And he does this by stressing the concept of moral vocation.
A man’s vocation, the series of actions which he ought to perform
in the world, is largely determined by his social situation, by his
Pposition, for example, as the father of a family. And in the end we
have the vision of a multiplicity of moral vocations converging
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towards a common ideal end, the establishment of a moral world-
order.

As a young man Fichte was an enthusiastic supporter of the
French Revolution which he regarded as liberating men from
forms of social and political life which hindered their free moral
development. But then the question arose, what form of social,
economic and political organization is best fitted to favour man'’s
moral development? And Fichte found himself compelled to lay
increasing emphasis on the positive role of political society as a
morally educative power. But though in his later years reflection
on contemporary political events, namely the Napoleonic domina-
tion and the war of liberation, was partly responsible for the growth
in his mind of a nationalistic outlook and for a strong emphasis on
the cultural mission of a unified German State in which alone the
Germans could find true freedom, his more characteristic idea was
that the State is a necessary instrument to preserve the system of
rights as long as man has not attained his full moral development.
If man as a moral being were fully developed, the State would
wither away.

When we turn to Hegel, however, we find a different attitude.
Hegel too was influenced in his youth by the ferment of the
French Revolution and the drive to freedom. And the term
‘freedom’ plays a conspicuous role in his philosophy. As will be
seen in due course, he represents human history as a movement
towards the fuller realization of freedom. But he distinguishes
sharply between negative freedom, as mere absence of restraint,
and positive freedom. As Kant saw, moral freedom involves
obeying only that law which one gives oneself as a rational being.
But the rational is the universal. And positive freedom involves
identifying oneself with ends that transcend one’s desires as a
particular individual. It is attained, above all, by identifying one’s
particular will with Rousseau’s General Will which finds expression
in the State. Morality is essentially social morality. The formal
moral law receives its content and field of application in social life,
especially in the State.

Both Fichte and Hegel, therefore, attempt to overcome the
formalism of the Kantian ethic by placing morality in a social
setting. But there is a difference of emphasis. Fichte places the
emphasis on individual freedom and action in accordance with
duty mediated by the personal conscience. We have to add as a
corrective that the individual’s moral vocation is seen as a member
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of a system of moral vocations, and so in a social setting. But in
Fichte’s ethics the emphasis is placed on the individual’s struggle
to overcome himself, to bring his lower self, as it were, into tune
with the free will which aims at complete freedom. Hegel, however,
places the emphasis on man as a member of political society and on
the social aspects of ethics. Positive freedom is something to be
attained through membership in a greater organic whole. As a
corrective or counterweight to this emphasis we must add that for
Hegel no State can be fully rational unless it recognizes the value
of and finds room for subjective or individual freedom. When at
Berlin Hegel lectured on political theory and described the State in
highfaluting terms, he was concerned with making his hearers
socially and politically conscious and with overcoming what he
regarded as an unfortunate one-sided emphasis on the inwardness
of morality rather than with turning them into totalitarians.
Further, political institutions constitute, according to Hegel, the
necessary basis for man’s higher spiritual activities, art, religion
and philosophy, in which the freedom of the spirit reaches its
supreme expression.

What one misses, however, in both Fichte and Hegel is perhaps
a clear theory of absolute moral values. If we talk with Fichte
about action for action’s sake, freedom for the sake of freedom,
we may show an awareness of the unique character of each human
being’s moral vocation. But at the same time we run the risk of
emphasizing the creative personality and the uniqueness of its
moral vocation at the expense of the universality of the moral law.
If, however, we socialize morality with Hegel, we give it concrete
content and avoid the formalism of the Kantian ethic, but at the
same time we run the risk of implying that moral values and
standards are simply relative to different societies and cultural
periods. Obviously, some would maintain that this is in fact the
case. But if we do not agree, we require a clearer and more adequate
theory of absolute values than Hegel actually provides.

Schelling’s outlook was rather different from that either of
Fichte or of Hegel. At one period of his philosophical development
he utilized a good many of the former’s ideas and represented the
moral activity of man as tending to create a second Nature, a moral
world-order, a moral world within the physical world. But the
difference between his attitude and Fichte's showed itself in the
fact that he proceeded to add a philosophy of art and of aesthetic
intuition to which he attributed a great metaphysical significance.
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With Fichte the emphasis was placed on the moral struggle and on
free moral action, with Schelling it was placed on aesthetic
intuition as a key to the ultimate nature of reality, and he exalted
the artistic genius rather than the moral hero. When, however,
theological problems came to absorb his interest, his philosophy of
man naturally took on a marked religious colouring. Freedom, he
thought, is the power to choose between good and bad. And
personality is something to be won by the birth of light out of
darkness, that is, by a sublimation of man’s lower nature and its
subordination to the rational will. But these themes are treated in
a metaphysical setting. For example, the views on freedom and
personality to which allusion has just been made lead Schelling
into theosophical speculation about the nature of God. In turn, his
theories about the divine nature react on his view of man.

To return to Hegel, the greatest of the German idealists. His
analysis of human society and his philosophy of history are
certainly very impressive. Many of those who listened to his
lectures on history must have felt that the significance of the past
and the meaning of the movement of history were being revealed
to them. Moreover, Hegel was not exclusively concerned with
understanding the past. As has already been remarked, he wished
to make his students socially, politically and ethically conscious.
And he doubtless thought that his analysis of the rational State
could furnish standards and aims in political life, especially in
German political life. But the emphasis is placed on understanding.
Hegel is the author of the famous saying that the owl of Minerva
spreads her wings only with the falling of the dusk, and that when
philosophy spreads her grey on grey, then has a shape of life grown
cold. He had a vivid realization of the fact that political philosophy
is apt to canonize, as it were, the social and political forms of a
society or culture which is about to pass away. When a culture or
society has become mature and ripe, or even over-ripe, it becomes
conscious of itself in and through philosophical reflection, just at
the moment when the movement of life is demanding and bringing
forth new societies or new social and political forms.

With Karl Marx we find a different attitude. The business of the
philosopher is to understand the movement of history in order to
change existing institutions and forms of social organization in
accordance with- the demands of the teleological movement of
history. Marx does not, of course, deny the necessity and value
of understanding, but he emphasizes the revolutionary function of
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understanding. In a sense Hegel looks backward, Marx forward.
Whether Marx’s idea of the philosopher’s function is tenable or not
is a question which we need not discuss here. It is sufficient to note
the difference between the attitudes of the great idealist and the
social revolutionary. If we wish to find among the idealist philo-
sophers something comparable to Marx’s missionary zeal, we have
to turn to Fichte rather than to Hegel. As will be seen in the
relevant chapters, Fichte had a passionate belief in the saving
mission of his own philosophy for human society. But Hegel felt,
as it were, the weight and burden of all history on his shoulders.
And looking back on the history of the world, his primary aim was
to understand it. Further, though he certainly did not imagine that
history had stopped with the coming of the nineteenth century,
he was too historically minded to have much faith in the finality of
any philosophical Utopia.
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throws light on Fichte’s conception of the task of philosophy and
of the issue with which contemporary thought is faced.

In his First Introduction to the Theory of Science Fichte tells us
that philosophy is called upon to make clear the ground of all
experience (Erfahrung). But the word experience is here used ina
somewhat restricted sense. If we consider the contents of
consciousness, we see that they are of two kinds. “We can say in
brief: some of our presentations [Vorstellungen] are accompanied
by the feeling of freedom, while others are accompanied by the
feeling of necessity.’* If I construct in imagination a griffin or a
golden mountain, or if I make up my mind to go to Paris rather
than to Brussels, such presentations seem to depend on myself.
And, as depending on the subject’s choice, they are said to be
accompanied by the feeling of freedom. If we ask why they are
what they are, the answer is that the subject makes them what
they are. But if I take a walk along a London street, it does not
depend simply on myself what I see or hear. And such presentations
are said to be accompanied by the feeling of necessity. That is to
say, they appear to be imposed upon me. The whole system of
these presentations is called by Fichte ‘experience’ even if he does
not always use the term in this limited sense. And we can ask, what
is the ground of experience? How are we to explain the obvious
fact that a very large class of presentations seem to be imposed on
the subject? ‘“To answer this question is the task of philosophy.’?

Now, two possibilities lie open to us. Actual experience is always
experience of something by an experiencer: consciousness is always
consciousness of an object by a subject or, as Fichte sometimes
puts it, intelligence. But by a process which Fichte calls abstraction
the philosopher can isolate conceptually the two factors which in
actual consciousness are always conjoined. He can thus form the
concepts of intelligence-in-itself and thing-in-itself. And two paths
lie before him. Either he can try to explain experience (in the sense
described in the last paragraph) as the product of intelligence-in-
itself, that is, of creative thought. Or he can try to explain
experience as the effect of the thing-in-itself. The first path is
obviously that of idealism. The second is that of ‘dogmatism’. And
in the long run dogmatism spells materialism and determinism. If
the thing, the object, is taken as the fundamental principle of
explanation, intelligence will ultimately be reduced to a mere

epiphenomenon.
1F, 1, p. 423 M, u1, p. 7. ¥ Tbid.

FICHTE (1) 39

This uncompromising Either-Or attitude is characteristic of
Fichte. There is for him a clear-cut option between two opposed
and mutually exclusive positions. True, some philosophers,
notably Kant, have endeavoured to effect a compromise, to find,
that is to say, a middle path between pure idealism and a dog-
matism which ends in deterministic materialism. But Fichte has
no use for such compromises. If a philosopher wishes to avoid
dogmatism with all its consequences, and if he is prepared to be
consistent, he must eliminate the thing-in-itself as a factor in the
explanation of experience. The presentations which are accom-
panied by a feeling of necessity, by the feeling of being imposed
upon or affected by an object existing independently of mind or
thought, must be accounted for without any recourse to the
Kantian idea of the thing-in-itself.

But on what principle is the philosopher to make his choice
between the two possibilities which lie open to him? He cannot
appeal to any basic theoretical principle. For we are assuming that
he has not yet found such a principle but has to decide in what
direction he is going to look for it. The issue must, therefore, be
decided 'by inclination and interest’.! That is to say, the choice
which the philosopher makes depends on what kind of a man he is.
Needless to say, Fichte is convinced that the superiority of idealism
to dogmatism as an explanation of experience becomes evident.in
the process of working out the two systems. But they have not yet
been worked out. And in looking for the first principle of philosophy
we cannot appeal to the theoretical superiority of a system which
has not yet been constructed.

What Fichte means is that the philosopher who is maturely
f:onscious of his freedom as revealed in moral experience will be
inclined to idealism, while the philosopher who lacks this mature
moral consciousness will be inclined to dogmatism. The ‘interest’
In question is thus interest in and for the self, which Fichte regards
as the highest interest. The dogmatist, lacking this interest,
empl:1asizes the thing, the not-self. But the thinker who has a
genuine interest in and for the free moral subject will turn for his
basic philosophical principle to intelligence, the self or ego, rather
than to the not-self.

Fichte’s preoccupation with the free and morally active self is
thus made clear from the start. Underlying and inspiring his
theoretical inquiry into the ground of experience thereis a profound

VF, 1, p. 433:; M, 11, p. 17.
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conviction of the primary significance of man’s free moral activity.
He continues Kant’s insistence on the primacy of the practical
reason, the moral will. But he is convinced that to maintain this
primacy one has to take the path to pure idealism. For behind
Kant’s apparently innocent retention of the thing-in-itself Fichte
sees the lurking spectre of Spinozism, the exaltation of Nature and
the disappearance of freedom. If we are to exorcize this spectre,
compromise must be rejected.

We can, of course, detach Fichte’s idea of the influence exercised
by ‘inclination and interest’ from his historically-conditioned
picture of the initial option with which philosophers are faced. And
the idea can then be seen as opening up fascinating vistas in the
field of what Karl Jaspers calls ‘the psychology of world-views’.
But in a book of this kind one must resist the temptation to
embark on a discussion of this attractive topic.

3. Assuming that we have chosen the path of idealism, we must
turn for the first principle of philosophy to intelligence-in-itself.
But it is better to drop this cumbersome term and to speak, as
Fichte proceeds to do, of the I or ego. We are committed, there-
fore, to explaining the genesis of experience from the side, so to
speak, of the self. In reality Fichte is concerned with deriving
consciousness in general from the ego. But in speaking of experience,
in the restricted sense explained above, he lays his finger on the
crucial difficulty which pure idealism has to face, namely the
evident fact that the self finds itself in a world of objects which
affect it in various ways. If idealism is incapable of accounting
adequately for this fact, it is evidently untenable.

But what is the ego which is the foundation of philosophy? To
answer this question we obviously have to go behind the objecti-
fiable self, the ego as object of introspection or of empirical
psychology, to the pure ego. Fichte once said to his students:
‘Gentlemen, think the wall.’ He then proceeded: '‘Gentlemen,
think him who thought the wall.’ Clearly, we could proceed
indefinitely in this fashion. ‘Gentlemen, think him who thought
him who thought the wall’, and so on. In other words, however
hard we may try to objectify the self, that is, to tum it into an
object of consciousness, there always remains an I or ego which
transcends objectification and is itself the condition of all objecti-
fiability and the condition of the unity of consciousness. And it is
this pure or transcendental ego which is the first principle of
philosophy.
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It is clearly idle to object against Fichte that we cannot find a
pure or transcendental ego by peering about. For it is precisely
Fichte’s contention that the pure ego cannot be found in this way,
though it is the necessary condition of our being able to do any
peering about. But for this very reason it may appear that Fichte
has gone beyond the range of experience (in a wide sense) or
consciousness and has failed to observe his own self-imposed
limitations. That is to say, having reaffirmed the Kantian view
that our theoretical knowledge cannot extend beyond experience,
he now seems to have transgressed this limit.

But this, Fichte insists, is not the case. For we can enjoy an
intellectual intuition of the pure ego. This is not, however, a
mystical experience reserved for the privileged few. Nor is it an
intuition of the pure ego as an entity existing behind or beyond
consciousness. Rather is it an awareness of the pure ego or I
principle as an activity within consciousness. And this awareness
is a component element in all self-consciousness. ‘I cannot take a
pace, I cannot move hand or foot, without the intellectual intuition
of my self-consciousness in these actions. It is only through
intuition that I know that I perform the action. . . . Everyone who
ascribes activity to himself appeals to this intuition. In it is the
foundation of life, and without it is death.’! In other words, anyone
who is conscious of an action as his own is aware of himself acting.
In this sense he has an intuition of the self as activity. But it does
not follow that he is reflectively aware of this intuition as a
component element in consciousness. It is only the philosopher who
is reflectively aware of it, for the simple reason that transcendental
reflection, by which the attention is reflected onto the pure ego, is
a philosophical act. But this reflection is directed, so to speak, to
ordinary consciousness, not to a privileged mystical experience.
Hence, if the philosopher wishes to convince anyone of the reality
of this intuition, he can only draw the man’s attention to the data
of consciousness and invite him to reflect for himself. He cannot
show the man the intuition existing in a pure state, unmixed with
any component elements; for it does not exist in this state. Nor
can he convince the other man by means of some abstract proof.
He can only invite the man to reflect on his own self-consciousness
and to see that it includes an intuition of the pure ego, not as a
thing, but as an activity. ‘That there is such a power of intellectual
intuition cannot be demonstrated through concepts, nor can its

VF, 1, p. 463; M, 11, p. 47.
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nature be developed by means of concepts. Everyone must find it
immediately in himself or he will never be able to know it.’?

Fichte’s thesis can be clarified in this way. The pure ego cannot
be turned into an object of consciousness in the same way that a
desire, for example, can be objectified. It would be absurd to say
that through introspection I see a desire, an image and a pure ego.
For every act of objectification presupposes the pure ego. And for
this reason it can be called the transcendental ego. But it does not
follow that the pure ego is an inferred occult entity. For it manifests
itself in the activity of objectification. When I say, ‘I am walking’,
I objectify the action, in the sense that I make it object-for-a-
subject. And the pure I reveals itself to reflection in this activity of
objectification. An activity is intuited, but no entity behind
consciousness is inferred. Hence Fichte concludes that the pure
ego is not something which acts but simply an activity or doing.
‘For idealism the intelligence is a doing [Thun]} and absolutely
nothing else; one should not even call it an active thing [ein
Tadliges).’?

At first sight at least Fichte appears to contradict Kant's
denial that the human mind possesses any faculty of intellectual
intuition. In particular, he seems to be turning into an object of
intuition the transcendental ego which for Kant was simply a
logical condition of the unity of consciousness and could be neither
intuited nor proved to exist as a spiritual substance. But Fichte
insists that his contradiction of Kant is really only verbal. For
when Kant denied that the human mind possesses any faculty of
intellectual intuition, he meant that we do not enjoy any intellectual
intuition of supersensible entities transcending experience. And
the Wissenschaftslehre does not really affirm what Kant denied. For
it is not claimed that we intuit the pure ego as a spiritual substance
or entity transcending consciousness but simply as an activity
within consciousness, which reveals itself to reflection. Further,
apart from the fact that Kant’s doctrine of pure apperception?
gives us at any rate a hint of intellectual intuition, we can easily
indicate the place, Fichte claims, at which Kant ought to have
spoken of and admitted this intuition. For he asserted that we are
conscious of a categorical imperative; and if he had considered the
matter thoroughly, he should have seen that this consciousness
involves the intellectual intuiticn of the pure ego as activity.

' F, 1, p. 463; M, 11, p. 47. t F, 1, p. 440; M, 111, p. 24.
2 See Vol. VI, pp. 253-6, 282-6, 391-2.
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Indeed, Fichte goes on to suggest a specifically moral approach to
the topic. ‘In the consciousness of this law . . . is grounded the
intuition of self-activity and freedom. . . . It is only through the
medium of the moral law that I apprehend myself. And if I
apprehend myself in this way, I necessarily apprehend myself as
self-active. . . ."* Once again, therefore, the strongly ethical bent of
Fichte’s mind finds clear expression.

4. If welook at the matter from the point of view of phenomeno-
logy of consciousness, Fichte is, in the opinion of the present
writer, perfectly justified in affirming the I-subject or transcen-
dental ego. Hume, looking into his mind, so to speak, and finding
only psychical phenomena, tried to reduce the self to the succession
of these phenomena.? And it is understandable that he acted in
this way. For part of his programme was to apply to man the
empirical method, as he conceived it, which had proved so
successful in ‘experimental philosophy’ or natural science. But the
direction of his attention to the objects or data of introspection led
him to slur over the fact, all-important for the philosopher, that
psychical phenomena become phenomena (appearing to a subject)
only through the objectifying activity of a subject which transcends
objectification in the same sense. Obviously, there is no question of
reducing the human being to a transcendental or metaphysical ego.
And the problem of the relation between the self as pure subject
and other aspects of the self is one that cannot be evaded. But this
does not alter the fact that a recognition of the transcendental ego
is essential to an adequate phenomenology of consciousness. And
in regard to this point Fichte shows a degree of insight which Hume
lacked.

But Fichte is not, of course, simply concerned with the
phenomenology of consciousness, that is, with a descriptive
analysis of consciousness. He is concerned also with developing
a system of idealist metaphysics. And this point has an important
bearing on-his theory of the transcendental ego. From a purely
phenomenological point of view talk about ‘the transcendental
€80’ no more commits us to saying that there is one and only one
such ego than a medical writer's generalizations about ‘the
stomach’ commit him to holding that there is one and only one
stomach. But if we propose to derive the whole sphere of the
objective, including Nature and all selves in so far as they are
objects for a subject, from the transcendental ego, we must either

' F, 1, p. 466; M, 111, p. 50. ! See Vol. V, pp. 300-5.
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embrace solipsism or interpret the transcendental ego as a supra-
individual productive activity which manifests itself in all finite
consciousnesses. As, therefore, Fichte has no intention of defending
solipsism, he is bound to interpret the pure ego as a supra-
individual absolute ego. .

To be sure, Fichte’s use of the term I or e¢go not unnaturally
suggested to many of his readers that he was talking about the
individual self or ego. And this interpretation was facilitated by
the fact that the more metaphysical aspects of his thought were
comparatively inconspicuous in -his earlier writings. But the
interpretation, Fichte insisted, was erroneous. Lecturing in the
winter of 1810-11 and looking back at the criticism that had been
levelled against the Wissenschafisiehre he protested that he had
never intended to say that the creative ego is the individual finite
self. ‘People have generally understood the theory of science as
attributing to the individual effects which could certainly not be
ascribed toit, such as the production of the whole material world. . ..
They have been completely mistaken: it is not the individual but
the one immediate spiritual Life which is the creator of all
phenomena, including phenomenal individuals.’!

It will be noticed that in this passage the word ‘Life’ is used
instead of ‘ego’. Starting, as he did, from the position of Kant and
being concerned with transforming it into pure idealism, he not
unnaturally began by talking about the pure or absolute ego. But
in the course of time he saw that it was inappropriate to describe
the infinite activity which grounds consciousness, including the
finite self, as itself an ego or subject. However, we need not dwell
at present on this point. It is sufficient to note Fichte’s protest
against what he considered to be a fundamental misinterpretation
of his theory. The absolute ego is not the individual finite self but
an infinite (better, unlimited) activity.

Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre is thus both a phenomenology of
consciousness and an idealist metaphysics. And to a certain extent
at any rate the two aspects can be separated. Hence it is possible
to attach some value to a good deal of what Fichte has to say
without committing oneself to his metaphysical idealism. We
have already indicated this in regard to the theory of the trans-
cendental ego. But the distinction has a wider field of application.

5. In the second section of this chapter it was remarked that
philosophy, according to Fichte, must have a fundamental and

1 F, 11, p. 607 (not included in M).
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indemonstrable proposition. And the thought may have occurred
to the reader that whatever else the ego may be, it is not a
proposition. This is, of course, true. We have still to ascertain what
is the basic proposition of philosophy. But we know at any rate
that it must be the expression of the original activity of the pure
ego.

Now, we can distinguish between the spontaneous activity of
the pure ego on the one hand and the philosopher’s philosophical
reconstruction or thinking of this activity on the other. The
spontaneous activity of the pure ego in grounding consciousness is
not, of course, itself conscious. As spontaneous activity the pure
ego does not exist “for itself’. It comes to exist for itself, as an ego,
only in the intellectual intuition by which the philosopher in
transcendental reflection apprehends the ego’s spontaneous
activity. It is through the act of the philosopher, ‘through an
activity directed towards an activity . . . that the ego first comes to
be originally [urspriinglich] for itself'.! In intellectual intuition,
therefore, the pure ego is said to posit itself (sick setzen). And the
fundamental proposition of philosophy is that ‘the ego simply
posits in an original way its own being’.?2 In transcendental
reflection the philosopher goes back, as it were, to the ultimate
ground of consciousness. And in his intellectual intuition the pure
ego affirms itself. It is not demonstrated as a conclusion from
premisses: it is seen as affirming itself and so as existing. ‘To posit
stself and to be are, as said of the ego, completely the same.’3

But though by means of what Fichte calls an activity directed
towards an activity4 the pure ego is, so to speak, made to affirm
itself, the ego’s original spontaneous activity is not in itself
f:onscious. Rather is it the ultimate ground of consciousness, that
Is, of ordinary consciousness, one’s natural awareness of oneself in
a world. But this consciousness cannot arise unless the non-ego is
opposed to the ego. Hence the second basic proposition of philo-
sophy is that ‘a non-ego is simply opposited to the ego’.5 This
oppositing must, of course, be done by the ego itself. Otherwise
pure idealism would have to be abandoned.

Now, the non-ego of which the second proposition speaks is
unlimited, in the sense that it is objectivity in general rather than

1 F, 1, p. 459; M, 11, p. 43. 3 ; )

¢ Durcl? 83,5?1 ai{de;:: asf :3: Handeln. 'I{;x'exi)}lx)i.lgssc;pﬁ[ér’ré gﬂi?::fon is an ;cltbl;dlty
a doing. It makes the spontaneous activity of the pure ego relive itself, so to

speak, for consciousness.
*F,1,p 104; M, 1, P- 298.
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a definite object or set of finite objects. And this unlimited non-ego
is opposited to the ego within the ego. For we are engaged in the
systematic reconstruction of consciousness; and consciousness is a
unity, comprising both ego and non-ego. Hence the unlimited
activity which constitutes the pure or absolute ego must posit the
non-ego within itself. But if both are unlimited, each will tend, as
it were, to fill all reality to the exclusion of the other. They will
tend to cancel one another out, to annihilate one another. And
consciousness will be rendered impossible. Hence, if consciousness
is to arise, there must be reciprocal limitation of ego and non-ego.
Each must cancel the other out, but only in part. In this sense both
ego and non-ego must be ‘divisible’ (theilbar). And in his Basis of the
Entire Theory of Science Fichte offers the following formulation of
the third basic proposition of philosophy. ‘I posit in the ego a
divisible non-ego as opposed to a divisible ego.’? That is to say, the
absolute ego posits within itself a finite ego and a finite non-ego
as reciprocally limiting and determining one another. Fichte
obviously does not mean that there can be only one of each. Indeed,
as will be seen later, he maintains that for self-consciousness the
existence of the Other (and so of a plurality of finite selves) is
required. His point is that there can be no consciousness unless the
absolute ego, considered as unlimited activity, produces within
itself the finite ego and the finite non-ego.

6. If we mean by consciousness, as Fichte means by it, human
consciousness, the assertion that the non-ego is a necessary
condition of consciousness is not difficult to understand. To be
sure, the finite ego can reflect on itself, but this reflection is for
Fichte a bending back of the attention from the not-self. Hence
the non-ego is a necessary condition even of self-consciousness.?
But we can very well ask why there should be consciousness at all.
Or, to put the question in another way, how can the second basic
proposition of philosophy be deduced from the first?

Fichte answers that no purely theoretical deduction is possible.
We must have recourse to a practical deduction. That is to say, we
must see the pure or absolute ego as an unlimited activity striving
towards consciousness of its own freedom through moral self-
realization. And we must see the positing of the non-ego as a

VF, 1, p. 110; M, 1, p. 305.

* We can notice again the distinction between phenomenology and idealist
metaphysics. It is one thing to say that the positing (recognition) of the non-ego

is a condition of human consciousness. It is another thing to say that the non-ego
is posited (produced or created) by the pure or absolute ego.
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necessary means to the attainment of this end. True, the absolute
€go In its spontaneous activity does not act consciously for any end
at all. But the philosopher consciously rethinking this activity
sees the total movement as directed towards a certain goal. And he
sees thE}t self-consciousness demands the non-ego, from which the
otherwise unlimited activity of the €go, comparable to a straight
line stretching out indefinitely, can recoil, as it were, onto itself
He sees too that moral activity requires an objective field, a world-
in which actions can be performed. . '

Now, the second basic proposition of philosophy stands to the
first as antithesis to thesis. And we have seen that the ego and non-
ego tend to cancel one another out, if both are unlimited. It is this
fact tl}a.t drives the philosopher to enunciate the third basic
prop051t.10n, which stands to the first and second propositions as
§ynthe51s to thesis and antithesis. But Fichte does not mean to
imply that the non-ego ever exists in such a way that it annihilates
the pure ego or threatens to do so. It is because this annihilation
would take place if an unlimited non-ego were posited within the
ego that we are compelled to proceed to the third proposition. In
other words, the synthesis shows what the antithesis must mean if
the contradiction between an unlimited ego and an unlimited non-
egois nqt 'to arise. If we assume that consciousness is to arise at all
t!le aFt1V}ty which grounds consciousness must produce thé
situation in which an ego and a non-ego limit one another.

L(?oked ‘at under one aspect, therefore, Fichte’s dialectic of
thesis, .antl.thesis and synthesis! takes the form of a progressive
deternupatxon’ of the meanings of the initial propositions. And the
contradictions which arise are resolved in the sense that they are
shown 'to' be only apparent. ‘All contradictions are reconciled by
deterqnnmg more closely the contradictory propositions.’2
Spgakm.g, for example, of the statements that the ego posits itself
as 1nﬁ{ute apd that it posits itself as finite, Fichte remarks that
were 1t posited as both infinite and finite in one and the same
sense, tt}e contradictions could not be resolved. . . .'8 The apparent
contradiction is resolved by so defining the nieam'ngs of the two
statement§ that their mutual compatibility becomes evident. In
the Case In question we have to see the one infinite activity
€Xxpressing itself in and through finite selves.

' On the hint of a dialectical method in the philosophy of Kant see Vol. VI

PP. 251-2. ’ itheti ; h
e asnt.z Kant's antithetical development of the antinomies (pp. 2871.) is also

2
F,1,p. 255 M, 1, D. 448. 3 Ibid.
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Yet it would not be accurate to say that in actual fact Fichte’s
dialectic consists simply in the progressive determination or
clarification of meanings. For he introduces by the way ideas which
cannot be obtained through strict analysis of the initial proposition
or propositions. For instance, in order to proceed from the second
basic proposition to the third Fichte postulates a limiting activity
on the part of the ego, though the idea of limitation cannot be
obtained simply through logical analysis of either the first or the
second proposition.

This procedure was criticized by Hegel as being insufficiently
speculative, that is, philosophical. In Hegel’s opinion it was
unworthy of a philosopher to offer a deduction which was admit-
tedly no strict theoretical deduction? and to introduce, like a deus
ex machina, undeduced activities of the ego to make possible the
transition from one proposition to another.

It can hardly be denied, I think, that Fichte’s actual procedure
does not square very well with his initial account of the nature of
philosophy as a deductive science. At the same time we must
remember that for him the philosopher is engaged in consciously
reconstructing, as it were, an active process, namely the grounding
of consciousness, which in itself takes place unconsciously. In doing
so the philosopher has his point of departure, the self-positing of
the absolute ego, and his point of arrival, human consciousness as
we know it. And if it is impossible to proceed from one step to
another in the reconstruction of the productive activity of the ego
without attributing to the ego a certain function or mode of
activity, then this must be done. Thus even if the concept of
limitation is not obtained through strict logical analysis of the
first two basic propositions, it is none the less required, from
Fichte's point of view, to clarify their meaning.

7. When outlining Fichte’s theory of the three basic propositions
of philosophy I omitted the logical apparatus which is employed in
the Basis of the Entire Theory of Science and which figures
prominently in some accounts of his philosophy. For this apparatus
is not really necessary, as is shown by the fact that Fichte himself
omits it in some of the expositions of his system. At the same time
something ought to be said about it because it serves to clarify
Fichte’s idea of the relations between philosophy and formal logic.

In the Basis of the Entire Theory of Science Iichte approaches

! We have noted Fichte's frank admission that no purely theoretical deduction
of the second basic proposition is possible.

FICHTE (1) 49

the first fundamental proposition of philosophy by reflecting on an
indemonstrable logical proposition, the truth of which would be
admitted by all. This is the principle of identity, stated in the form
A 1s A or A = A. Nothing is said about the content of 4: nor is it
asserted that A exists. What is asserted is a necessary relation
between 4 and itself. If thereis an 4, it is necessarily self-identical.
And this necessary relation between 4 assubject and 4 as predicate
is referred to by Fichte as X.

This judgment is asserted or posited only in and through the I
or ego. Thus the existence of the cgo is affirmed in its activity of
Judging, even if no value has been assigned to 4. ‘If the proposition
A = A is certain, so also must the proposition I am be certain.’* In
affirming the principle of identity the ego affirms or posits itself as
self-identical.

While, therefore, the formal principle of identity is used by
Fichte as a means or device for arriving at the first basic proposition
of philosophy, the principle of identity is not itself this proposition.
Indeed, it is sufficiently obvious that one would not get very far
with a deduction or reconstruction of consciousness if one proposed
to use the formal principle of identity as a starting-point or
foundation.

At the same time the relation between the formal principle of
identity and the first basic proposition of philosophy is closer,
according to Fichte, than the description of the former as a means
or device for arriving at the latter tends to suggest. For the
principle of identity is, so to speak, the first basic proposition of
philosophy with variables substituted for definite values or
content. That is to say, if we took the first basic proposition of
philosophy and rendered it purely formal, we would obtain the
principle of identity. And in this sense the latter is grounded in
the former and derivable from it.

Similarly, what Fichte calls the formal axiom of opposition,
Not—A not = A, is used to arrive at the second basic proposition.
For the positing of Not —4 presupposes the positing of 4 and is
thus an oppositing to 4. And this oppositing takes place only in
and through the ego. At the same time the formal axiom of
opposition is said to be grounded in the second proposition of
philpsophy which affirms the ego’s oppositing to itself of the non-
€go 1n general. Again, the logical proposition which Fichte calls the
axiom of the ground or of sufficient reason, 4 in part = — A, and

! ff. 1, p. 95; M, 1, p. 289.
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conversely, is said to be grounded in the third basic proposition of
philosophy, in the sense that the former is derived by abstracting
definite content from the latter and substituting variables instead.

In brief, therefore, Fichte’s view is that formal logic is dependent
on and derived from the Wissenschaftslehre, and not the other way
round. This view of the relation between formal logic and basic
philosophy is indeed somewhat obscured by the fact that in the
Basis of the Entire Theory of Science Fichte starts by reflecting on
the principle of identity. But in his subsequent discussion he
proceeds to make his view of the derivative character of formal
logic quite clear. And this view is in any case entailed by his
insistence that the Wissenschaftslehre is the fundamental science.

We may add that in his deduction of the fundamental pro-
positions of philosophy Fichte begins to deduce the categories. In
his opinion Kant’s deduction was insufficiently systematic. If,
however, we start with the self-positing of the ego, we can deduce
them successively in the course of the reconstruction of conscious-
ness. Thus the first basic proposition gives us the category of
reality. For ‘that which is posited through the mere positing of a
thing ... is its reality, its essence [ Wesen]’.* The second proposition
obviously gives us the category of negation and the third that of
limitation or determination.

8. The idea of reciprocal limitation provides the basis for the
twofold deduction of consciousness which Fichte considers
necessary. Take the statement that the absolute ego posits within
itself a finite ego and a finite non-ego as reciprocally limiting or
determining one another. This implies two propositions. One is
that the absolute ego posits itself as limited by the non-ego. The
other is that the absolute ego posits (within itself) the non-ego as
limited or determined by the (finite) ego. And these two proposi-
tions are respectively the basic propositions of the theoretical and
practical deductions of consciousness. If we consider the ego as
affected by the non-ego, we can proceed to the theoretical deduction
of consciousness which considers what Fichte calls the ‘real’
series of acts, that is, the acts of the ego as determined by the non-
ego. Sensation, for example, belongs to this class of acts. If,
however, we consider the ego as affecting the non-ego, we can
proceed to the practical deduction of consciousness which considers
the ‘ideal’ series of acts, including, for instance, desire and free
action.

1F, 1,p.99; M, 1, p. 293.
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The two deductions are, of course, complementary, forming
together the total philosophical deduction or reconstruction of
consciousness. At the same time the theoretical deduction is
subordinated to the practical. For the absolute ego is an infinite
striving towards self-realization through free moral activity, and
the non-ego, the world of Nature, is a means or instrument for the
attainment of this end. The practical deduction gives us the reason
why the absolute ego posits the non-ego as limiting and affecting
the finite ego; and it leads us to the confines of ethics. Indeed,
Fichte’s theories of rights and of morals are a continuation of the
practical deduction as contained in the Wissenschaftslehire proper.
As already mentioned, IFichte’s philosophy is essentially a dynamic
ethical idealism.

It is not possible to discuss here all the stages of Fichte's
deduction of consciousness. And even if it were possible, it would
scarcely be desirable. But in the next two sections some features of
the theoretical and practical deductions will be mentioned, to give
the reader some idea of Fichte's line of thought.

9. In Fichte’s idealist system all activity must be referred
ultimately to the ego itself, that is, to the absolute ego, and the
non-ego must exist only for consciousness. For to admit the idea of
a non-ego which exists quite independently of all consciousness
and which affects the ego would be to readmit the idea of the
thing-in-itself and to abandon idealism. At the same time it is
obvious that from the point of view of ordinary consciousness
there is a distinction between presentation (Vorstellung) and thing.
We have the spontaneous belief that we are acted upon by things
which exist independently of the ego. And to all appearances this
belief is fully justified. Hence it is incumbent on Fichte to show.
in a manner consistent with the idealist position, how the point
of view of ordinary consciousness arises, and how from this point
of view our spontaneous belief in an objective Nature is in a sense
justified. For the aim of idealist philosophy is to explain the facts
of consciousness on idealist principles, not to deny them.

Obviously, Fichte must attribute to the ego the power of
producing the idea of an independently existing non-ego when in
point of fact it is dependent on the ego, so that the non-ego’s
activity is ultimately the activity of the ego itself. Equally
obviously, this power must be attributed to the absolute ego
rather than to the individual self, and it must work spontaneously,
inevitably and without consciousness. To put the matter crudely,
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as such or whetherit is the manifestation of individual life; whether,
that is to say, a material world is posited through one self-identical
Life or through the individual as such. . . . It is not the individual
as such but the one Life which intuits the objects of the material
world.’?

The development of this point of view obviously requires that
Fichte should move away from his Kantian point of departure, and
that the pure ego, a concept arrived at through reflection on human
consciousness, should become absolute Being which manifests
itself in the world. And this is indeed the path which Fichte takes
in the later philosophy, to which the lectures on The Facts of
Consciousness belong. But, as will be seen later, he never really
succeeds in kicking away the ladder by which he has climbed up to
metaphysical idealism. And though he clearly thinks of Nature as
being posited by the Absolute as a field for moral activity, he
maintains to the end that the world exists only in and for conscious-
ness. Apart, therefore, from the explicit denjal that material
things are posited ‘through the individual as such’, his position
remains ambiguous. For though consciousness is said to be the
Absolute’s consciousness, the Absolute is also said to be conscious
through man, and not in itself considered apart from man.

I F, 11, p. 614 (not included in M).

CHAPTER 111
FICHTE (2)

Imtroductory remarks—The common moral consciousness and
the science of ethics—Man's moral nalure—The supreme
principle of morality and the formal condistion of the morality of
actions—Conscience as an unerring guide—The philosophical
application of the formal moral law—The idea of moral vocation
and Fichte's general vision of reality—A community of selves in
a world as a condition of self-consciousness—The principle or
rule of right—T he deduction and nature of the State—T he closed
commercial State—Fichte and nationalism.

1. IN the section on Fichte’s life and writings we saw that he
published the Basts of Natural Right in 1796, two years before the
publication of The System of Ethics. In his opinion the theory of
rights and of political society could be, and ought to be, deduced
independently of the deduction of the principles of morality. This
does not mean that Fichte thought of the two branches of philo-
sophy as having no connection at all with each other. For one
thing the two deductions possess a common root in the concept of
the self as striving and as free activity. For another thing the
system of rights and political society provides a field of application
for the moral law. But it was Fichte’s opinion that his field is
external to morality, in the sense that it is not a deduction from
the fundamental ethical principle but a framework within which,
and in regard to which, the moral law can be applied. For example,
man can have moral duties towards the State and the State should
bring about those conditions in which the moral life can develop.
But the State itself is deduced as a hypothetically necessary
contrivance or means to guard and protect the system of rights. If
man'’s moral nature were fully developed, the State would wither
away. Again, though the right of private property receives from
ethics what Fichte calls a further sanction, its initial deduction is
supposed to be independent of ethics.

One main reason why Fichte makes this distinction between the
theory of rights and political theory on the one hand and ethics on
the other is that he looks on ethics as concerned with interior
morality, with conscience and the formal principle of morality,
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whereas the theory of rights and of political society is concerned
with the external relations between human beings. Further, if the
comment is made that the doctrine of rights can be regarded as
applied ethics, in the sense that it is deducible as an application of
the moral law, Fichte refuses to admit the truth of this contention.
The fact that I have a right does not necessarily mean that I am
under an obligation to exercise it. And the common good may
demand on occasion a curtailment of or limitation on the exercise
of rights. But the moral law is categorical: it simply says, ‘Do this’
or ‘Do not do that’. Hence the system of rights is not deducible
from the moral law, though we are, of course, morally obliged to
respect the system of rights as established in a community. In
this sense the moral law adds a further sanction to rights, but it is
not their initial source.

In Hegel’s opinion Fichte did not really succeed in overcoming
the formalism of the Kantian ethics, even if he provided some of
the material for doing so. And it was indeed Hegel rather than
Fichte who synthesized the concepts of right, interior morality and
society in the general concept of man’s ethical life. But the chief
reason why I have dwelt in the first section of this chapter on
Fichte’s distinction between the doctrine of rights and ethical
theory is that I propose to treat of the philosopher’s moral theory
before outlining his theory of rights and of the State. And this
procedure might otherwise give the erroneous impression that
Fichte regarded the theory of rights as a deduction from the moral
law.

2. A man can have knowledge, Fichte says, of his moral nature,
of his subjection to a moral imperative, in two ways. In the first
place he can possess this knowledge on the level of common moral
consciousness. That is tosay, he can be aware through his conscience
of a moral imperative telling him to do this or not to do that. And
this immediate awareness is quite sufficient for a knowledge of one’s
duties and for moral behaviour. In the second place a man can
assume the ordinary moral consciousness as something given and
inquire into its grounds. And a systematic deduction of the moral
consciousness from its roots in the ego is the science of ethics and
provides ‘learned knowledge’.! In one sense, of course, this
learned knowledge leaves everything as it was before. It does not
create obligation, nor does it substitute a new set of duties for
those of which one is already aware through conscience. It will not

VF, v, p. 122; M, 11, p. 516.
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give a man a moral nature. But it can enable him to understand
his moral nature.

3. What is meant by man’s moral nature? Fichte tells us that
there is in man an impulsion to perform certain actions simply for
the sake of performing them, without regard to external purposes
or ends, and to leave undone other actions simply for the sake of
leaving them undone, again without regard to external purposes
or ends. And the nature of man in so faras this impulsion necessarily
manifests itself within him is his ‘moral or ethical nature’.? To
understand the grounds of this moral nature is the task of
ethics.

The ego is activity, striving. And as we saw when considering
the practical deduction of consciousness, the basic form taken by
the striving which constitutes the ego is infra-conscious impulse
or drive. Hence from one point of view man is a system of impulses,
the impulse which can be ascribed to the system as a whole being
that of self-preservation. Considered in this light, man can be
described as an organized product of Nature. And as conscious of
myself as a system of impulses I can say, ‘I find myself as an
organized product of Nature.’? That is to say, I posit or affirm
myself as being this when I consider myself as object.

But man is also intelligence, a subject of consciousness. And as
subject of consciousness the ego necessarily tends or is impelled to
determine itself through itself alone; that is, it is a striving after
complete freedom and independence. Inasmuch, therefore, as the
natural impulses and desires which belong to man as a product of
Nature aim at satisfaction through some relation to a determinate
natural object and consequently appear to depend on the object,
we understandably contrast these impulses with the spiritual
impulse of the ego as intelligence, the impulse, that is to say, to
complete self-determination. We speak of lower and higher desires,
of the sphere of necessity and the sphere of freedom, and introduce
a dichotomy into human nature.

Fichte does not deny, of course, that such distinctions have, so
to speak, a cash value. For one can look at man from two points of
view, as object and as subject. As we have seen, I can be conscious
of myself as an object in Nature, as an organized product of
Nature, and I can be aware of myself as a subject for whose
consciousness Nature, including myself as object, exists, To this

VF, 1v, p. 13; M, 11, p. 407.
t F,1v, p. 122; M, 1, p. 516.
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extent Kant’s distinction between the phenomenal and noumenal
aspects of man is justified.

At the same time Fichte insists that this distinction is not
ultimate. For instance, the natural impulse which aims at satisfac-
tion and the spiritual impulse which aims at complete freedom and
independence are from the transcendental or phenomenal point of
view one impulse. It is a great mistake to suppose that man as an
organized product of Nature is the sphere of mere mechanism. As
Fichte puts it, ‘I do not hunger because food exists for me, but a
certain object becomes food for me because I am hungry.’? The
organism asserts itself: it tends to activity. And it is fundamentally
the same impulse to self-activity which reappears in the form of
the spiritual impulse to the realization of complete freedom. For
this basic impulse cannot be stilled and brought to quiescence by
temporary sense satisfaction, but reaches out, asit were, toinfinity.
It is true, of course, that the basic impulse or striving could not
take the form of the higher spiritual impulse without conscious-
ness. Consciousness is indeed a dividing-line between man as an
organized product of Nature and man as a rational ego, as spirit.
But from the philosophical point of view there is ultimately only
one impulse, and man is subject and object in one. ‘My impulse as
a being of Nature and my tendency as pure spirit: are they two
different impulses? No, from the transcendental point of view both
are one and the same original impulse which constitutes my being:
it is only regarded from two different sides. That is to say, I am
subject-object, and in the identity and inseparability of both
consists my true being. If I regard myself as an object, completely
determined through the laws of sense intuition and discursive
thinking, then that which is actually my one impulse becomes for
me a natural impulse, because from this point of view I myself am
Nature. If I regard myself as subject, the impulse becomes for me
a purely spiritual impulse or the law of self-determination. All the
phenomena of the ego rest simply on the reciprocity of these two
impulses, and this is really the reciprocal relation of one and the
same impuise to itself.’?

This theory of the unity of man in terms of one impulse has an
important bearing on ethics. Fichte makes a distinction between
formal and material freedom. Formal freedom requires only the
presence of consciousness. Even if a man always followed his
natural impulses as directed to pleasure, he would do so freely,

VF, v, p.124; M, 11, p. 518, * F,1v, p. 130; M, 11, p. 524.
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provided that he did so consciously and deliberately.! Material
freedom, however, is expressed in a series of acts tending to the
realization of the ego’s complete independence. And these are
moral acts. Now, if we pressed this distinction, we should be faced
with the difficulty of giving any content to the moral act. For we
should have on the one hand actions performed in accordance with
natural impulse, which are rendered determinate by their reference
to particular objects, and on the other actions which exclude all
determination by particular objects and are performed solely in
accordance with the idea of freedom for freedom’s sake. And this
second class of actions would appear to be completely indeterminate.
But Fichte answers that we have to effect a synthesis which is
demanded by the fact that the impulse or tendency which consti-
tutes man’s nature is ultimately one impulse. The lower impulse
or lower form of the one impulse must sacrifice its end, namely
pleasure, while the higher impulse or form of the one impulse must
sacrifice its purity, that is, its lack of determination by any
object.

Expressed in this abstract way Fichte’s idea of a synthesis may
seem extremely obscure. But the fundamental notion is clear
enough. For example, it is clearly not demanded of the moral agent
that he should cease to perform all those actions to which natural
impulse prompts him, such as eating and drinking. It is not
demanded of him that he should try to live as a disembodied spirit.
What is demanded is that his actions should not be performed
simply for the sake of immediate satisfaction, but that they should
be members of a series converging towards the ideal end which man
sets before himself as a spiritual subject. In so far as he fulfils this
demand man realizes his moral nature.

This suggests, of course, that the moral life involves substituting
one end for another, a spiritual ideal for natural satisfaction and
pleasure. And this idea may seem to be at variance with Fichte's
picture of morality as demanding the performance of certain
actions simply for the sake of performing them and the non-
performance of other actions simply for the sake of not performing
them. But the spiritual ideal in question is for Fichte self-activity,
action determined through the ego alone. And his point is that such
action must take the form of a series of determinate actions in the

‘.There are activities in man, the circulation of the blood for example, of which
be is not immediately, but only mediately, conscious. And he cannot be said to
control them. But when I am immediately conscious of an impulse or desire, I am
free, Fichte takes it, to satisfy or not to satisfy it.
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world, though at the same time they must be determined by the ego
itself and express its freedom rather than subjection to the natural
world. This means in effect that the actions should be performed
for the sake of performing them.

One can say, therefore, that Fichte makes a resolute attempt to
exhibit the unity of human nature and to show that there is
continuity between the life of man as a natural organism and the
life of man as spiritual subject of consciousness. At the same time
the influence of the Kantian formalism is strongly marked. And it
shows itself clearly in Fichte’s account of the supreme principle of
morality.

4. Speaking of the ego when it is thought only as object Fichte
asserts that ‘the essential character of the ego, by which it is
distinguished from everything external to itself, consists in a
tendency to self-activity (Selbstthdtigkeit] for the sake of self-
activity; and it is this tendency which is thought when the ego is
thought in and for itself without relation to anything outside it’.!
But it is the ego as subject, as intelligence, which thinks itself as
object. And when it thinks itself as a tendency to self-activity for
the sake of self-activity, it necessarily thinks itself as free, as able
to realize absolute self-activity, as a power of self-determination.
Further, the ego cannot conceive itself in this way without
conceiving itself as subject to law, the law of determining itself in
accordance with the concept of self-determination. That is to say,
if I conceive my objective essence as a power of self-determination,
the power of realizing absolute self-activity, I must also conceive
myself as obliged to actualize this essence.

We have, therefore, the two ideas of freedom and law. But just
as the ego as subject and the ego as object, though distinguished in
consciousness, are inseparable and ultimately one, so are the ideas
of freedom and law inseparable and ultimately one. “When you
think yourself as free, you are compelled to think your freedom as
falling under a law; and when you think this law, you are compelled
to think yourself as free. Freedom does not follow from the law any
more than the law follows from freedom. They are not two ideas,
of which the one can be thought as dependent on the other, but
they are one and the same idea; it is a complete synthesis.’®

VF, 1v, p. 20; M, 11, p. 423.

F, 1v, p. 53; M, 11, p. 447. Kant, Fichte remarks, did not mean that the
thought of freedom is derived from the thought of law. He meant that faith in

the objective validity of the thought of freedom is derived from consciousness of
the moral law.
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By this somewhat tortuous route Fichte deduces the funda-
mental principle of morality, ‘the necessary idea of the intelligence
that it ought to determine its freedom purely and without exception
in accordance with the concept of independence {Selbstindigkest]’.1
The free being ought to bring its freedom under a law, namely the
law of complete self-determination or absolute independence
(absence of determination through any external object). And this
law should admit of no exception because it expresses the very
nature of the free being.

Now, a finite rational being cannot ascribe freedom to itself
without conceiving the possibility of a series of determinate free

. actions, caused by a will which is capable of exercising real causal

activity. But the realization of this possibility demands an
objective world in which the rational being can tend towards its
goal through a series of particular actions. The natural world, the
sphere of the non-ego, can thus be regarded as the material or
instrument for the fulfilment of our duty, sensible things appearing
as so many occasions for specifying the pure ought. We have already
seen that according to Fichte the absolute ego posits the world as
an obstacle or check which renders possible the recoil of the ego
onto itself in self-consciousness. And we now see the positing of the
world in a more specifically ethical context. It is the necessary con-
dition for therational being’s fulfilment of its moral vocation. With-
out the world it could not give content, as it were, to the pure ought.

To be a moral action, each of these particular actions must
fulfil a certain formal condition. ‘Act always according to your best
conviction of your duty or Act according to your conscience. This is the
formal condition of the morality of our actions. . . .’ The will which
so acts is the good will. Fichte is obviously writing under the
influence of Kant.

5. ‘Act according to your conscience.’ Fichte defines conscience
as ‘the immediate consciousness of our determinate duty’.® That
is to say, conscience is the immediate awareness of a particular
obligation. And from this definition it obviously follows that
conscience never errs and cannot err. For if conscience is defined
as an immediate awareness of one’s duty, it would be contradictory
to say that it can be a non-awareness of one’s duty.

It is clear that Fichte wishes to find an absolute criterion of
right and wrong. It is also clear that he wishes, like Kant, to avoid

VF, v, p. 59; M, 11, p. 453.

1F, 1v, p. 173; M, 11, p. 567.
2 F, v, pp. 173-4; M, 11, pp. 567-8. P
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heteronomy. No external authority can be the required criterion.
Further, the criterion must be at the disposal of all, unlearned as
well as learned. Fichte fixes, therefore, upon conscience and
describes it as an immediate feeling (Gefiihl). For inasmuch as the
practical power has priority over the theoretical power, it is the
former which must be the source of conscience. And as the
practical power does not judge, conscience must be a feeling.

Fichte’s description of conscience as an immediate feeling does
indeed fit in with the way in which the ordinary man is accustomed
to speak about his moral convictions. A man might say, for
example, ‘I feel that this is the right thing to do. I feel that any
other course of action would be wrong.” And he may very well feel
certain about it. At the same time one might wish to comment that
feeling is scarcely an unerring criterion of duty. Fichte, however,
argues that the immediate feeling in question expresses the
agreement or harmony between ‘our empirical ego and the pure
ego. And the pure ego is our only true being; it is all possible being
and all possible truth.’? Hence the feeling which constitutes
conscience can never be erroncous or deceptive.

To understand Fichte’s theory we must understand that he is
not excluding from man’s moral life all activity by the theoretical
power. The ego’s fundamental tendency to complete freedom and
independence stimulates this power to look for the determinate
content of duty. After all, we can and do reflect about what we
ought to do in this or that set of circumstances. But any theoretical
judgment which we make may be mistaken. The function of
argument is to draw attention to the different aspects of the
situation under discussion and so to facilitate the attunement, so
to speak, of the empirical ego with the pure ego. This attunement
expresses itself in a feeling, the immediate consciousness of one’s
duty. And this immediate awareness puts a stop to theoretical
inquiry and argument which might otherwise be prolonged
indefinitely.

Fichte will not admit that anyone who has an immediate
consciousness of his duty can resolve not to do his duty precisely
because it is his duty. ‘Such a maxim would be diabolical; but the
concept of the devil is self-contradictory.’? At the same time ‘no
man, indeed no finite being so far as we know, is confirmed in good’.3
Conscience as such cannot err, but it can be obscured or even

1 F,1v, p. 169; M, 11, p. 563. P F, v, p. 191; M, 11, p. 585.
3 F,1v,p. 193; M, 11, p. 587.
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vanish. Thus the concept of duty may remain, though the
consciousness of its connection with some particular action may be
obscured. To put the matter crudely, I may not give my empirical
ego the chance to click with the pure ego.* Further, the conscious-
ness of duty may practically vanish, in which case ‘we then act
either according to the maxim of self-advantage or according to the
blind impulse to assert everywhere our lawless will’.2 Thus even if
the possibility of diabolical evil is excluded, the doctrine of
infallibility of conscience does not exclude the possibility of acting
wrongly. For I may be accountable for allowing my conscience to
become obscured or even to vanish altogether.

According to Fichte, therefore, the ordinary man has at his
disposal, if he chooses to make use of it, an infallible criterion for
assessing his particular duties, which does not depend on any
knowledge of the science of ethics. But the philosopher can inquire
into the grounds of this criterion. And we have seen that Fichte
offers a metaphysical explanation.

6. Conscience is thus the supreme judge in the practical moral
life. But its dictates are not arbitrary and capricious. For the
‘feeling’ of which Fichte speaks is really the expression of our
implicit awareness that a particular action falls inside or outside
the series of actions which fulfil the fundamental impulse of the
pure ego. Hence even if conscience is a sufficient guide for moral
conduct, there is no reason why the philosopher should be unable
to show theoretically that actions of a certain type belong or do not
belong to the class of actions which lead to the ego’s moral goal.
He cannot deduce the particular obligations of particular indivi-
duals. This is a matter for conscience. But a philosophical applica-
tion of the fundamental principle of morality is possible, within
the limits of general principles or rules.

To take an example. I am under an obligation to act, for only
through action:can I fulfil the moral law. And the body is a
necessary instrument for action. On the one hand, therefore, I
ought not to treat my body as if it were itself my final end. On the
other hand I ought to preserve and foster the body as a necessary
instrument for action. Hence self-mutilation, for example, would
be wrong unless it were required for the preservation of the body
as a whole. Whether in this or that particular instance self-
mutilation is justified is, however, a matter for conscience rather

1 This happens, for example, if I do not really size up the situation but look
exclusively at one partial aspect.
$F,1v, p. 194; M, 11, p. 588.
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than for the philosopher. I can only consider the situation under
its different aspects and then act according to my immediate
consciousness of my duty, confident, according to Fichte, that this
immediate ‘feeling’ cannot err.

Similarly, one can formulate general rules in regard to the use of
the cognitive powers. Fichte’s profound respect for the vocation of
the scholar is expressed in his insistence on the need for combining
complete freedom of thought and research with the conviction that
‘knowledge of my duty must be the final end of all my knowledge,
all my thought and research’.! The synthesizing rule is that the
scholar should pursue his researches in a spirit of devotion to duty
and not out of mere curiosity or to have something to do.

7. The philosopher, therefore, can lay down certain general rules
of conduct as applications of the fundamental principle of morality.
But an individual’s moral vocation is made up of countless
particular obligations, in regard to which conscience is the unerring
guide. Thus each single individual has his own real moral vocation,
his own personal contribution to make to converging series of
actions which tend to realize a moral world-order, the perfect rule
of reason in the world. The attainment of this ideal goal requires,
as it were, a division of moral labour. And we can reformulate the
fundamental principle of morality in this way: ‘Always fulfil your
moral vocation.’?

The general outlines of Fichte's vision of reality should now be
clear. The ultimate reality, which can be described, according to
our point of view, as the absolute ego or as infinite Will, strives
spontaneously towards perfect consciousness of itself as free,
towards perfect self-possession. But self-consciousness, in Fichte’s
view, must take the form of finite self-consciousness, and the
infinite Will's self-realization can take place only through the self-
realization of finite wills. Hence the infinite activity spontaneously
expresses itself in a multiplicity of finite selves or rational and free
beings. But self-consciousness is not possible without a non-ego,
from which the finite ego can recoil onto itself. And the realization
of the finite free will through action requires a world in and
through which action is possible. Hence the absolute ego or infinite
Will must posit the world, Nature, if it is to become conscious of
its own freedom through finite selves. And the moral vocations of
finite selves in a common goal can be seen as the way in which the
absolute ego or infinite Will moves towards its goal. Nature is

1 F, 1v, p. 300; M, 11, p. 694. ¢t F,1v, p. 150; M, 11, p. 544
P P P P
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simply the condition, though a necessary condition, for the expres-
sion of the moral will. The really significant feature in empirical
reality is the moral activity of human beings, which is itself the
expression of the infinite Will, the form which the infinite Will, an
activity or doing rather than a being which acts, spontaneously
and necessarily assumes.

8. We can turn now to the theory of right and the deduction of
the State, to a consideration, that is to say, of the framework
within which man’s moral life is developed. But the theory of
right and political theory, treating, as they do, of relations between
human beings, presupposes a plurality of selves. Hence it is
appropriate to begin by saying a little more about Fichte’s
deduction of this plurality.

As we have seen, the absolute ego must limit itself in the form of
the finite ego if self-consciousness is to arise. But ‘no free being
becomes conscious of itself without at the same time becoming
conscious of other similar beings’.! It is only by distinguishing
myself from other beings which I recognize as rational and free that
I can become conscious of myself as a determinate free individual.
Intersubjectivity is a condition of self-consciousness. A community
of selvesis thus required if self-consciousness is to arise. Intelligence,
as existing, is a manifold. In fact it is ‘a closed manifold, thatis, a
system of rational beings’.2 For they are all limitations of the one
absolute ego, the one infinite activity.

This recognition of oneselfas a member of a community or system
of rational beings requires in turn, as a precondition, the sensible
world. For I perceive my freedom as manifested in actions which
interlock, so to speak, with the actions of others. And for such a
system of actions to be possible there must be a common sensible
world in which distinct rational beings can express themselves.

9. Now, if I cannot become conscious of myself as free without
regarding myself as a member of a community of free rational
beings, it follows that I cannot ascribe to myself alone the totality
of infinite freedom. ‘I limit myself in my appropriation of freedom
by the fact that I also recognize the freedom of others.’® At the
same time I must also conceive each member of the community as
limiting the external expression of his freedom in such a way that
all other members can express their freedom.

_ This idea of each member of the community of rational beings
limiting the expression of his freedom in such a way that all other

VF, 1, p. 143; M, 1v, P- 143. 2 Ibid. YF, 1, p. 8; M, 11, p. 12.



70 POST-KANTIAN IDEALIST SYSTEMS

members can also express their freedom is the concept of right.
And the principle or rule of right (Rechisregel) is stated by Fichte in
this way: ‘Limit your freedom through the concept of the freedom
of all other persons with whom you come into relation.’t The
concept of right for Fichte is essentially a social concept. It arises
together with the idea of other rational beings who are capable of
interfering with one’s own activity, and with whose activities one
is oneself capable of interfering. If I think away all other rational
beings save myself, I have powers, and 1 may have a moral duty
to exercise them or some of them. But it is inappropriate in this
context to speak of my having a right to exercise them. For
instance, I have the power of free speech. But if I think away all
other rational beings, it is absurd, according to Fichte, to speak of
my having a right to free speech. For the concept makes no sense
unless I conceive the existence of other beings capable of interfering
with my exercise of the power to speak my mind freely. Similarly,
it makes no sense to speak of a right to private property except in
a social context. True, if I were the only rational being I shouldhave
a duty to act and to use material things, expressing my freedom in
and through them. I should have possessions. But the concept of
the right of private property in the strict sense arises only when I
conceive other human beings to whom I have to ascribe similar
rights. What can private property mean outside a social context?

Now, though the existence of a community of free selves demands
that each member should take the rule of right as the operative
principle of his conduct, no individual will is necessarily governed
by the rule. Fichte argues, however, that the union of many wills
into one can produce a will constantly directed by the rule. ‘If a
million men are together, it may well be that each one wills for
himself as much freedom as possible. But if we unite the will of all
in one concept as one will, this will divides the sum of possible
freedom into equal parts. It aims at all being free in such a way
that the freedom of each individual is limited by the freedom of all
the rest.’® This union expresses itself in mutual recognition of
rights. And it is this mutual recognition which gives rise to the
right of private property, considered as the right to exclusive

possession of certain things.® ‘The right of exclusive possession 1s
'F,m, p. 10; M, 11, p. 14. 3 F, m, p. 106; M, 11, p. 110.
® It is worth noting that for Fichte rightful ownership of a thing is really th_e
exclusive right to perform certain actions in regard to it. For instance, a farmer's
property right in regard to a field is an exclusive right to sow it, plough it, graze
cattle on it, and so on.
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brought into being through mutual recognition: and it does not exist
without this condition. All property is grounded on the union of
many wills into one will."?

10. If the stability of rights rests on sustained common recog-
nition, reciprocal loyalty and trust are required in the persons
concerned. But these are moral conditions on which one cannot
count with certainty. Hence there must be some power which can
enforce respect for rights. Further, this power must be the
expression of the freedom of the human person: it must be
established freely. We thus require a compact or contract whereby
the contracting parties agree that anyone who infringes the
rights of another should be treated in accordance with coercive
law. But such a contract can be effective only when it takes the
form of the social contract whereby the State is established,?
furnished with the requisite power to secure the attainment of the
end desired by the general will, namely the stability of the system
of rights and the protection of the freedom of all. The union of all
wills into one thus takes the form of the General Will as embodied
in the State.

The influence of Rousseau? is obvious, both in Fichte’s theory of
the General Will and in his idea of the social contract. But the ideas
are not introduced simply out of reverence for the name of the
French philosopher. For Fichte’s deduction of the State consists in
a progressive argument showing that the State is a necessary con-
dition for maintaining relations of right without which a community
of free persons cannot be conceived. And this community is itself
depicted as a necessary condition for the self-realization of the
absolute ego as infinite freedom. The State must thus beinterpreted
as the expression of freedom. And Rousseau’s theories of the Social
Contract and General Will lend themselves for this purpose.

Fichte does indeed speak of the State as a totality, and he
compares it with an organized product of Nature. We cannot say,
therefore, that the organic theory of the State is absent from
Fichte's political thought. At the same time he emphasizes the
fact that the State not only expresses freedom but also exists to
create a state of affairs in which each citizen can exercise his
personal freedom so far as this is consistent with the freedom of

VF, 11, p. 129; M, 11, p. 133.

? Fichte distinguishes various stages of the social contract, culminating in what
he calls the union-compact, whereby the members of political society become an

organized totality.
3 See Vol. VI, chapters 3 and 4.
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others. Further, the State, considered as a coercive power, is only
hypothetically necessary. That is to say, it is necessary on the
hypothesis that man’s moral development has not reached a point
at which each member of society respects the rights and liberties
of others from moral motives alone. If this condition were fulfilled,
the State, as a coercive power, would no longer be necessary.
Indeed, as one of the functions of the State is to facilitate man'’s
moral development, we can say that for Fichte the State should
endeavour to bring about the conditions for its own demise. To use
Marxist language, Fichte looks forward to the withering away of
the State, at least as an ideal possibility. He cannot, therefore,
regard it as an end in itself.

Given these premisses, Fichte naturally rejects despotism. What
may seem surprising in a sympathizer with the French Revolution
is that he also rejects democracy. ‘No State may be ruled either
despotically or democratically.’* But by democracy he understands
direct rule by the whole people. And his objection to it is that ina
literal democracy there would be no authority to compel the
multitude to observe its own laws. Even if many citizens were
individually well disposed, there would be no power capable of
preventing the degeneration of the community intoan irresponsible
and capricious mob. Provided, however, that the two extremes of
unqualified despotism and democracy are avoided, we cannot say
what form of constitution is the best. It is a matter of politics, not
of philosophy.

At the same time reflection on the possibility of abuse of power
by the civil authority led Fichte to lay great stress on the desirability
of establishing a kind of supreme court or tribunal, the ‘Ephorate’.
This would possess no legislative, executive or judicial power in the
ordinary sense. Its function would be to watch over the observance
of the laws and constitution, and in the event of a serious abuse of
power by the civil authority the Ephors would be entitled to
suspend it from the exercise of its functions by means of a State
interdict. Recourse would then be had to a referendum to ascertain
the people’s will concerning a change in the constitution, the law
or the government, as the case might be.

That Fichte shows no inclination to deify the State is clear
enough. But his political theory, as so far outlined, may suggest
that he is committed to minimizing the functions of the State by
defending a purely lasssez-fasre policy. But this conclusion does not

t F, 1, p. 160; M, 11, p. 164.
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represent his mind. He does indeed maintain that the purpose of
the State is to maintain public security and the system of rights.

.And from this it follows that interference with the freedom of the

individual should be limited to what is required for the fulfilment
of this purpose. But the establishment and maintenance of a
system of rights and its adjustment to the common good may
require a very considerable amount of State activity. It is idle, for
example, to insist that everyone has a right to live by his labour if
conditions are such that many people cannot do so. Further,
though the State is not the fount of the moral law, it is its business
to promote the conditions which facilitate the moral development
without which there is no true freedom. In particular it should
attend to the matter of education.

11. Hence it is not really so astonishing if in his Closed Com-
mercial State we find Fichte envisaging a planned economy. He
presupposes that all human beings have a right not simply to live
but to live a decent human life. Apd the question then arises how
this right can be most effectively realized. In the first place, as
Plato recognized centuries ago, there must be division of labour,
giving rise to the main economic classes.! And in the second place
a state of harmony or balance must be maintained. If one economic
class grows disproportionately large, the whole economy may be
upset. In The System of Ethics Fichte emphasized the individual’s
duty to choose his profession in accordance with his talents and
circumstances. In The Closed Commercial State he is concerned
rather with the common good, and he stresses the State’s need to
watch over and regulate the division of labour for the good of the
community. True, changing circumstances will demand changes in
the State’s regulations. But supervision and planning are in any
case indispensable.

In Fichte’s opinion a balanced economy, once established, cannot
be maintained unless the State has the power to prevent its being
upset by any individual or set of individuals. And he draws the
conclusion that all commercial relations with foreign countries
should be in the hands of the State or subject to strict State control.
‘In the rational State immediate trade with a foreign subject
cannot be permitted to the individual citizen.’? Fichte’s ideal is

! Fichte assumes that there will be three main economic classes. First, the
producers of the raw materials required for human life. Secondly, those who
transform these raw materials into goods such as clothes, shoes, flour and so on.
Thirdly, the merchants.

P F, 1, p.og21; M, 111, p. 451.
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that of a closed economy in the sense of a self-sufficient economic
community.? But if there has to be trade with foreign countries, it
should not be left to the private initiative and judgment of
individuals.

What Fichte envisages, therefore, is a form of national socialism.
And he thinks of a planned economy as calculated to provide the
material conditions required for the higher intellectual and moral
development of the people. In fact, by ‘the rational State’ (der
Vernunftstaal) he really means a State directed according to the
principles of his own philosophy. We may not feel particularly
optimistic about the results of State patronage of a particular
philosophical system. But in Fichte’s opinion rulers who were
really conversant with the principles of transcendental idealism
would never abuse their power by restricting private freedom more
than was required for the attainment of an end which is itself the
expression of freedom.

12. Regarded from the economic point of view, Fichte can be
spoken of as one of Germany’s first socialist writers. Politically
speaking, however, he moved from an earlier cosmopolitan attitude
towards German nationalism. In the Basis of Natural Right he
interpreted the idea of the General Will as leading to the idea of the
union of all human wills in a universal community, and he looked
forward to a confederation of nations. The system of rights, he
thought, could be rendered really stable only through the estab-
lishment of a world-wide community. And to a certain extent he
always retained this wide outlook. For his ideal was always that of
the advance of all men {o spiritual freedom. But he came to think
that the ideals of the French Revolution, which had aroused his
youthful enthusiasm, had been betrayed by Napoleon and that the
Germans were better qualified than the French for leading man-
kind towards its goal. After all, were not the Germans best suited
for understanding the principles of the Wissenschaftslehre and so
for enlightening mankind and teaching it by example what the
saving truth could effect? In other words, he thought of Germany
as having a cultural mission. And he was convinced that this
mission could not be effectively fulfilled without the political unity
of the German people. Cultural and linguistic unity go together,
and no culture can be unified and lasting without the backbone of

1 Fichte’s advocacy of a ‘closed’ commercial State is not based entirely on
economic reasons. Like Plato before him, he believes that unrestricted intercourse
with foreign countries would hamper the education of the citizens according to the
principles of the true philosophy.
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political unity. Hence Fichte looked forward to the formation of
one German Reich which would put an end to the existing division
of the Germans into a multiplicity of States. And he hoped for the
emergence of a leader who would achieve this political unification
of the Germans into one ‘rational State’.

If we look back on Fichte's hopes and dreams in the light of
Germany'’s history in the first half of the twentieth century, they
obviously tend to appear as sinister and ominous. But, as has
already been remarked, we should bear in mind the historical
circumstances of his own time. In any case further reflections on
this matter can be left to the reader.



CHAPER 1V
FICHTE (3)

Fichte's early tdeas on religion—God in the first version of the
theory of science—The charge of atheism and Fichle's reply—
The infinite Will in The Vocation of Man—The development of
the philosophy of Being, 1801-5—The Doctrine of Religion—
Later writings—Explanatory and critical comments on Fichie's
philosophy of Being.

1. IN 1790 Fichte wrote some notes or Aphorisms on Religion and
Deism (Aphorismen tiber Religion und Deismus) which express
clearly enough a sense of tension between simple Christian piety
and speculative philosophy or, to use a rather hackneyed phrase,
between the God of religion and the God of the philosophers. ‘The
Christian religion seems to be designed more for the heart than for
the understanding.’* The heart seeks a God who can respond to
prayer, who can feel compassion and love; and Christianity fulfils
this need. But the understanding, as represented by what Fichte
calls deism, presents us with the concept of a changeless necessary
Being who is the ultimate cause of all that happens in the world.
Christianity offers us the picture of an anthropomorphic Deity,
and this picture is well adapted to religious feeling and its
exigencies. Speculative philosophy offers us the idea of a change-
less first cause and of a system of finite beings which is governed by
determinism. And this idea of the understanding does not meet the
needs of the heart. True, the two are compatible, in the sense that
speculative philosophy leaves untouched the subjective validity of
religion. And for the pious Christian who knows little or nothing of
philosophy there is no problem. But what of the man whose heart
desires a God conceived in human terms but whois at the same time
so constituted that the inclination to philosophical reflection is
part of his nature? It is all very well to say that he should set
limits to philosophical reflection. ‘But can he do so, even if he
wishes?’

Fichte’s own reflection, however, led him in the direction of
the Kantian conception of God and of religion rather than in that
of deismn, which belonged to the pre-Kantian era. And in his Essay

1 F, v, p. 5 (not contained in M). S F, v, p. 8
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towards a Critique of All Revelation (Versuch einer Kritik aller
Offenbarung, 1792) he attempted to develop Kant’s point of view.
In particular he made a distinction between ‘theology’ and
religion. The idea of the possibility of a moral law demands belief
in God not only as the Power which dominates Nature and is able
to synthesize virtue and happiness but also as the complete
embodiment of the moral ideal, as the all-holy Being and supreme
Good. But assent to propositions about God (such as ‘God is holy
and just’) is not the same thing as religion which ‘according to the
meaning of the word [religio] should be something which binds us,
and indeed binds us more stromgly than we would otherwise be
bound’.? And this binding is derived from the acceptance of the
rational moral law as God’s law, as the expression of the divine
will.

Needless to say, Fichte does not mean that the content of the
moral law is arbitrarily determined by the divine will, so that it
cannot be known without revelation. Nor does he propose to
substitute the concept of heteronomy, of an authoritarian ethics,
for the Kantian concept of the autonomy of the practical reason.
To justify his position, therefore, he has recourse to the idea of a
radical evil in man, that is, to the idea of the ingrained possibility
of evil, owing to the strength of natural impulse and passion, and
to the idea of the consequent obscuring of man’s knowledge of the
moral law. The concept of God as the moral legislator and of
obedience to the all-holy will of God helps man to fulfil the moral
law and grounds the additional element of binding which is
peculiar to religion. Further, as the knowledge of God and his law
can be obscured, God’s revelation of himself as moral legislator is
desirable if it is possible.

This may sound as though Fichte is going well beyond Kant.
But the difference is much less than may appear at first. Fichte
does not decide where revelation is to be found. But he gives
general criteria for deciding whether an alleged revelation is really
what it claims to be. For example, no alleged revelation can
possibly be what it is claimed to be if it contradicts the moral law.
And any alleged revelation which goes beyond the idea of the
moral law as the expression of the divine will is not revelation.
Hence Fichte does not really transcend the limits of Kant's
conception of religion. And the sympathy which he was later to
show for Christian dogmas is absent at this stage of his thought.

YF,v,p. 43 M, 1, p. 12.
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Obviously, it can be objected against Fichte’s position that to
decide whether revelation really is revelation or not we have first
to know the moral law. Hence revelation adds nothing except the
idea of fulfilling the moral law as the expression of the all-holy will
of God. True, this additional element constitutes what is peculiar
to religion. But it seems to follow, on Fichte's premisses, that
religion is, as it were, a concession to human weakness. For it is
precisely human weakness which needs strengthening through the
concept of obedience to the divine legislator. Hence if Fichte is not
prepared to abandon the Kantian idea of the autonomy of the
practical reason and if at the same time he wishes to retain and
support the idea of religion, he must revise his concept of God. And
as will be seen presently, his own system of transcendental
idealism, in its first form at least, left him no option but to do
this.

2. In Fichte’s first exposition and explanations of the Wissen-
schaftslehre there is very little mention of God. Nor indeed is there
much occasion for mentioning God. For Fichte is concerned with
the deduction or reconstruction of consciousness from a first
principle which is immanent in consciousness. As we have seen, the
pure ego is not a being which lies behind consciousness but an
activity which is immanent in consciousness and grounds it. And
the intellectual intuition by which the pure ego is apprehended is
not a mystical apprehension of the Deity but an intuitive grasping
of the pure I-principle revealing itself as an activity or doing
(Thun). Hence if we emphasize the phenomenological aspect of
Fichte’s theory of science or knowledge, there is no more reason for
describing his pure ego as God than there is for so describing Kant'’s
transcendental ego.

The phenomenological aspect is not indeed the only aspect. In
virtue of his elimination of the thing-in-itself and his transformation
of the critical philosophy into idealism Fichte is bound to attribute
to the pure ego an ontological status and function which was not
attributed by Kant to the transcendental ego as logical condition
of the unity of consciousness. If the thing-in-itself is to be eliminated,
sensible being must be derived, in all the reality which it possesses,
from the ultimate principle on the side of the subject; that is, from
the absolute ego. But the word ‘absolute’ must be understood as
referring in the first place to that which is fundamental in the
transcendental deduction of consciousness from a principle which
is immanent in consciousness, not as referring to a Being beyond
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all consciousness. To postulate such a Being in a system of trans-
cendental idealism would be to abandon the attempt to reduce
being to thought.

It is true, of course, that the more the metaphysical implications
of the theory of the absolute ego are-developed, the more does it
take on, as it were, the character of the divine. For it then appears
as the infinite activity which produces within itself the world of
Nature and of finite selves. But while Fichte is primarily engaged in
transforming the system of Kant into idealism and in deducing
experience from the transcendental ego, it would hardly occur to
him to describe this ego as God. For, as the very use of the word
‘ego’ shows, the notion of the pure, transcendental or absolute ego
is so entangled, as it were, with human consciousness that such a
description necessarily appears as extremely inappropriate.

Further, the term ‘God’ signifies for Fichte a personal self-
conscious Being. But the absolute ego is not a self-conscious being.
The activity which grounds consciousness and is a striving towards
self-consciousness cannot itself be conscious. The absolute ego,
therefore, cannot be identified with God. What is more, we cannot
even think the idea of God. The concept of consciousness involves
a distinction between subject and object, ego and non-ego. And
self-consciousness presupposes the positing of the non-ego and
itself involves a distinction between the I-subject and the me-
object. But the idea of God is the idea of a Being in which there is
no such distinction and which is perfectly self-luminous quite
independently of the existence of a world. And we are unable to
think such an idea. We can falk about it, of course; but we cannot
be said to conceive it. For once we try to think what is said, we
necessarily introduce the distinctions which are verbally denied.
The idea of a subject to which nothing is opposed is thus ‘the
unthinkable idea of the Godhead’.}

_ It should be noted that Fichte does not say that God is
Impossible. When Jean-Paul Sartre says that self-consciousness
necessarily involves a distinction and that the idea of an infinite
self-consciousness in which there is perfect coincidence of subject
and object without any distinction is a contradictory idea, he
Intends this as a proof of atheism, if, that is to say, theism is
understood as implying the idea which is alleged to be contradictory.
But Fichte carefully avoids saying that it is impossible that there
should be a God. He appears to leave open the possibility of a

VF, 1, p. 254; M, 1, p. 448.
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Being which transcends the range of human thought and concep-
tion. In any case Fichte does not assert atheism.

At the same time it is easily understandable that Fichte was
accused of atheism. And we can turn to a brief consideration of the
famous atheism controversy which resulted in the philosopher
having to abandon his chair at Jena.

3. In his paper On the Basis of Our Belief in a Divine Providence
(1798) Fichte gave an explicit account of his idea of God. Let us
assume first of all that we are looking at the world from the point
of view of ordinary consciousness, which is also that of empirical
science. From this point of view, that is, for empirical conscious-
ness, we find ourselves as being in the world, the universe, and we
cannot transcend it by means of any metaphysical proof of the
existence of a supernatural Being. ‘The world is, simply because it
is; and it is what it is, simply because it is what it is. From this
point of view we start with an absolute being, and this absolute
being is the world: the two concepts are identical.’? To explain the
world as the creation of a divine intelligence is, from the scientific
point of view, ‘simply nonsense’ (totaler Unsinn). The world is a
self-organizing whole which contains in itself the ground of all the
phenomena which occur in it.

Now let us look at the world from the point of view of trans-
cendental idealism. The world is then seen as existing only for
consciousness and as posited by the pure ego. But in this case the
question of finding a cause of the world apart from the ego does
not arise. Therefore neither from the scientific nor from the
transcendental point of view can we prove the existence of a
transcendent divine Creator.

There is, however, a third point of view, the moral. And when
looked at from this point of view the world is seen to be ‘the
sensible material for (the performance of) our duty’.? And the ego
is seen to belong to a supersensible moral order. It is this moral
order which is God. The ‘living and operative moral order is itself
God. We need no other God, and we cannot conceive any other.’3
‘This is the true faith; this moral order is the divtne. ., . . It is
constructed by right action.’® To speak of God as substance or as

1F, v, p.179; M, 111, p. 123.

tF, v, p. 185; M, 111, p. 129. 3 F, v, p. 186; M, 111, p. 130.

¢ F,v,p. 185; M, 111, p. 129. It is important to notice the original German text:
Dies ist der wahrve Glaube; diese moralische Ordnung ist das Gottliche, das wir
annehmen. Ey wird construsrt durch das Rechtthun. Grammatically, Er (It) should
refer to der wahre Glaube (the true faith) and cannot refer to diese moralische
Ordnung (this moral order). Unless, therefore, we are prepared to say that Fichte
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personal or as exercising with foresight a benevolent providence
is so much nonsense. Belief in divine providence is the belief that
moral action always has good results and that evil actions can
never have good results.

That such statements led to a charge of atheism is not altogether
surprising. For to most of Fichte's readers God seemed to have
been reduced to a moral ideal. And this is not what is generally
meant by theism. After all, there are atheists with moral ideals.
Fichte, however, was indignant at the accusation and answered it
at considerable length. His replies did not achieve the desired
result of clearing his name in the eyes of his opponents; but this is
irrelevant for our purposes. We are concerned only with what he
said.

In the first place Fichte explained that he could not describe
God as personal or as substance because personality was for him
something essentially finite and substance meant something
extended in space and time, a material thing. In fact, none of the
attributes of things or beings could be predicated of God. ‘Speaking
in a purely philosophical manner one would have to say of God:
Heis ... not a being but a pure activity, the life and principle of a
supersensible world-order.’!

In the second place Fichte maintained that his critics had mis-
understood what he meant by a moral world-order. They had
interpreted him as saying that God is a moral order in a sense
analogous to the order created by a housewife when she arranges
the furniture and other objects in a room. But what he had really
meant was that God is an active ordering, an ordo ordinans, a living
and active moral order, not an ordo ordinatus, something merely
constructed by human effort. God is ein tdtiges Ordnen, an active
ordering, rather than an Ordnung, an order constructed by man.?
And the finite ego, considered as acting in accordance with duty, is
‘a member of that supersensible world-order’.?

In Fichte's idea of God as the moral world-order we can perhaps
see the fusion of two lines of thought. First there is the concept of
the dynamic unity of all rational beings. In the Basis of the Entire
Theory of Science Fichte had not much occasion for dwelling on the
plurality of selves. For he was primarily concerned with an abstract
has simply neglected grammatical propriety, we must recognize that he is not

sayving that God, identified with the moral order, is no more than a creation or
construction of man.

! F, v, p. 261. {Fichte's Gerichtliche Verantwortungsschrift is not printed in M.)
t F, v, p. 382; M, 111, p. 246. 2 F, v, p. 261,
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deduction of ‘experience’ in the sense already explained. But in the
Basis of Natural Right he insisted, as we have seen, on the necessity
of a plurality of rational beings. ‘Man becomes man only amongst
men; and as he can be nothing else but man and would not exist
at all if he were not man, there must be a plurality of men if there is
to be man at all.’* Hence Fichte was naturally impelled to reflect on
the bond of union between men. In The Science of Ethics he was
primarily cohcerned with the moral law as such and with personal
morality; but he expressed his conviction that all rational beings
have a common moral end, and he spoke of the moral law as using
the individual as a tool or instrument for its self-realization in the
sensible world. And from this notion there is an easy transition to
the idea of a moral world-order which fulfils itself in and through
rational beings and unites them in itself.

The second line of thought is Fichte’s strongly moralistic con-
ception of religion. At the time when he wrote the essay which
occasioned the atheism-controversy he tended, like Kant before
him, to equate religion with morality. Not prayer but the per-
formance of one’s duty is true religion. True, Fichte allowed that
the moral life has a distinguishable religious aspect, namely the
belief that whatever appearances may suggest performance of one’s
duty always produces a good result because it forms part, as it
were, of a self-realizing moral order. But, given Fichte’s moralistic
interpretation of religion, faith in this moral world-order would
naturally count for him as faith in God, especially as on his
premisses he could not think of God as a personal transcendent
Being.

This moralistic conception of religion finds clear expression in
an essay to which the title From a Private Paper (1800) has been
given. The place or locus of religion, Fichte asserts, is found in
obedience to the moral law. And religious faith is faith in a moral
order. In action considered from a purely natural and non-moral
point of view man reckons on the natural order, that is, on the
stability and uniformity of Nature. In moral action he reckons on
a supersensible moral order in which his action has a part to play
and which ensures its moral fruitfulness. ‘Every belief in a divine
being which contains more than this concept of the moral order is
to that extent imagination and superstition.’2

Obviously, those who described Fichte as an atheist were from
one point of view quite justified. For he refused to assert what

1F, 1, p. 39; M, 11, p. 43. 8 F, v, pp. 394-5; M, 11, p. 258.
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theism was generally taken to mean. At the same time his indignant
repudiation of the charge of atheism is understandable. For he did
not assert that nothing exists except finite selves and the sensible
world. There is, at least as an object of practical faith, a super-
sensible moral world-order which fulfils itself in and through man.

4. But if the moral world-order is really an ordo ordz'nans', a
truly active ordering, it must obviously possess an ontological
status. And in The Vocation of Man (1800) it appears as the eternal
and infinite Will. “This Will binds me in union with itself: it also
binds me in union with all finite beings like myself and is the
common mediator between us all.’! It is infinite Reason. But
dynamic creative Reason is Will. Fichte also describes it as
creative Life.

If we took some of Fichte's expressions literally, we should
probably be inclined to interpret his doctrine of the infinite will
in a theistic sense. He even addresses the ‘sublime and living Will,
named by no name and compassed by no concept’.? But he still
maintains that personality is something limited and finite and
cannot be applied to God. The infinite differs from the finite in
nature and not merely in degree. Further, the philosopher repeats
that true religion consists in the fulfilment of one’s moral vocation.
At the same time this idea of doing one’s duty and so fulfilling
one's moral vocation is undoubtedly infused with a spirit of devout
abandonment to and trust in the divine Will.

To appreciate the role of The Vocation of Man in the develop-
ment of Fichte’s later philosophy it is important to understand
that the doctrine of the infinite Will is described as a matter of
faith. This somewhat strange and turgid work, which is introduced
by the remarks that it is not intended for professional philosophers
and that the I of the dialogue portions should not be taken without
more ado to represent the author himself, is divided into three
parts, entitled respectively Doubt, Knowledge and Faith. In the
second part idealism is interpreted as meaning that not only
external objects but also one’s own self, so far as one can have any
idea of it, exist only for consciousness. And the conclusion is drawn
that everything is reduced to images or pictures (Bilder) without
there being any reality which is pictured. ‘All reality is transformed
into a wonderful dream, without a life which is dreamed of and with-
out a mind which dreams it, into a dream which consists of a dream
of itself. Intustion is the dream; thought—the source of all the being

1 F, n, p. 299; M, 111, p. 395. ' F, 11, p. 303; M, 111, p. 399.
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and all the reality which I imagine to myself, of my being, my
power, my purpose—is the dream of that dream.’! In other words,
subjective idealism reduces everything to presentations without
there being anything which does the presenting or to which the
presentations are made. For when I try to grasp the self for whose
consciousness the presentations exist, this self necessarily becomes
one of the presentations. Knowledge, therefore, that is, idealist
philosophy, can find nothing abiding, no being. But the mind
cannot rest in such a position. And practical or moral faith, based
on consciousness of myself as a moral will subject to the moral
imperative, asserts the infinite Will which underlies the finite self
and creates the world in the only way in which it can do so, ‘in the
finite reason’.?

Fichte thus retains idealism but at the same time goes beyond
the ego-philosophy to postulate the infinite underlying and all-
comprehensive Will. And with this postulate the atmosphere, so
to speak, of his original philosophy changes dramatically. I do not
mean to imply that there is no connection. For the theory of the
Will can be regarded as implicit in the practical deduction of
consciousness in the original Wissenschaftslehre. At the same time
the ego retreats from the foreground and an infinite reality, which
is no longer described as the absolute ego, takes its place. ‘Only
Reason exists; the infinite in itself, the finite in it and through it.
Only in our minds does He create a world, at least that from which
and that by which we unfold it: the voice of duty, and harmonious
feelings, intuition and laws of thought.’3

As already mentioned, this dynamic panentheistic idealism is
for Fichte a matter of practical faith, not of knowledge. To fulfil
properly our moral vocations, we require faith in a living and active
moral order which can only be interpreted as infinite dynamic
Reason, that is, as infinite Will. This is the one true Being behind
the sphere of presentation, creating and sustaining it through
finite selves which themselves exist only as manifestations of the
infinite Will. The development of Fichte’s later philosophy is
largely conditioned by the need to think this concept of absolute
Being, to give it philosophical form. In The Vocation of Man it
remains within the sphere of moral faith.

5. In the Exposition of the Theory of Science® which he composed
in 1801 Fichte clearly states that ‘all knowledge presupposes .

VF, 1, p. 245; M, 1, p. 341. ' F, 1, p. 303; M, 111, p. 399.
3 Ibid. ¢ Darstellung der Wissenschaftslehre.
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its own being’.! For knowledge is ‘a being for itself and in itself’:? it
is being’s ‘self-penetration’® and is thus the expression of Freedom.
Absolute knowledge, therefore, presupposes absolute Being: ‘the
former is the latter’s self-penetration.

Here we have a clear reversal of the position adopted by Fichte
in the earlier form of his doctrine of knowledge. At first he main-
tained that all being is being for consciousness. Hence it was not
possible for him to admit the idea of an absolute divine Being
behind or beyond consciousness. For the very fact of conceiving
such a Being made it conditioned and dependent. In other words,
the idea of absolute Being was for him contradictory. Now,
however, he asserts the primacy of Being. Absolute Being comes
to exist ‘for itself’ in absolute knowledge. Hence the latter must
presuppose the former. And this absolute Being is the divine.

It does not follow, of course, that absolute Being is for Fichte a
personal God. Being ‘penetrates itself’, comes to knowledge or
consciousness of itself, in and through human knowledge of
reality. In other words, absolute Being expresses itself in and
bears within itself all finite rational beings, and their knowledge
of Being is Being’s knowledge of itself. At the same time Fichte
insists that absolute Being can never be wholly understood or
comprehended by the finite mind. In this sense God transcends
the human mind.

Evidently, there is some difficulty here. On the one hand
absolute Being is said to penetrate itself in- absolute knowledge.
On the other hand absolute knowledge seems to be ruled out. If,
therefore, we exclude Christian theism, according to which God
enjoys perfect self-knowledge independently of the human spirit,
it appears that Fichte should logically adopt the Hegelian concep-
tion of philosophical knowledge as penetrating the inner essence of
the Absolute and as being the Absolute’s absolute knowledge of
itself. But in point of fact Fichte does not do this. To the very end
he maintains that absolute Being in itself transcends the reach of
the human mind. We know images, pictures, rather than the
reality in itself.

In the lectures on the Wissenschaftslehre which he delivered in
1804 Fichte emphasizes the idea of absolute Being as Light,* an
idea which goes back to Plato and the Platonic tradition in meta-
physics. This living Light in its radiation is said to divide itself into

Y'F, 11, p. 68; M, 1v, p. 68. '*F, 1, p. 19; M, v, p. 19 8 Ibid.
¢ This idea had already been mentioned in the Wtsscnschaftslahn of 1801.
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Being and Thought (Denken). But conceptual thought, Fichte
insists, can never grasp absolute Being in itself, which is incom-
prehensible. And this incomprehensibility is ‘the negation of the
concept’.! One might expect Fichte to draw the conclusion that
the human mind can approach the Absolute only by way of
negation. But in point of fact he makes a good many positive
statements, telling us, for example, that Being and Life and esse
are one, and that the Absolute in #iself can never be subject to
division.? It is only in its appearance, in the radiation of Light,
that division is introduced.

In The Nature of the Scholar (1806), the published version of
lectures delivered at Erlangen in 1805, we are again told that the
one divine Being is Life and that this Life is itself changeless and
eternal. But it externalizes itself in the life of the human race
throughout time, ‘an endlessly self-developing life which always
advances towards a higher self-realization in a never-ending stream
of time’.3 In other words, this external life of God advances towards
the realization of an ideal which can be described, in anthro-
pomorphic language, as ‘the Idea and fundamental notion of God
in the production of the world, God’s purpose and plan for the
world’.¢ In this sense the divine Idea is ‘the ultimate and absolute
foundation of all appearances’.®

6. These speculations were worked out more at length in The
Way to the Blessed Life or the Doctrine of Religion (1806), which
comprises a series of lectures delivered at Berlin. God is absolute
Being. And to say this is to say that God is infinite Life. For
‘Being and Life are one and the same’.® In itself this Life is one,
indivisible and unchanging. But it expresses or manifests itself
externally. And the only way in which it can do this is through
consciousness which is the ex-istence (Dasein) of God. ‘Being
ex-ists [¢s¢ da] and the ex-istence of Being is necessarily conscious-
ness or reflection.’” In this external manifestation distinction or divi-
sion appears. Forconsciousnessinvolvesthe subject-object relation.

The subject in question is obviously the limited or finite subject,
namely the human spirit. But what is the object? It is indeed
Being. For consciousness, the divine Dasein, is consciousness of
Being. But Being in itself, the immediate infinite Life, transcends
the comprehension of the human mind. Hence the object of

VF,x, p. 117, M, 1v, p. 195. LF, x, p. 206, M, 1v, p. 284.
SF,vi, p. 362, M, v, p. 17 ¢ F,vi, p. 367, M, v, p. 22.

8 F, vi, p. 361; M, v, p. 15. ¢ F, v, p 403 M, v, p. 115.
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consciousness must be the image or picture or schema of the
Absolute. And this is the world. ‘What does this consciousness
contain? I think that each of you will answer: the world and
nothing but the world. . . . In consciousness the divine Life is
inevitably transformed into an abiding world.’! In other words,
Being is objectified for consciousness in the form of the world.

Although Fichte insists that the Absolute transcends the grasp
of the human mind, he says a good deal about it. And even if the
finite spirit cannot know the infinite Life as it is in itself, it can at
least know that the world of consciousness is the image or schema
of the Absolute. Hence there are two main forms of life which lie
open to man. It is possible for him to immerse himself in apparent
life (das Scheinleben), life in the finite and changeable, life directed
towards the gratification of natural impulse. But because of its
unity with the infinite divine Life the human spirit can never be
satisfied with love of the finite and sensible. Indeed, the endless
seeking for successive finite sources of satisfaction shows that even
apparent life is informed or carried along, as it were, by the
longing for the infinite and eternal which is ‘the innermost root of
all finite existence’.2 Hence man is capable of rising to true life
(das wahrhaftige Leben) which is characterized by love of God. For
love, as Fichte puts it, is the heart of life.

If it is asked in what this true life precisely consists, Fichte’s
reply is still given primarily in terms of morality. That is to say,
true life consists primarily in a man’s fulfilling his moral vocation,
by which he is liberated from the servitude of the sensible world
and in which he strives after the attainment of ideal ends. At the
same time the markedly moralistic atmosphere of Fichte’s earlier
accounts of religion tends to disappear or at any rate to diminish.
The religious point of view is not simply identical with the moral
point of view. For it involves the fundamental conviction that
God alone is, that God is the one true reality. True, God as he is in
himself is hidden from the finite mind. But the religious man
knows that the infinite divine Life is immanent in himself, and his
moral vocation is for him a divine vocation. In the creative
realization of ideals or values through action? he sees the image or
schema of the divine Life.

VF, v, p. 457 M, v, p. 169. 3 F,v,p. 407, M, v, p. 119.

® In what Fichte calls the higher morality man is creative, seeking actively to
realize ideal values. He does not content himself, as in the lower morality, with
the mere fulfilment of the successive duties of his state of life. Religion adds belief
in God as the one reality and a sense of divine vocation. The life of higher morality
13 seen as the expression of the one infinite divine Life.
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But though The Doctrine of Religion is permeated with a
religious atmosphere, there is a marked tendency to subordinate
the religious point of view to the philosophical. Thus, according to
Fichte, while the religious point of view involves belief in the
Absolute as the foundation of all plurality and finite existence,
philosophy turns this belief into knowledge. And it is in accordance
with this attitude that Fichte attempts to show the identity
between Christian dogmas and his own system. To be sure, this
attempt can be regarded as the expression of a growth in sympathy
with Christian theology; but it can also be regarded as an essay in
‘demythologization’. For instance, in the sixth lecture Fichte
refers to the prologue to St. John’s Gospel and argues that the
doctrine of the divine Word, when translated into the language of
philosophy, is identical with his own theory of the divine ex-istence
or Dasein. And the statement of St. John that all things were made
in and through the Word means, from the speculative point of
view, that the world and all that is in it exist only in the sphere of
consciousness as the ex-istence of the Absolute.

However, with the development of the philosophy of Being
there goes a development in Fichte’s understanding of religion.
From the religious point of view moral activity is love of God and
fulfilment of his will, and it is sustained by faith and trust in God.
We exist only in and through God, infinite Life, and the feeling of
this union is essential to the religious or blessed life (das selige
Leben).

. The Way to the Blessed Life is a series of popular lectures, in
the sense that it is not a work for professional philosophers. And
Fichte is obviously concerned with edifying and uplifting his
hearers, as well as with reassuring them that his philosophy is not
at variance with the Christian religion. But the fundamental
theories are common to Fichte's later writings: they are certainly
not put forward simply for the sake of edification. Thus in The
Facts of Consciousness (1810) we are told that ‘knowledge is
certainly not merely knowledge of itself . . . it is knowledge of a
Being, namely of the one Being which truly is, God’.? But this
object of knowledge is not grasped in itself; it is splintered, as it
were, into forms of knowledge. And ‘the demonstration of the
necessity of these forms is precisely philosophy or the Wissen-
schaftslehre’ * Similarly, in The Theory of Science in its General
Outline (1810) we read that ‘only one Being exists purely through

1 F, 1, p. 685 (not included in M) 2 Ibid.
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itself, God. . . . And neither within him nor outside him can a new
being arise.”? The only thing which can be external to God is the
schema or picture of Being itself, which is ‘God’s Being outside his
Being’,2 the divine self-externalization in consciousness. Thus the
whole of the productive activity which is reconstructed or deduced
in the theory of science is the schematizing or picturing of God, the
spontaneous self-externalization of the divine life.

In the System of Ethics of 1812 we find Fichte saying that while
from the scientific point of view the world is primary and the
concept a secondary reflection or picture, from the ethical point of
view the Concept is primary. In fact ‘the Concept is ground of the
world or of Being’.? And this assertion, if taken out of its context,
appears to contradict the doctrine which we have been considering,
namely that Being is primary. But Fichte explains that ‘the
proposition in question, namely that the Concept is ground of
Being, can be expressed in this way: Reason or the Concept is
practical’.® He further explains that though the Concept or Reason
is in fact itself the picture of a higher Being, the picture of God,
‘ethics can and should know nothing of this. . . . Ethics must know
nothing of God, but take the Concept itself as the Absolute.’s In
other words, the doctrine of absolute Being, as expounded in the
Wissenschafislehre, transcends the sphere of ethics which deals
with the causality of the Concept, the self-realizing Idea or Ideal.

8. Fichte’s later philosophy has sometimes been represented as
being to all intents and purposes a new system which involved a
break with the earlier philosophy of the ego. Fichte himself,
however, maintained that it was nothing of the kind. In his view
the philosophy of Being constituted a development of his earlier
thought rather than a break with it. If he had originally meant, as
most of his critics took him to mean, that the world is the creation
of the finite self as such, his later theory of absolute Being would
indeed have involved a radical change of view. But he had never
meant this. The finite subject and its object, the two poles of
consciousness, had always been for him the expression of an
unlimited or infinite principle. And his later doctrine of the sphere
of consciousness as the ex-istence of infinite Life or Being was a
development, not a contradiction, of his earlier thought. In other
words, the philosophy of Being supplemented the Wissenschaft-
slehre rather than took its place.

1 F, 1, p. 696, M, v, p. 615. ? Ibid. 3 F, x1,p. 5. M, vi, p. 5.
C‘F,x1,p.7. M, v,p. 7. 8 F, x1, p. 4 M, vi, p. 4. p-3
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It is indeed arguable that unless Fichte was prepared to defend
a subjective idealism which it would have been difficult to dis-
sociate from a solipsistic implication, he was bound in the long run
to transgress his initial self-imposed limits, to go behind conscious-
ness and to find its ground in absolute Being. Further, he explicitly
admitted that the absolute ego, as transcending the subject-
object relationship which it grounds, must be the identity of
subjectivity and objectivity. Hence it is not unnatural that in
proportion as he developed the metaphysical aspect of his philo-
sophy he should tend to discard the word ‘ego’ as an appropriate
descriptive term for his ultimate principle. For this word is too
closely associated with the idea of the subject as distinct from the
object. In this sense his later philosophy was a development of his
earlier thought.

At the same time it is also arguable that the philosophy of Being
is superimposed on the Wissenschaftsiehre in such a way that the
two do not really fit together. According to the Wissenschafisichre
the world exists only for consciousness. And this thesis really
depends on the premiss that being must be reduced to thought or
consciousness. Fichte's philosophy of absolute Being, however,
clearly implies the logical priority of being to thought. True, in his
later philosophy Fichte does not deny his former thesis that the
world has reality only within the sphere of consciousness. On the
contrary, he reaffirms it. What he does is to depict the whole sphere
of consciousness as the externalization of absolute Being in itself.
But it is very difficult to understand this idea of externalization. If
we take seriously the statement that absolute Being is and eternally
remains one and immutable, we can hardly interpret Fichte as
meaning that Being becomes conscious. And if the sphere of
consciousness is an eternal reflection of God, if it is the divine self-
consciousness eternally proceeding from God as the Plotinian Nous
emanates eternally from the One, it seems to follow that there must
always have been a human spirit.

Fichte could, of course, depict absolute Being as an infinite
activity moving towards self-consciousness in and through the
human spirit. But then it would be natural to conceive the infinite
Life as expressing itself immediately in objective Nature as a
necessary condition for the life of the human spirit. In other words,
it would be natural to proceed in the direction of Hegel’s absolute
idealism. But this would involve a greater change in the Wissen-
schaftslehre than Fichte was prepared to make. He does indeed say

FICHTE (3) 91

that it is the one Life, and not the individual as such, which
‘intuits’ the material world. But he maintains to the end that the
world, as the image or schema of God, has reality only within the
sphere of consciousness. And as absolute Being in itself is not
conscious, this can only mean human consciousness. Until this
element of subjective idealism is abandoned, the transition to the
absolute idealism of Hegel is not possible.

There is indeed another possibility, namely that of conceiving
absolute Being as eternally self-conscious. But Fichte can hardly
take the path of traditional theism. For his idea of what self-
consciousness essentially involves prevents him from attributing it
to the One. Hence consciousness must be derivative. And this is
human consciousness. But there can be no being apart from God.
Hence human consciousness must be in some sense the Absolute’s
consciousness of itself. But in what sense? It does not seem to me
that any clear answer is forthcoming. And the reason is that
Fichte’s later philosophy of Being could not be simply super-
imposed on the Wissenschafislehre. A much greater measure of
revision was required.

It may be objected that to interpret Fichte’s philosophy as
demanding revision either in the direction of Hegel's absolute
idealism or in that of theism is to fail to do justice to its intrinsic
character. And this is true in a sense. For Fichte has his own
ethical vision of reality, to which attention has been drawn in these
chapters. We have seen the infinite Will expressing itself in finite
selves for which Nature forms the scene and material for the
fulfilment of their several moral vocations. And we have seen these
vocations converging towards the realization of a universal moral
order, the goal, as it were; of the infinite Will itself. And the
grandeur of this vision of reality, of Fichte's dynamic ethical
idealism in its main lines, is not in question. But Fichte did not
offer his philosophy simply as an impressionistic vision or as
poetry, but as the truth about reality. Hence criticism of his
theories is quite in place. After all, it is not the vision of the
realization of a universal ideal, a moral world-order, which has
been subjected to adverse criticism. This vision may well possess
an abiding value. And it can serve as a corrective to an interpreta-
tion of reality simply in terms of empirical science. One can
certainly derive stimulus and inspiration from Fichte. But to draw
profit from him one has to discard a good deal of the theoretical
framework of the vision.
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It has been stated above that Fichte could hardly take the path
of traditional theism. But some writers have maintained that his
later philosophy is in fact a form of theism. And in support of this
contention they can appeal to certain statements which represent
the philosopher’s firm convictions and are not simply obiter dicta or
remarks calculated to reassure his more orthodox readers or
hearers. For example, Fichte constantly rnaintains that absolute
Being is unchangeable and that it can suffer no self-diremption. It
is the eternal immutable One; not a static lifeless One but the
fullness of infinite Life. True, creation is free only in the sense that
it is spontaneous; but creation does not effect any change in God.
To be sure, Fichte refuses to predicate personality of God, even if
he frequently employs Christian language and speaks of God as
‘He’. But as he regards personality as necessarily finite, he
obviously cannot attribute it to infinite Being. But this does not
mean that he looks on God as infra-personal. God is supra-personal,
not less than personal. In Scholastic language, Fichte has no
analogical concept of personality, and this prevents him from
using theistic terms. At the same time the concept of absolute
Being which transcends the sphere of the distinctions which
necessarily exist between finite beings is clearly a move in the
direction of theism. The ego no longer occupies the central position
in Fichte's picture of reality: its place is taken by infinite Life
which in itself suffers no change or self-diremption.

This is all very well as far as it goes. And it is true that Fichte’s
refusal to predicate personality of God is due to the fact that
personality for him involves finitude. God transcends the sphere of
personality rather than falls short of it. But it is also the absence
of any clear idea of analogy which involves Fichte’s thought in a
radical ambiguity. God is infinite Being. Therefore there can arise
no being apart from God. If there were such a being, God would not
be infinite. The Absolute is the sole Being. This line of thought
clearly points in the direction of pantheism. At the same time
Fichte is determined to maintain that the sphere of consciousness,
with its distinction, between the finite ego and the world, is in some
sense outside God. But in what sense? It is all very well for Fichte
to say that the distinction betwecn the divine Being and the
divine ex-istence arises only for consciousness. The question
inevitably suggests itself, are finite selves beings or are they not?
If they are not, monism results. And it is then impossible to
explain how consciousness, with the distinctions which it introduces,
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arises. If, however, finite selves are beings, how are we to reconcile
this with the statement that God is the only Being unless we have
recourse to a theory of analogy? Fichte wishes to have things both
ways. That is, he wishes to say at the same time that the sphere of
consciousness, with its distinction between the finite self and its
object, is external to God and that God is the only Being. Hence
his position in regard to the issue between theism and pantheism
inevitably remains ambiguous. This is not to deny, of course, that
the development of Fichte’s philosophy of Being conferred on his
thought a much greater resemblance to theism than would be
suggested by his earlier writings. But it seems to me that if a writer
who admires Fichte for his use of the transcendental method of
reflection or for his ethical idealism proceeds to interpret his later
philosophy as a clear statement of theism, he is going beyond the
historical evidence.

If, finally, it is asked whether in his philosophy of Being Fichte
abandons idealism, the answer should be clear from what has been
already said. Fichte does not repudiate the Wissenschaftslehre, and
in this sense he retains idealism. When he says that it is the one
Life, and not the individual subject, which ‘intuits’ (and so
produces) the material world, he is obviously accounting for the
fact that the material world appears to the finite subject as some-
thing given, asan already constituted object. But he had proclaimed
from the beginning that this is the crucial fact which idealism has
to explain, and not to deny. At the same time the assertion of the
primacy of Being and of the derivative character of consciousness
and knowledge is a move away from idealism. Hence we can say
that in so far as this assertion proceeded from the exigencies of his
own thought, idealism with Fichte tended to overcome itself. But
this is not to say that the philosopher ever made a clear and
explicit break with idealism. In any case we may well feel that
though in recent times there has been a tendency to emphasize
Fichte’s later thought, his impressive vision of reality is his
system of ethical idealism rather than his obscure utterances about
absolute Being and the divine Dasein.



CHAPTER V
SCHELLING (1)

Life and writings—The successive phases in Schelling's thought
—Early writings and the influence of Fichte.

1. FRIEDRICH WILHELM JOSEPH VON SCHELLING, son of a learned
Lutheran pastor, was born 1n 1775 at Leonberg in Wiirttemberg.
A precocious boy, he was admitted at the age of fifteen to the
Protestant theological foundation at the University of Tiibingen
where he became a friend of Hegel and Holderlin, both of whom
were five years older than himself. At the age of seventeen he wrote
a dissertation on the third chapter of Genesis, and in 1793 he
published an essay On Myths (Ueber Mythen). This was followed in
1794 by a paper On the Possibility of a Form of Philosophy in
General (Ueber die Miglichkest einer Form der Philosophie siberhaupt).

At this time Schelling was more or less a disciple of Fichte, a
fact which is apparent in the title of a work published in 1795, On
the Ego as Principle of Philosophy (Vom Ich als Prinzip der
Philosophie). In the same year there appeared his Philosophical
Letters on Dogmatism and Criticism (Philosophische Briefe iber
Dogmatismus wnd Kritizismus), dogmatism being represented by
Spinoza and criticism by Fichte.

But though Fichte’s thought formed a point of departure for his
reflections, Schelling very soon showed the independence of his
mind. In particular, he was dissatisfied with Fichte’s view of
Nature as being simply an instrument for moral action. And his
own view of Nature as an immediate manifestation of the Absolute,
as a self-organizing dynamic and teleological system which moves
upwards, as it were, to the emergence of consciousness and to
Nature’s knowledge of herself in and through man, found expres-
sion in a series of works on the philosophy of Nature. Thus in 1797
he published Ideas towards a Philosophy of Nature (Ideen zu einer
Philosophie der Natur), in 1798 On the World-Soul (Von der
Weltseele), and in 1799 a First Sketch of a System of the Philosophy
of Nature (Erster Ertwurf eines Systems der Naturphilosophie) and
an Introduction to the Skeich of a System of the Philosophy of Nature,
or On the Concept of Speculative Physics (Einleitung zu dem Entwurf
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eines Systems der Naturphilosophie oder tiber dem Begriff der
spekulativen Physik).

It will be noted that the title of the last work refers to speculative
physics. And a similar term occurs in the full title of the work On
the World-Soul, the world-soul being said to be an hypothesis of
‘the higher physics’. One can hardly imagine Fichte giving much
attention to speculative physics. Yet the series of publications on
the philosophy of Nature does not indicate a complete break with
Fichte’s thought. For in 1800 Schelling published his System of
Transcendental Idealism (System des transzendentalen Idealismus)
in which the influence of Fichte's Wissenschaftslehre is obvious.
Whereas in his writings on the philosophy of Nature Schelling
moved from the objective to the subjective, from the lowest grades
of Nature up to the organic sphere as a preparation for conscious-
ness, in the System of Transcendental Idealism he began with the
ego and proceeded to trace the process of its self-objectification.
He regarded the two points of view as complementary, as is shown
by the fact that in 1800 he also published a General Deduction of the
Dynamic Process (Allgemeine Deduktion des dynamischen Prozesses),
which was followed in 1801 by a short piece On the True Concept of
the Philosophy of Nature (Ueber dem wahren Begriff der Natur-
Dhilosophie). In the same year he also published An Exposition of my
System of Philosophy (Darstellung meines Systems der Philosophie).

In 1798 Schelling was appointed to a chair in the University of
Jena. He was only twenty-three, but his writings had won him the
commendation not only of Goethe but also of Fichte. From 1802
to 1803 he collaborated with Hegel in editing the Critical Journal
of Philosophy. And during the period of his professorship at Jena
he was in friendly relations with the circle of the romantics, such
as the two Schlegels and Novalis. In 1802 Schelling published,
Brumo, or On the Divine and Natural Principle of Things (Bruno,
oder tiber das gittliche und natiirliche Prinzip der Dinge) and also a
series of Lectures on the Method of Academic Study (Vorlesungen
tiber die Methode des akademischen Studiums) in which he discussed
Ii}fle unity of the sciences and the place of philosophy in academic

e.

It has been mentioned that in his System of Tramscendental
Idealism Schelling started with the ego and utilized ideas taken
from Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre in his reconstruction of the ego’s
§elf-ob jectification, for example in morals. But this work culminated
In a philosophy of art, to which Schelling attached great importance.
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And in the winter of 1802-3 he lectured at Jena on the philosophy
of art. At this time he looked on art as the key to the nature of
reality. And this fact alone is sufficient to show the marked
difference between Schelling’s outlook and that of Fichte.

In 1803 Schelling married Caroline Schlegel after the legal
dissolution of her marriage with A. W. Schlegel, and the pair went
to Wiirzburg, where Schelling lectured for a period in the University.
About this time he began to devote his attention to problems of
religion and to the theosophical utterances of the mystical shoe-
maker of Gorlitz, Jakob Boehme.! And in 1804 he published
Philosophy and Religion (Philosophie und Religion).

Schelling left Wiirzburg for Munich in 1806. His reflections on
freedom and on the relation between human freedom and the
Absolute found expression in Philosophical Inquiries into the Nature
of Human Freedom (Philosophische Untersuchungen iiber das Wesen
der menschlichen Freiheif), a work which was published in 180g.
But by this time his star had begun to grow dim. We have seen
that he collaborated with Hegel for a short period in editing a
philosophical journal. But in 1807 Hegel, who had previously been
little known, published his first great work, The Phenomenology of
Spirit. And this work not only formed the first stage in its author’s
rise to fame as Germany’s leading philosopher but also represented
his intellectual break with Schelling. In particular, Hegel gave a
somewhat caustic expression to his opinion of Schelling’s doctrine
of the Absolute. And Schelling, who was the very opposite of
thick-skinned, took this betrayal, as he saw it, very much to heart.
In the years that followed, as he witnessed the growing reputation
of his rival, he became obsessed by the thought that his former
friend had foisted on a gullible public an inferior system of
philosophy. Indeed, his bitter disappointment at Hegel’s rise to a
pre-eminent position in the philosophical world of Germany
probably helps to explain why, after a remarkable burst of literary
activity, he published comparatively little.

Schelling continued, however, to lecture. Thus a course of
lectures which he gave at Stuttgart in 1810 is printed in his
collected Works. In 1811 he wrote The Ages of the World (Die
Zettalter), but the work remained unfinished and was not published
during his lifetime. :

During the period 1821-6 Schelling lectured at Erlangen. I
1827 he returned to Munich to occupy the chair of philosophy and

! For Jakob Boehme (1575-1624) see Vol. 111, pp. 270-3.
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zestfully set about the congenial task of undermining the influence
of Hegel. He had become convinced that a distinction must be
made between negative philosophy, which is a purely abstract
conceptual construction, and positive philosophy, which treats of
concrete existence. The Hegelian system, needless to say, was
declared to be an example of the first type.

The death of Schelling’s great rival! in 1831 should have
facilitated his task. And ten years later, in 1841, he was appointed
professor of philosophy at Berlin with the mission of combating
the influence of Hegelianism by expounding his own religious
system. In the Prussian capital Schelling began lecturing as a
prophet, as one announcing the advent of a new era. And he had
among his audience professors, statesmen and a number of hearers
whose names were to become famous, such as Séren Kierkegaard,
Jakob Burckhardt, Friedrich Engels and Bakunin. But the
lectures were not as successful as Schelling hoped that they would
be, and the audience started to diminish. In 1846 he abandoned
lecturing, except for occasional discourses at the Berlin Academy.
Later he retired to Munich and busied himself with preparing
manuscripts for publication. He died in 1854 at Ragaz in Switzer-
land. His Philosophy of Revelation (Philosophie der Offenbarung)
and Philosophy of Mythology (Philosophie der Mythologie) were
published posthumously.

2. There is no one closely-knit system which we can call
Schelling’s system of philosophy. For his thought passed through
a succession of phases from the early period when he stood very
much under the influence of Fichte up to the final period which is
represented by the posthumously published lectures on the
philosophy of revelation and mythology. There has been no general
agreement among historians about the precise number of phases
which should be distinguished. One or two have contented them-
selves with Schelling’s own distinction between negative and
positive philosophy; but this distinction fails to take account of the
variety of phases in his thought before he set about expounding his
final philosophy of religion. Hence it has been customary to make
further divisions. But though there certainly are distinct phases in
Schelling’s thought, it would be a mistake to regard these phases as
so many independent systems. For there is a visible continuity.

.} Hegel himself does not seem to have been much concerned with personal
rivalries as such; he was absorbed in ideas and in the exposition of what he believed
tc&be tthe truth. But Schelling took Hegel's criticism of his.own ideas as a personal
affront,



o8 POST-KANTIAN IDEALIST SYSTEMS

That is to say, reflection on a position already adopted led Schelling
to raise further problems, the solution of which required fresh
moves on his part. True, in his later years he emphasized the
distinction between negative and positive philosophy. But though
he regarded a good deal of his own previous thought as negative
philosophy, he stressed the distinction in the course of his polemic
against Hegel; and what he desired was not so much a complete
rejection of so-called negative philosophy as its incorporation into
and subordination to positive philosophy. Further, he claimed that
some inkling at least of positive philosophy could be found in his
early Philosophical Letters on Dogmatism and Criticism, and that
even in his first philosophical essays his inclination towards the
concrete and historical had manifested itself.

In 1796, when Schelling was twenty-one, he drew up for himself
a programme for a system of philosophy. The projected system
would proceed from the idea of the ego or self as an absolutely free
being by way of the positing of the non-ego to the sphere of
speculative physics. It would then proceed to the sphere of the
human spirit. The principles of historical development would have
to be laid down, and the ideas of a moral world, of God and of the
freedom of all spiritual beings would have to be developed.
Further, the central importance of the idea of beauty would have
to be shown, and the aesthetic character of the highest act of
reason. Finally, there would have to be a new mythology, uniting
philosophy and religion.

This programme is illuminating. On the one hand it illustrates
the element of discontinuity in Schelling’s thought. For the fact
that he proposes to start from the ego reveals the influence of
Fichte, an influence which grew progressively less as time went on.
On the other hand the programme illustrates the element of
continuity in Schelling’s philosophizing. For it envisages the
development of a philosophy of Nature, a philosophy of history, a
philosophy of art, a philosophy of freedom and a philosophy of
religion and mythology, themes which were to occupy his attention
in turn. In other words, though Schelling at first gave the impres-
sion of being a disciple of Fichte, his interests and bent of mind
were already apparent at the beginning of his career.

The upshot of all this is that time spent on discussing exactly
how many phases or ‘systems’ there are in Schelling’s philosophiz-
ing is time wasted. There certainly are distinct phases, but a
genetic account of his thought can do justice to these distinctions
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without its being implied that Schelling jumped from one self-
enclosed system to another. In fine, the philosophy of Schelling is
a philosophizing rather than a finished system or succession of
finished systems. In a sense the beginning and the end of his
pilgrimage coincide. We have seen that in 1793 he published an
essay On Myths. In his old age he returned to this subject and
lectured on it at length. But in between we find a restless process
of reflection moving from the ego-philosophy of Fichte through the
philosophy of Nature and of art to the philosophy of the religious
consciousness and a form of speculative theism, the whole being
linked together by the theme of the relation between the finite and
the infinite.

3. In his essay On the Possibility of a Form of Philosophy in
General (1794) Schelling follows Fichte in asserting that philosophy,
being a science, must be a logically unified system of propositions,
developed from one fundamental proposition which gives expres-
sion to the unconditioned. This unconditioned is the self-positing
ego. Hence ‘the fundamental proposition can only be this: I is I'.}
In the work On the Ego as Principle of Philosophy (1795) this
proposition is formulated in the less peculiar form, ‘T am I or I am’.?
And from this proposition Schelling proceeds to the positing of the
non-ego and argues that ego and non-ego mutually condition one
another. There is no subject without an object and no object
without a subject. Hence there must be a mediating factor, a com-
mon product which links them together; and this is representation
(Vorstellung). We thus have the form of the fundamental triad of all
science or knowledge, namely subject, object and representation.

The influence of Fichte is obvious enough. But it is worth noting
that from the very start Schelling emphasizes the difference
between the absolute and the empirical ego. ‘The completed system
of science starts with the absolute ego.’® This is not a thing but
infinite freedom. It is indeed one, but the unity which is predicated
of it transcends the unity which is predicated of the individual
member of a class. The absolute ego is not and cannot be a
member of any class: it transcends the concept of class. Further, it
transcends the grasp of conceptual thought and can be apprehended
only in intellectual intuition.

! W, 1, p. 57. References to Schelling’s writings are given according to volume
and page of the edition of his Works by Manfred Schroter (Munich, 1927-8).

Schelling prefers ‘I is I' (Ich ist Ich) to ‘the ego is the ego' (das Ich ist das Ich)

on the ground that the ego is given only as I.
"W, 1, p. 103. W, 1, p. 100.
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One’s first impulse is to solve the problem in terms of causal
activity. Things exist independently of the mind and cause
representations of themselves: the subjective is causally dependent
on the objective. But by saying this one simply gives rise to a
further problem. For if I assert that external things exist indepen-
dently and cause representations of themselves in me, I necessarily
set myself above thing and representation. And I thus implicitly
affirm myself as spirit. And the question at once arises, how
can external things exercise a determining causal activity on
spirit?

We can indeed attempt to tackle the problem from the other
side. Instead of saying that things cause representations of them-
selves we can say with Kant that the subject imposes its cognitive
forms on some given matter of experience and so creates phenomenal
reality. But we are then left with the thing-in-itself. And this is
inconceivable. For what can a thing possibly be apart from the
forms which the subject is said to impose?

- There have been, however, two notable attempts to solve the
problem of the correspondence between the subjective and the
objective, the ideal and the real, without having recourse to the
idea of causal activity. Spinoza explained the correspondence by
means of the theory of parallel modifications of different attributes
of one infinite substance, while Leibniz had recourse to the theory
of a pre-established harmony. But neither theory was a genuine
explanation. For Spinoza left the modifications of Substance
unexplained, while Leibniz, in Schelling’s opinion, simply postu-
lated a pre-established harmony.

At the same time both Spinoza and Leibniz had an inkling of the
truth that the ideal and the real are ultimately one. And it is this
truth which the philosopher is called upon to exhibit. He must
show that Nature is ‘visible Spirit’ and Spirit ‘invisible Nature’.2
That is to say, the philosopher must show how objective Nature is
ideal through and through in the sense that it is a unified dynamic
and teleological system which develops upwards, so to speak, to
the point at which it returns upon itself in and through the human
spirit. For, given this picture of Nature, we can see that the life of
representation is not something which is simply set over against
and alien to the objective world, so that there arises the problem of
correspondence between the subjective and the objective, the ideal
and the real. The life of representation is Nature’s knowledge of

' W, 1, p. 706.
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itself; it is the actualization of Nature's potentiality, whereby
slumbering Spirit awakens to consciousness.

But can we show that Nature is in fact a teleological system,
exhibiting finality? We cannot indeed accept as adequate the
purely mechanistic interpretation of the world. For when we
consider the organism, we are driven to introduce the idea of
finality. Nor can the mind remain content with a dichotomy
between two sharply divided spheres, namely those of mechanism
and teleology. It is driven on to regard Nature as a self-organizing
totality in which we can distinguish various levels. But the
question arises whether we are not then simply reading teleology
into Nature, first into the organism and then into Nature as a
whole. After all, Kant admitted that we cannot help thinking of
Nature as if it were a teleological system. For we have a regulative
Idea of purpose in Nature, an Idea which gives rise to certain
heuristic maxims of judgment. But Kant would not allow that this
subjective Idea proves anything about Nature in itself.

Schelling is convinced that all scientific inquiry presupposes the
intel}igibility of Nature. Every experiment, he insists, involves
putting a question to Nature which Nature is forced to answer.
And this procedure presupposes the belief that Nature conforms to
the demands of reason, that it is intelligible and in this sense ideal.
This belief is justified if we once assume the general view of the
world which has been outlined above. For the idea of Nature as
an intelligible teleological system then appears as Nature’s self-
reflection, as Nature knowing itself in and through man.

But we can obviously ask for a justification of this general view
of Nature. And the ultimate justification is for Schelling a meta-
physical theory about the Absolute. ‘The first step towards
philosophy and the indispensable condition for even arriving at it
is to understand that the Absolute in the ideal order is also the
Absolute in the real order.’! The Absolute is the ‘pure identity’? of
subjectivity and objectivity. And this identity is reflected in the
mutual interpenetration of Nature and Nature’s knowledge of
itself in and through man.

In itself the Absolute is one eternal act of knowledge in which
there is no temporal succession. At the same time we can distin-
guish three moments or phases in this one act, provided that we do
not look on them as succeeding one another temporally. In the
first moment the Absolute objectifies itself in ideal Nature, in the

YW, 1, p. 708. "W, 1, p. 712,
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universal pattern, as it were, of Nature, for which Schelling uses
Spinoza's term Natura naturans. In the second moment the
Absolute as objectivity is transformed into the Absolute as
subjectivity. And the third moment is the synthesis ‘in which these
two absolutenesses (absolute objectivity and absolute subjectivity)
are again one absoluteness’.? The Absolute is thus an eternal act of
self-knowledge.

The first moment in the inner life of the Absolute is expressed or
manifested in Natura naturata, Nature as a system of particular
things. This is the symbol or appearance of Natura naturans, and
as such it is said to be ‘outside the Absolute’.? The second moment
in the inner life of the Absolute, the transformation of objectivity
into subjectivity, is expressed externally in the world of representa-
tion, the ideal world of human knowledge whereby Natura
naturata is represented in and through the human mind and the
particular is taken up, as it were, into the universal, that is, on
the conceptual level. We have, therefore, two unities, as Schelling
calls them, objective Nature and the ideal world of representation.
The third unity, correlated with the third moment in the inner life
of the Absolute, is the apprehended interpenetration of the real
and the ideal.

It can hardly be claimed, I think, that Schelling makes the
relation between the infinite and the finite, between the Absolute
in itself and its self-manifestation, crystal clear. We have seen
indeed that Natura naturata, considered as the symbol or appearance
of Natura naturans, is said to be outside the Absolute. But
Schelling also speaks of the Absolute as expanding itself into the
particular. Clearly, Schelling wishes to make a distinction between
the unchanging Absolute in itself and the world of finite particular
things. But at the same time he wishes to maintain that the
Absolute is the all-comprehensive reality. But we shall have to
return later to this topic. For the moment we can content ourselves
with the general picture of the Absolute as eternal essence or Idea
objectifying itself in Nature, returning to itself as subjectivity in
the world of representation and then knowing itself, in and through
philosophical reflection, as the identity of the real and the ideal, of
Nature and Spirit.3

YW, 1, p. 714. I have used ‘absoluteness’ to render Absoluthheil.

W, 1, p. 717.

® Schelling’s picture of the metaphysical basis of a philosophy of Nature

exercised a powerful influence on the thought of Hegel. But it would be in-
appropriate to discuss this matter here.
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Schelling’s justification of the possibility of a philosophy of
Nature or of the so-called higher physics is thus admittedly
metaphysical in character. Nature (that is, Natura naturata) must
be ideal through and through. For it is the symbol or appearance
of Natura naturans, ideal Nature: it is the ‘external’ objectification
of the Absolute. And as the Absolute is always one, the identity of
objectivity and subjectivity, Natura maturata, must also be
subjectivity. This truth is manifested in the process by which
Nature passes, as it were, into the world of representation. And the
culmination of this process is the insight by which it is seen that
human knowledge of Nature is Nature’s knowledge of itself. There
is really no rift between the objective and the subjective. From the
transcendental point of view they are one. Slumbering Spirit
becomes awakened Spirit. The distinguishable moments in the
supra-temporal life of the Absolute as pure essence are manifested
in the temporal order, which stands to the Absolute in itself as
consequent to antecedent.

2. To develop a philosophy of Nature is to develop a systematic
ideal construction of Nature. In the Timaeus Plato sketched a
theoretical construction of bodies out of fundamental qualities.
And Schelling is concerned with the same sort of thing. A purely
experimental physics would not deserve the name of science. It
would be nothing but a collection of facts, of reports on what has
been observed, of what has happened either under natural or
under artificially-produced conditions’.? Schelling admits indeed
that physics as we know it is not purely experimental or empirical
in this sense. ‘In what is now called physics empiricism (Empirie]
and science are mixed up.’? But there is room, in Schelling’s
opinion, for a purely theoretical construction or deduction of
matter and of the fundamental types of bodies, the inorganic and
the organic. Moreover, this speculative physics will not simply
assume natural forces, such as gravitation, as something given. It
will construct them from first principles.

According to Schelling’s intentions at least this construction
does not involve producing a fanciful and arbitrary deduction of
the fundamental levels of Nature. Rather does it mean letting
Nature construct itself before the watchful attention of the mind.
Speculative or higher physics cannot indeed explain the basic
productive activity which gives rise to Nature. This is a matter for
metaphysics rather than for the philosophy of Nature proper. But

YW, 1, p. 283. ! Ibid.
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if the development of the natural system is the necessary pro-
gressive self-expression of ideal Nature, Nalura naturans, it must
be possible to retrace systematically the stages of the process by
which ideal Nature expresses itself in Natura naturata. And to do
this is the task of speculative physics. Schelling is obviously well
aware that it is through experience that we become acquainted
with the existence of natural forces and of inorganic and organic
things. And it is not the philosopher’s task to tell us the empirical
facts for the first time, so to speak, or to work out @ priors a natural
history which can be developed only on the basis of empirical
investigation. He is concerned with exhibiting the fundamental
and necessary teleological pattern in Nature, in Nature, that is to
say, as known in the first instance by experience and empirical
inquiry. One might say that he is concerned with explaining to us
the why and wherefore of the facts.

To exhibit Nature as a teleological system, as the necessary
self-unfolding of the eternal Idea, involves showing that the
explanation of the lower is always to be found in the higher. For
instance, even if from the temporal point of view the inorganic is
prior to the organic, from the philosophical point of view the latter
is logically prior to the former. That is to say. the lower level exists
as a foundation for the higher level. And this is true throughout
Nature. The materialist tends to reduce the higher to the lower.
For example, he tries to explain organic life in terms of mechanical
causality, without introducing the concept of finality. But he has
the wrong point of view. It is not, as he is inclined to imagine, a
question of denying the laws of mechanics or of regarding them as
suspended in the organic sphere, if one introduces the concept of
finality. Rather is it a question of seeing the sphere of mechanics
as the necessary setting for the realization of the ends of Nature in
the production of the organism. There is continuity. For the lower
is the necessary foundation for the higher, and the latter subsumes
the former in itself. But there is also the emergence of something
new, and this new level explains the level which it presupposes.

When we understand this, we see that ‘the opposition between
mechanism and the organic sphere disappears’.! For we see the
production of the organism as that at which Nature unconsciously
aims through the development of the inorganic sphere, with the
laws of mechanics. And it is thus truer to say that the inorganic is
the organic minus than that the organic is the inorganic plus. Yet

1,1, p. 416.
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even this way of speaking can be misleading. For the opposition
between mechanism and the organic sphere is overcome not so
much by the theory that the former exists for the latter as by the
theory that Nature as a whole is an organic unity.

Now, the activity which lies at the basis of Nature and which
‘expands’ itself in the phenomenal world is infinite or unlimited.
For Nature is, as we have seen, the self-objectification of the infinite
Absolute which, as an eternal act, is activity or willing. But if there
is to be any objective system of Nature at all, this unlimited
activity must be checked. That is to say, there must be a checking
or limiting force. And it is the interaction between the unlimited
activity and the checking force which gives rise to the lowest level
of Nature, the general structure of the world and the series of
bodies,* which Schelling calls the first potency (Potenz) of Nature.
Thus if we think of the force of attraction as corresponding to the
checking force and the force of repulsion as corresponding to the
unlimited activity, the synthesis of the two is matter in so far as
this is simply mass,

But the drive of the unlimited activity reasserts itself, only to
be checked at another point. And the second unity or potency in
the construction of Nature is universal mechanism, under which
heading Schelling deduces light and the dynamic process or the
dynamic laws of bodies. ‘The dynamic process is nothing else but
the second construction of matter.’? That is to say, the original
construction of matter is repeated, as it were, at a higher level. On
the lower level we have the elementary operation of the forces of
attraction and repulsion and their synthesis in matter as mass. At
the higher level we find the same forces showing themselves in the
phenomena of magnetism, electricity and chemical process or the
chemical properties of bodies.

The third unity or potency of Nature is the organism. And on
this level we find the same forces further actualizing their poten-
tialities in the phenomena of sensibility, irritability and reprb-
duction. This unity or level of Nature is represented as the synthesis
of the two others. Hence it cannot be said that at any level Nature
is simply lifeless. It is a living organic unity which actualizes its
poten.tiah'ties at ascending levels until it expresses itself in the
organism. We must add, however, that there are obviously distin-
guishable levels within the organic sphere itself. On the lower levels

1 Der al , . .
: We,rx?, Ilg:»;;gfe Weltbau und die Kdrperreihe; W, 1, p. 718.
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reproductivity is particularly conspicuous whereas sensibility is
comparatively undeveloped. The individual organisms are lost, as
it were, in the species. On the higher levels the life of the senses is
more developed, and the individual organism is, so to speak, more
of an individual and less a mere particular member of an indefinite
class. The culminating point is reached in the human organism,
which most clearly manifests the ideality of Nature and forms the
point of transition to the world of representation or subjectivity,
Nature’s reflection on itself.

Throughout his construction of Nature Schelling employs the
idea of the polarity of forces. But ‘these two conflicting forces . . .
lead to the idea of an organizing principle which makes the world
a system’.! And to this principle we can conveniently give the
time-hallowed name of world-soul. It cannot indeed be discovered
by empirical investigation. Nor can it be described in terms of the
qualities of phenomena. It is a postulate, ‘an hypothesis of the
higher physics for explaining the universal organism’.? This so-
called world-soul is not in itself a conscious intelligence. It is the
organizing principle which manifests itself in Nature and which
attains consciousness in and through the human ego. And unless
we postulated it, we could not look on Nature as a unified, self-
developing super-organism.

It may have occurred to the reader to wonder how Schelling’s
theory of Nature stands to the theory of evolution in the sense of
the transformation of forms or the emergence of higher from lower
forms. And it is clearly arguable not only that a theory of emergent
evolution would fit in very well with Schelling’s interpretation but
that it is demanded by his view of the world as a self-developing
organic unity. Indeed, he explicitly refers to the possibility of
evolution. He observes, for instance, that even if man’s experience
does not reveal any case of the transformation of one species into
another, lack of empirical evidence does not prove that such a
transformation is impossible. For it may well be that such changes
can take place only in a much longer period of time than that
covered by man’s experience. At the same time Schelling goes on
to remark, ‘however, let us pass over these possibilities’.? In
other words, while he allows for the possibility of emergent
evolution, he is primarily concerned not with a genetic history of
Nature but with an ideal or theoretical construction.

This construction is indeed rich in ideas. It echoes much past

1, 1, p. 449- V"W, 1, p. 413. "W, 1L, p. 417
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speculation about the world. For instance, the pervasive idea of
the polarity of forces recalls Greek speculation about Nature,
while the theory of Nature as slumbering Spirit recalls certain
aspects of Leibniz's philosophy. Schelling’s interpretation of
Nature also looks forward to later speculation. For example, there
is some family resemblance between Schelling’s philosophy of
Nature and Bergson'’s picture of inorganic things as representing,
as it were, the extinguished sparks thrown off by the élan vital in
its upward flight.

At the same time Schelling’s construction of Nature inevitably
appears so fanciful and arbitrary to the scientific mentality that
there does not seem to be any justification for devoting space here
to further detailed treatment of it.} It is not that the philosopher
fails to incorporate into his philosophy of Nature theories and
hypotheses taken from science as he knows it. On the contrary, he
borrows and utilizes ideas taken from contemporary physics,
electrodynamics, chemistry and biology. But these ideas are fitted
into a dialectical scheme, and they are often held together by the
application of analogies which, however ingenious and perhaps
sometimes suggestive, tend to appear fanciful and far-fetched.
Hence discussion of the details is more a matter for a specialized
treatment of Schelling and of his relations to scientists such as
Newton and to contemporary writers such as Goethe than for a
general history of philosophy.

Tosay this is not, however, to deny the importance of Schelling’s
philosophy of Nature in its general outlines. For it shows clearly
that German idealism does not involve subjectivism in the
ordinary sense. Nature is the immediate and objective manifesta-
tion of the Absolute. It is indeed ideal through and through. But
this does not mean that Nature is in any sense the creation of the
human ego. It is ideal because it expresses the eternal Idea and
because it is orientated towards self-reflection in and through the
human mind. Schelling’s view of the Absolute as the identity of
objectivity and subjectivity demands, of course, that the Absolute’s
self-objectification, namely Nature, should reveal this identity.
But the identity is revealed through the teleological pattern of
Nature, not through its reduction to human ideas. Nature’s repre-
sentation in and through the human mind presupposes the objecti-
vity of the world, though at the same time it presupposes the

! The details of Schelling’s construction of Nature vary somewhat in his different
writings on the subject.
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intelligibility of the world and its intrinsic orientation to seli-
reflection.

Further, if we prescind from Schelling’s rather fanciful specula-
tions about magnetism, electricity and so on, that is, from the
details of his theoretical construction of Nature, the general view
of Nature as an objective manifestation of the Absolute and as a
teleological system possesses an abiding value. It is obviously a
metaphysical interpretation, and as such it can hardly commend
itself to those who reject all metaphysics. But the general picture
of Nature is not unreasonable. And if we once accept with Schelling,
and afterwards with Hegel, the idea of a spiritual Absolute, we
should expect to find in Nature a teleological pattern, though it
does not necessarily follow that we can deduce the forces and
phenomena of Nature in the way that Schelling thought that
speculative physics is capable of doing.

3. In view of the fact that Schelling’s philosophy of Nature
represents his divergence from Fichte and his own original con-
tribution to the development of German idealism it is at first sight
surprising to find him publishing in 1800 a System of Transcendental
Idealism in which he starts from the ego and proceeds to elaborate
‘the continuous history of self-consciousness’.! For it looks as
though he is adding to the philosophy of Nature an incompatible
system inspired by the influence of Fichte. In Schelling’s opinion,
however, transcendental idealism forms a necessary complement
to the philosophy of Nature. In knowledge itself subject and object
are united: they are one. But if we wish to explain this identity,
we have first to think it away. And then we are faced with two
possibilities. Either we can start with the objective and proceed
towards the subjective, asking how unconscious Nature comes to
be represented. Or we can start with the subjective and proceed
towards the objective, asking how an object comes to exist for the
subject. In the first case we develop the philosophy of Nature,
showing how Nature develops the conditions for its own self-
reflection on the subjective level. In the second case we develop the
system of transcendental idealism, showing how the ultimate
immanent principle of consciousness produces the objective world
as the condition of its attainment of self-consciousness. And the
two lines of reflection are and must be complementary. For if the
Absolute is the identity of subjectivity and objectivity, it must be
possible to start from either pole and to develop a philosophy in

1'W, 1, p. 331.
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harmony with the philosophy developed by starting from the
other pole. In other words, it is Schelling’s conviction that the
mutually complementary characters of the philosophy of Nature
and the system of transcendental idealism manifest the nature of
the Absolute as identity of subject and object, of the ideal and the
real.

As transcendental idealism is described as the science of know-
ledge, it prescinds from the question whether there is an ontological
reality behind the whole sphere of knowledge. Hence its first
principle must be immanent within this sphere. And if we are to
proceed from the subjective to the objective by transcendental
deduction, we must start with the original identity of subject and
object. This identity within the sphere of knowledge is self-
consciousness, wherein subject and object are the same. And self-
consciousness is described by Schelling as the ego. But the term
‘ego’ does not signify the individual self. It signifies ‘the act of
self-consciousness in general’.) ‘The self-consciousness which is our
point of departure is one absolute act.’® And this absolute act is a
production of itself as object. ‘The ego is nothing else but a
producing which becomes its own object.’3 It is in fact ‘an
intellectual intuition’.4 For the ego exists through knowing itself,
and this self-knowledge is the act of intellectual intuition, which is
‘the organ of all transcendental thought’® and freely produces as
its object what is otherwise no object. Intellectual intuition and
the production of the object of transcendental thought are one and
the same. Hence a system of transcendental idealism must take the
form of a production or construction of self-consciousness.

Schelling makes a wider use than Fichte had made of the idea of
intellectual intuition. But the general pattern of his transcendental
idealismn is obviously based on Fichte’s thought. The ego is in
itself an unlimited act or activity. But to become its own object it
must limit this activity by setting something over against itself,
namely the non-ego. And it must do so unconsciously. For it is
impossible to explain the givenness of the non-ego within the frame-
work of idealism unless we assume that the production of the non-
ego is an unconscious and necessary production. The non-ego is a
necessary condition of self-consciousness. And in this sense the
limitation of the infinite or unlimited activity which constitutes the
ego must always remain. But in another sense the limitation must

1 Wf 11, p..374. ' W, 1, p. 388. W, n, p. 370.
4 Ibid. 5 W. u, p. 369.
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be transcended. That is to say, the ego must be able to abstract
from the non-ego and recoil, as it were, on to itself. Self-conscious-
ness, in other words, will take the form of human self-consciousness
which presupposes Nature, the non-ego.

In the first part of the system of transcendental idealism, which
corresponds to Fichte's theoretical deduction of consciousness in
the Wissenschafislehre, Schelling traces the history of conscious-
ness in three main epochs or stages. Many of Fichte's themes
reappear, but Schelling is naturally at pains to correlate his
history of consciousness with the philosophy of Nature. The first
epoch ranges from primitive sensation up to productive intuition.
And it is correlated with the construction of matter in the philo-
sophy of Nature. In other words, we see the production of the
material world as the unconscious activity of Spirit. The second
epoch ranges from productive intuition up to reflection. The ego is
here conscious on the level of sense. That is to say, the sensible
object appears as distinct from the act of productive intuition.
And Schelling deduces the categories of space, time and causality.
A universe begins to exist for the ego. Schelling also occupies
himself with the deduction of the organism as a necessary con-
dition for the ego’s return on itself. This takes place in the third
epoch which culminates in the act of absolute abstraction by
which the ego reflectively differentiates itself from the object or
non-ego as such and recognizes itself as intelligence. It has become
object to itself.

The act of absolute abstraction is explicable only as an act of
the self-determining will. And we thus pass to the idea of the ego
or intelligence as an active and free power, and so to the second or
practical part of the system of transcendental idealism. After
treating of the part played by the consciousness of other selves,
other free wills, in the development of self-consciousness Schelling
goes on to discuss the distinction between natural impulse and the
will considered as an idealizing activity (eine idealisierende
Tatigheit), that is, as seeking to modify or change the objective
in accordance with an ideal. The ideal belongs to the side of the
subjective: it is in fact the ego itself. Hence in seeking to actualize
the ideal in the objective world the ego also realizes itself.

This idea sets the stage for a discussion of morality. How, asks
Schelling, can the will, namely the ego as self-determining or self-
realizing activity, become objectified for the ego as intelligence?
That is to say, how can the ego become conscious of itself as will?
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The answer is, through a demand, the demand that the ego should
will nothing else but self-determination. “This demand is nothing
else but the categorical imperative or the moral law which Kant
expresses in this way: you ought to will only that which other
intelligences can will. But that which all intelligences can will is
only pure self-determination, pure conformity to law. Through the
law of morality, therefore, pure self-determination . . . becomes an
object for the ego.’?

But self-determination or self-realization can be achieved only
through concrete action in the world. And Schelling proceeds to
deduce the system of rights and the State as conditions for moral
action. The State is, of course, an edifice built by human hands, by
the activity of the Spirit. But it is a necessary condition for the
harmonious realization of freedom by a plurality of individuals.
And though it is an edifice built by human hands, it should become
a second Nature. In all our actions we count on the uniformity of
Nature, on the reign of natural laws. And in our moral activity we
ought to be able to count on the rule of rational law in society.
That is to say, we ought to be able to count on the rational State,
the characteristic of which is the rule of law.

Yet even the best-ordered State is exposed to the capricious and
egoistic wills of other States. And the question arises, how can
political society be rescued, as far as this is possible, from this
condition of instability and insecurity? The answer can be found
only in ‘an organization which transcends the individual State,
namely a federation of all States’,? which will do away with
conflicts between nations. Only in this way can political society
become a second Nature, something on which we can count.

For this end to be attained, however, two conditions are
required. First, the fundamental principles of a truly rational
constitution must be generally acknowledged, so that all individual
States will have a common interest in guaranteeing and protecting
one another’s law and rights. Secondly, individual States must
submit themselves to a common fundamental law in the same way
that individual citizens submit themselves to the law of their own
State. And this means in effect that the federation will have to
be a ‘State of States’,? in ideal at least a world-organization with
sovereign power. If this ideal could be realized, political society
would become a secure setting for the full actualization of a
universal moral order.

1 W, 11, pp. 573—4. ' W, 11, p. 586. s W, n, p. 587.
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Now, if this ideal is to be realized at all, it must obviously be
realized within history. And the question arises whether we can
discern in human history any necessary tendency towards the
attainment of this goal. In Schelling’s opinion ‘there lies in the
concept of history the concept of endless progress’.! Obviously, if
this statement meant that the word ‘history’, as ordinarily used,
necessarily includes as part of its meaning the concept of endless
progress towards a predetermined goal, its truth would be open to
question. But Schelling is looking on history in the light of his
theory of the Absolute. ‘History as a whole is a continual revelation
of the Absolute, a revelation which gradually discloses itself.’? As
the Absolute is the pure identity of the ideal and the real, history
must be a movement towards the creation of a second Nature, a
perfect moral world-order in the framework of a rationally-
organized political society. And as the Absolute is infinite, this
movement of progress must be endless. If the Absolute were
perfectly revealed in its true nature, the point of view of human
consciousness, which presupposes a distinction between subject
and object, would no longer exist. Hence the revelation of the
Absolute in human history must be in principle endless.

But are we not then faced with a dilemma? If on the one hand
we assert that the human will is free, must we not admit that man
can thwart the ends of history and that there is no necessary
progress towards an ideal goal? If on the other hand we assert that
history necessarily moves in a certain direction, must we not deny
human freedom and explain away the psychological feeling of
freedom?

In dealing with this problem Schelling has recourse to the idea
of an absolute synthesis, as he puts it, of free actions. Individuals
act freely. And any given individual may act for some purely
private and selfish end. But there is at the same time a hidden
necessity which achieves a synthesis of the apparently unconnected
and often conflicting actions of human beings. Even if a man acts
from purely selfish motives, he will none the less unconsciously
contribute, even though agamst his will, to the fulfilment of the
common end of human history.3

Up to this point we have been considering briefly the parts of

YW, 11, p. 592. ' W, i, p. 603.

3 We can call this a doctrine of divine providence if we like. But at this stage at
any rate of Schelling’s thought we should not think of the Absolute as a personal

Deity. The working out of the absolute synthesis is the necessary expression of the
Absolute’s nature as pure identity of the ideal and the real.
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the system of transcendental idealism which cover more or less the
ground covered by Fichte in his theoretical and practical deduc-
tions of consciousness and in his works on the theory of rights and
on ethics, though Schelling makes, of course, some changes and
introduces and develops ideas of his own. But Schelling adds a
third part which is his own peculiar contribution to transcendental
idealism and which serves to underline the difference between his
general outlook and that of Fichte. The philosophy of Nature deals
with slumbering or unconscious Spirit. In the system of transcen-
dental idealism as hitherto outlined we see conscious Spirit
objectifying itself in moral action and in the creation of a moral
world-order, a second Nature. But we have yet to find an intuition
in which the identity of the unconscious and of the conscious, of
the real and of the ideal, is presented in a concrete manner to the
ego itself. And in the third part of the system of transcendental
idealism Schelling locates what he is seeking in aesthetic intuition.
Thus transcendental idealism culminates in a philosophy of art, to
which Schelling attaches great importance. And provided that the
statement is not taken as implying that the philosopher sets out to
minimize the significance of moral activity, we can say that with
Schelling, as contrasted with Fichte, the emphasis shifts from
ethics to aesthetics, from the moral life to artistic creation, from
action for the sake of action to aesthetic contemplation.

From one point of view it would be desirable to treat first of
Schelling’s philosophy of art as given in the third part of the
System of Transcendental Idealism and later of his aesthetic ideas
as expressed in his lectures on The Phslosophy of Art. For in the
meantime he had developed his theory of the Absolute, and this
fact is reflected in the lectures. But it is more convenient to outline
his ideas on art in one section, though I shall draw attention to
their historical development.

4. In the System of Transcendental Idealism we read that ‘the
objective world is only the original, still unconscious poetry of the
Spirit: the universal organon of philosophy—and the keystone of
the whole arch—is the philosophy of art’.* But the view that the
philosophy of art is ‘the true organon of philosophy’# stands in
need of some explanation.

In the first place art is grounded on the power of productive
intuition which is the indispensable organ or instrument of trans-
cendental idealism. As we have seen, transcendental idealism

W, 1, p- 349 S W, I, p. 351.
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comprises a history of consciousness. But the stages of this history
are not present from the start to the ego’s vision as so many already
constituted objects at which it only needs to look. The ego or
intelligence has to produce them, in- the sense that it has to
re-create or, to use a Platonic term, re-collect them in a systematic
manner. And this task of re-creation or re-collection is performed by
the power of productive intuition. Aesthetic intuition is an activity
of the same power, though there it is directed outwards, as it
were, rather than inwards.

In the second place aesthetic intuition manifests the basic truth
of the unity of the unconscious and the conscious, of the real and
the ideal. If we consider aesthetic intuition from the side of the
creative artist, the genius, we can see that in a real sense he knows
what he is doing: he acts consciously and deliberately. When
Michelangelo made the statue of Moses, he knew what he was about.
At the same time, however, we can equally well say that the genius
acts unconsciously. Genius is not reducible to a technical proficiency
which can be imparted by instruction: the creative artist is, as it
were, the vehicle of a power which acts through him. And for
Schelling this is the same power which operates in Nature. In other
words, the same power which acts without consciousness in pro-
ducing Nature, the unconscious poetry of the Spirit, acts with
consciousness in producing the work of art. That is to say, it acts
through the consciousness of the artist. And this illustrates the
ultimate unity of the unconscious and the conscious, of the real and
the ideal.

The matter can be considered from another point of view. We
can ask why it is that contemplation of a work of art is accompanied
by ‘the feeling of infinite satisfaction’,! why it is that ‘every
impulse to produce is stilled with the completion of the product,
that all contradictions are reconciled and all riddles solved’.? In
other words, why is it that in contemplating a work of art the
mind, whether of the artist himself or of someone else, enjoys a
feeling of finality, the feeling that nothing should be added or
subtracted, the feeling that a problem is solved, even if the problem
cannot be stated? In Schelling’s opinion the answer is that the
completed work of art is the intelligence’s supreme objectification
of itself to itself, that is, as the identity of the unconscious and the
conscious, the real and the ideal, the objective and the subjective.
But as the intelligence or ego does not know this reflectively, it

1 W, 11, p. 615. 1 Jbid.
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simply feels a boundless satisfaction, as though some unstated
mystery had been revealed, and ascribes the production of the
work of art to some power which acts through it.

The philosophy of art is thus the culmination of the System of
Transcendental Idealism. It will be remembered that transcendental
idealism starts with the idea of the so-called ego or intelligence
considered as an absolute act of self-consciousness in which subject
and object are one. But this absolute act is a producing: it has to
produce its object. And the supreme objectification is the work of
art. True, the organism, as considered in the philosophy of Nature,
is a partial manifestation of the identity of the real and the ideal.
But it is ascribed to an unconscious productive power which does
not work with freedom, whereas the work of art is the expression
of freedom: it is the free ego’s manifestation of itself to itself.

Transcendental idealism, as was remarked in the last section,
starts with the first immanent principle within the sphere of
knowledge, namely with the absolute act which becomes an object
for itself, and prescinds from the question whether there is a
reality behind, as it were, this absolute act or ego.! But by the
time (1802-3) that Schelling came to deliver the lectures which
were eventually published as the Phslosophy of Ar¢ he had developed
his theory of the Absolute, and we find him emphasizing the
metaphysical significance of the work of art as the finite manifesta-
tion of the infinite Absolute. The Absolute is the ‘indifference’
(that is to say, the ultimate identity) of the ideal and the real, and
‘the indifference of the ideal and the real, as indifference, is
épressed in the ideal world through art’.? Schelling is not con-
tradicting what he has previously said about art. But in the
lectures he transcends the self-imposed Fichtean limitations of
the System of Transcendental Idealism and adopts the frankly
metaphysical point of view which is really characteristic of his
thought.

In Bruno (1802) Schelling intraduced the notion of divine ideas
and asserted that things are beautiful in virtue of their participa-
tion in these ideas. And this theory reappears in the lectures on art.
Thus we are told that ‘beauty exists where the particular (the
real) is so in accord with its idea that this idea itself, as infinite,
enters into the finite and is intuited #» concreto’.® Aesthetic
intuition is thus the intuition of the infinite in a finite product of

! Similarly, the philosophy of Nature starts with the postulated infinite activity
which manifests itself in Nature.
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intelligence. Further, the conformity of a thing with its eternal
idea is its truth. Hence beauty and truth! are ultimately one.

Now, if the creative genius exhibits in the work of art an eternal
idea, he must be akin to the philosopher. But it does not follow
that he is a philosopher. For he does not apprehend the eternal
ideas in an abstract form but only through a symbolic medium.
Artistic creation requires the presence of a symbolic world, a
world of ‘poetic existence’? which mediates between the universal
and the particular. The symbol represents neither the universal as
such nor the particular as such, but both in unity. We must
distinguish, therefore, between the symbol and the image. For the
image is always concrete and particular.

This symbolic world of poetic existence is providea by mythology
which is ‘the necessary condition and primary matter [Stoff] of all
art’.® Schelling dwells at length on Greek mythology, but he does
not confine the symbolic world which in his view forms the material
for artistic creation to the mythology of the Greeks. He includes,
for instance, what he calls Jewish and Christian mythology. The
Christian mind has constructed its own symbolic world which has
proved a fruitful source of material for the artist.

This emphasis on mythology in Schelling’s account of the
symbolic world of poetic existence may well appear too narrow.
But it illustrates Schelling’s constant interest in myths as being at
the same time imaginative constructions and intimations or
expressions of the divine. In his later years he makes a distinction
between myth and revelation. But his interest in the significance of
mythology is a lasting element in his thought. And we shall have
to return to the subject in connection with his later philosophy of
religion.

In this outline of Schelling’s aesthetic philosophy the terms ‘art’
and ‘artist’ have been used in a wider sense than is customary in
ordinary English. But it would not, I think, be very profitable to
devote space here to Schelling’s discussion of the particular fine
arts which he divides into those belonging to the real series, such as
painting and sculpture, and those belonging to the ideal series,
such as poetry.¢ For general purposes it is sufficient to understand
how Schelling makes aesthetic theory an integral part of his

1 The reference is obviously to what the Scholastics called ontological truth, as
distinct from logical truth.

W, m, p. 419. 3 W, 1, p. 425.

¢ The reader who is interested in this subject can consult the third part of
Schelling’s Philasophy of Art or, for example, Bernard Bosanquet's History of
Aesthetic.

SCHELLING (2) 123

philosophy. In the third Crstigue Kant had indeed discussed the
aesthetic judgment, and he can be said to have made aesthetics an
integral part of the critical philosophy. But the nature of Kant’s
system made it impossible for him to develop a metaphysics of art
in the way that Schelling does. Kant allowed, it is true, that from
the subjective point of view we can see a hint of noumenal reality,
of the so-called supersensible substrate. But with Schelling the
product of artistic genius becomes a clear revelation of the nature
of the Absolute. And in his exaltation of the genius, in his partial
assimilation of the artistic genius to the philosopher and his
insistence on the metaphysical significance of aesthetic intuition
we can see clear evidence of his romantic affiliations.

5. In the foregoing sections reference has frequently been made
to Schelling’s theory of the Absolute as the pure identity of
subjectivity and objectivity, of the ideal and the real. In a sense
these references were premature. For in the preface to his Exposition
of My System of Philosophy (1801) Schelling speaks of expounding
‘the system of absolute identity’.? And this way of speaking shows
that he does not regard himself as simply repeating what he has
already said. At the same time the so-called system of identity can
be looked on as an inquiry into and exposition of the metaphysical
implications of the conviction that the philosophy of Nature and
the system of transcendental idealism are mutually complementary.

‘The standpoint of philosophy,’ says Schelling, ‘is the standpoint
of Reason.’? That is to say, philosophical knowledge of things is
knowledge of them as they are in Reason. ‘I give the name of
Reason [Vernunft] to the absolute Reason or to Reason in so far as
it is conceived as the total indifference of the subjective and
objective.’s In other words, philosophy is knowledge of the relation
between things and the Absolute or, as the Absolute is infinite,
between the finite and the infinite. And the Absolute is to be
conceived as the pure identity or indifference (lack of all difference)
of subjectivity and objectivity.

In attempting to describe the relation between the finite and the
infinite Schelling is in a very difficult position. On the one hand
there can be nothing outside the Absolute. For it is infinite reality
and must contain all reality within itself. Hence it cannot be the
external cause of the universe. ‘The absolute identity is not the
cause of the universe but the universe itself. For everything which
exists is the absolute identity itself. And the universe is everything

1W, 1, p.9. * W, 1w, p.II. ' W, 11, p. 10,
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which is.’! On the other hand, if the Absolute is pure identity, all
distinctions must be outside it. ‘Quantitative difference is possible
only outside the absolute totality.”? Hence finite things must be
external to the Absolute.

Schelling cannot say that the Absolute somehow proceeds out-
side itself. For he maintains that ‘the fundamental error of all
philosophy is the proposition that the absolute identity has really
gone out of itself. . . .”® Hence he is forced to say that it is only
from the point of view of empirical consciousness that there is a
distinction between subject and object and that there are sub-
sistent finite things. But this really will not do. For the emergence
of the point of view of empirical consciousness and its ontological
status remain unexplained. It is all very well for Schelling to say
that quantitative difference is posited ‘only in appearance’¢ and
that the Absolute is ‘in no way affected by the opposition between
subjectivity and objectivity’.® If appearance is anything at all, it
must, on Schelling’s premisses, be within the Absolute. And if it is
not within the Absolute, the Absolute must be transcendent and
unidentifiable with the universe.

In Bruno (1802) Schelling makes play with the theory of divine
Ideas, taken over from the Platonic and Neo-Platonic traditions.
Considered from one point of view at least, the Absolute is the
Idea of ideas, and finite things have eternal existence in the
divine Ideas. But even if we are prepared to admit that this theory
of divine Ideas is compatible with the view of the Absolute as pure
identity, a view which is reaffirmed in Bruno, there is still the
temporal status of finite things and their quantitative differentia-
tion to be explained. In the dialogue Bruno tells Lucian that indivi-
dual finite things are separate ‘only for you’® and that for a stone
nothing proceeds out of the darkness of absolute identity. But we
can very well ask how empirical consciousness, with the distinctions
which it involves, can arise either within the Absolute, if it is pure
identity, or outside it, if it is the totality.

Schelling’s general point of view is that absolute Reason, as the
identity of subjectivity and objectivity, is self-consciousness, the
absolute act in which subject and object are one. But Reason is
not itself actually self-conscious: it is simply the ‘indifference’ or
lack of difference between subject and object, the ideal and the
real. It attains actual self-consciousness only in and through human

1 W, u1, p. 25. ' W, 1, p. 21. S W, 1, p. 16.
S W, m, p. 23. 8 Ibid. ¢ W, 1, p. 155.
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consciousness, the immediate object of which is the world. In other
words, the Absolute manifests itself or appears in two series of
‘potencies’, the real series, which is considered in the philosophy
of Nature, and the ideal series, which is considered in transcendental
idealism. And from the standpoint of empirical consciousness the
two series are distinct. We have subjectivity on the one hand and
objectivity on the other. And the two together constitute ‘the
universe’, which, as everything that is, is the Absolute. If, however,
we try to transcend the standpoint of empirical consciousness, for
which distinctions exist, and to grasp the Absolute as it is in itself
rather than in its appearance, we can conceive it only as the
indifference or vanishing-point of all difference and distinctions.
True, the concept has then no positive content. But this simply
shows that by conceptual thought we can apprehend only the
appearance of the Absolute, the absolute identity as it appears in
its ‘external’ being, and not as it is in itself.

In Schelling’s opinion the theory of identity enables him to
transcend all disputes between realism and idealism. For such
controversy assumes that the distinction made by empirical
consciousness between the real and the ideal can be overcome only
by subordinating or even reducing the one to the other. But once
we understand that the real and the ideal are one in the Absolute,
the controversy loses its point. And the system of identity can thus
be called real-idealism (Realidealismus).

But though Schelling himself was pleased with the system of
identity, there were others who were not so appreciative. And the
philosopher set himself to explain his position in such a way as to
meet what he regarded as the misunderstandings of his critics.
Further, his own reflections on his position drove him to develop
fresh lines of thought. Maintaining, as he did, that the relation
between the finite and the infinite or the problem of the existence
of the world of things is the fundamental problem of metaphysics,
he could hardly rest content with the system of identity. For it
seemed to imply that the universe is the actualization of the
Absolute, while it also asserted that the distinction between
potentiality and act falls outside the Absolute in itself. Some more
satisfactory account of the relation between the finite and the
infinite was obviously required. But a sketch of Schelling’s further
philosophical journeying is best reserved for the next chapter.



CHAPTER VII
SCHELLING (3)

The idea of the cosmic Fall—Personality and freedom in man
and God; good and evil—The distinction between negative and
positive philosophy—Mythology and revelation—General remarks
on Schelling—Notes on Schelling's snfluence and on some
kindred thinkers.

1. IN his work on Philosophy and Religion (1804) Schelling explains
that the description of the Absolute as pure identity does not mean
either that it is a formless stuff, composed of all phenomena fused
together, or that it is a vacuous nonentity. The Absolute is pure
identity in the sense that it is an absolutely simple infinity. We
can approach it in conceptual thought only by thinking away and
denying of it the attributes of finite things; but it does not follow
that it is in itself empty of all reality. What follows is that it can
be apprehended only by intuition. ‘The nature of the Absolute
stself, which as ideal is also immediately real, cannot be known by
explanations, but only through intuition. For it is only the
composite which can be known by description. The simple must be
intuited.’? This intuition cannot be imparted by instruction. But
the negative approach to the Absolute facilitates the act of
intuition of which the soul is capable through its fundamental
unity with the divine reality.

The Absolute as ideal manifests or expresses itself immediately
in the eternal ideas. Strictly speaking, indeed, there is only one
Idea, the immediate eternal reflection of the Absolute which
proceeds from it as the light flows from the sun. ‘All ideas are one
Idea.’? But we can speak of a plurality of ideas inasmuch as
Nature with all its grades is eternally present in the one Idea.
This eternal Idea can be described as the divine self-knowledge.
‘But this self-knowledge must not be conceived as a mere accident
or attribute of the Absolute-ideal but as itself a subsistent
Absolute. For the Absolute cannot be the ideal ground of anything
which is not like itself, absolute.’s

In developing this theory of the divine Idea, which, as we have

1 W, v, pp. 15-16. W, v, pp. 23—4. "W, v, p. 21.
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seen, was first expounded in Bruno, Schelling draws attention to
its origins in Greek philosophy. No doubt he has also at the back of
his mind the Christian doctrine of the divine Word; but the
description of the eternal Idea as a second Absolute is more akin to
the Plotinian theory of Nous than to the Christian doctrine of the
second Person of the Trinity. Further, the ideas of the negative
approach to the Absolute and of intuitive apprehension of the
supreme Godhead also go back to Neo-Platonism, though the first
idea at any rate reappears in Scholasticism, as well, of course, as
the theory of divine ideas.

However, in spite of its venerable history Schelling’s theory of
the eternal Idea cannot by itself explain the existence of finite
things. For Nature as present in the eternal Idea is Natura naturans
rather than Natura naturata. And from ideas, Schelling sensibly
maintains, we can derive by deduction only other ideas. He
therefore has recourse to the speculations of Jakob Boehme and
introduces the notion of a cosmic Fall. The origin of the world is to
be found in a falling-away or breaking-away (4 bbrechen) from God,
which can also be described as a leap (Sprung). ‘From the Absolute
to the real there is no continuous transition; the -origin of the
sensible world is thinkable only as a complete breaking-away from
Absoluteness by means of a leap.’?

Schelling does not mean that a part of the Absolute breaks away
or splits off. The Fall consists in the emergence of a dim image of
an image, resembling the shadow which accompanies the body.
All things have their eternal ideal existence in the Idea or divine
ideas. Hence the centre and true reality of any finite thing is in the
divine Idea, and the essence of the finite thing may thus be said to
be infinite rather than finite. Considered, however, precisely as a
finite thing, it is the image of an image (that is, an image of the
ideal essence which is itself a reflection of the Absolute). And its
existence as a distinct finite thing is an alienation from its true
centre, a negation of infinity. True, finite things are not simply
nothing. They are, as Plato said, a mixture of being and not-being.
But particularity and finitude represent the negative element.
Hence the emergence of Natura naturata, the system of particular
finite things, is a Fall from the Absolute.

It must not be thought, however, that the cosmic Fall, the
emergence of an image of an image, is an event in time. It is ‘as
eternal (outside all time) as the Absolute itself and the world of

W, v, p. 28.



128 POST-KANTIAN IDEALIST SYSTEMS

Ideas’.? The Idea is an eternal image of God. And the sensible
world is an indefinite succession of shadows, images of images,
without any assignable beginning. This means that no finite thing
can be referred to God as its immediate cause. The origin of any
given finite thing, a man for instance, is explicable in terms of
finite causes. The thing, in other words, is a member in the endless
chain of causes and effects which constitutes the sensible world.
And this is why it is psychologically possible for a human being to
look upon the world as the one reality. For it possesses a relative
independence and self-subsistence. But this point of view is
precisely the point of view of a fallen creature. From the meta-
physical and religious standpoints we must see in the world’s
relative independence a clear sign of its fallen nature, of its
alienation from the Absolute.

Now, if creation is not an event in time, the natural conclusion is
that it is a necessary external self-expression of the eternal Idea.
And in this case it should be in principle deducible, even if the
finite mind is unable actually to perform the deduction. But we
have seen that Schelling refuses to allow that the world is deducible
even in principle from the Absolute. “The Fall cannot be, as they
say, explained.’® Hence the origin of the world must be ascribed to
freedom. “The ground of the possibility of the Fall lies in freedom.’®
But in what sense? On the one hand this freedom cannot be
exercised by the world itself. Schelling may sometimes speak as
though the world broke away from the Absolute. But as it is the
very existence and origin of the world which are in question, we
can hardly conceive it as freely leaping away, as it were, from the
Absolute. For ex hypothesi it does not yet exist. On the other hand,
if we ascribe the timeless origination of the world to a free creative
act of God, in a theistic sense, there is no very obvious reason for
speaking about a cosmic Fall.

In treating of this problem Schelling appears to connect the
Fall with a kind of double-life led by the eternal Idea considered
as ‘another Absolute’.® Regarded precisely as the eternal reflection
of the Absolute, as the eternal Idea, its true life is in the Absolute
itself. But regarded as ‘real’, as a second Absolute, as Soul, it
strives to produce, and it can produce only phenomena, images of
images, ‘the nothingness of sensible things’.5 It is, however, only
the possibility of finite things which can be ‘explained’, that is,

1W, v, p. 31. W, 1v, p. 32. 5 W, 1v, p. 30.
S W, v, p. 31. 5 W, v, p. 30.
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deduced from the second Absolute. Their actual existence is due to
freedom, to a spontaneous movement which is at the same time a
lapse.

Creation is thus a Fall in the sense that it is a centrifugal
movement. The absolute identity becomes differentiated or
splintered on the phenomenal level, though not in itself. But there
is also a centripetal movement, the return to God. This does not
mean that particular finite material things as such return to the
divine Idea. We have seen that no particular sensible thing has God
for its immediate cause. Similarly, no particular sensible thing,
considered precisely as such, returns immediately to God. Its
return is mediate, by means of the transformation of the real into
the ideal, of objectivity into subjectivity, in and through the
human ego or reason which is capable of seeing the infinite in the
finite and referring all images to the divine exemplar. As for the
finite ego itself, it represents from one point of view ‘the point of
furthest alienation from God’.! For the apparent independence of
the phenomenal image of the Absolute reaches its culminating-
point in the ego’s conscious self-possession and self-assertion. At the
same time the ego is one in essence with infinite Reason, and it can
rise above its egoistic point of view, retumning to its true centre
from which it has been alienated.

This point of view determines Schelling’s general conception of
history, which is well illustrated by the following oft-quoted
passage. ‘History is an epic composed in the mind of God. Its two
main parts are: first, that which depicts the departure of humanity
from its centre up to its furthest point of alienation from this
centre, and, secondly, that which depicts the return. The first part
is the Iliad, the second the Odyssey of history. In the first the
movement was centrifugal, in the second it is centripetal.’?

In grappling with the problem of the One and the Many or of
the relation between the infinite and the finite Schelling is obviously
concerned with allowing for the possibility of evil. The idea of the
Fall and of alienation allows for this possibility. For the human
self is a fallen self, entangled, as it were, in particularity; and this
entanglement, this alieration from the self’s true centre, renders
possible selfishness, sensuality and so on. But how can man be
really free if the Absolute is the totality? And if there is a real
possibility of evil, must it not have a ground in the Absolute itself?
If so, what conclusions must we draw about the nature of the

*W, v, p. 32, W, v, p. 47.
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Absolute or God? In the next section we can consider Schelling’s
reflections on these problems.

2. In the Preface to his Philosophical Inquiries into the Nature of
Human Freedom (1809) Schelling frankly admits that Philosophy
and Religion was deficient in clarity. He intends, therefore, to give
another exposition of his thought in the light of the idea of human
freedom.! This is especially desirable, he says, in view of the
accusation that his system is pantheistic and that there is accord-
ingly no room in it for the concept of human freedom.

As for the charge of pantheism, this is, Schelling remarks, an
ambiguous term. On the one hand it might be used to describe the
theory that the visible world, Natura naturata, is identical with
God. On the other hand it might be understood as referring to the
theory that finite things do not exist at all but that there is only
the simple indifferentiated unity of the Godhead. But in neither
sense is Schelling’s philosophy pantheistic. For he neither identifies
the visible world with God nor teaches acosmism, the theory of the
non-existence of the world. Nature is a consequence of the first
principle, not the first principle itself. But it is a real consequence.
God is the God of the living, not of the dead: the divine Being
manifests itself and the manifestation is real. If, however, pan-
theism is interpreted as meaning that all things are immanent in
God, Schelling is quite prepared to be called a pantheist. But he
proceeds to point out that St. Paul himself declared that in God we
live and move and have our being.

To clarify his position, Schelling reinterprets the principle of
identity. ‘The profound logic of the ancients distinguished subject
and predicate as antecedent and consequent [antecedens et con-
sequens) and thereby expressed the real meaning of the principle
of identity.’? God and the world are identical; but to say this is to
say that God is the ground or antecedent and the world the
consequent. The unity which is asserted is a creative unity. God
is self-revealing or self-manifesting life. And though the manifesta-
tion is immanent in God, it is yet distinguishable from him.
The consequent is dependent on the antecedent, but it is not
identical with it in the sense that there is no distinction between
them.

This theory, Schelling insists, in no way involves the denial of
human freedom. For by itself it says nothing about the nature of

1 The revised system is also expounded in the Stuttgart lectures (1810), which
are printed together with Philosophical Inquiries in the fourth volume of his Works.
W, 1v, p. 234.
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the consequent. If God is free, the human spirit, which is his image,
is free. If God is not free, the human spirit is not free.

Now, in Schelling’s view the human spirit is certainly free. For
‘the real and living concept [of freedom] is that it is a power of
good and evil’.! And it is evident that man possesses this power.
But if this power is present in man, the consequent, must it not
also be present in God, the antecedent? And the question then
arises, whether we are forced to draw the conclusion that God can
do evil.

To answer this question, let us first look more closely at the
human being. We talk about human beings as persons, but
personality, Schelling maintains, is not something given from the
start, it is something to be won. ‘All birth is birth out of darkness
into light’,2 and this general proposition is true of the birth of
human personality. There is in man a dark foundation, as it were,
the unconscious and the life or urge and natural impulse. And it is
on this foundation that personality is built. Man is capable of
following sensual desire and dark impulse rather than reason: he is
able to affirm himself as a particular finite being to the exclusion
of the moral law. But he also has the power of subordinating selfish
desire and impulse to the rational will and of developing his true
human personality. He can do this, however, only by strife,
conflict and sublimation. For the dark foundation of personality
always remains, though it can be progressively sublimated and
integrated in the movement from darkness to light.

As far as man is concerned, what Schelling has to say on this
subject obviously contains a great deal of truth. But stimulated by
the writings of Boehme and impelled by the exigencies of his theory
of the relation between the human spirit and God, he applies this
notion of personality to God himself. There is in God a ground of
his personal existence,® which is itself impersonal. It can be called
will, but it is a ‘will in which there is no understanding’.4 It can be
conceived as an unconscious desire or yearning for personal
existence. And the personal divine existence must be conceived as
rational will. The irrational or unconscious will can be called ‘the
egoism in God’.® And if there were only this will in God, there
would be no creation. But the rational will is the will of love, and
as such it is ‘expansive’,® self-communicating.

1 W, 1v, p. 244. ' W, 1v, p. 252.

? It should be noted that the divine Being is now for Schelling a personal Deity
and no longer an impersonal Absolute.

¢ W, v, p. 251. 8 W, 1v, p. 330. S W, 1v, p. 331.
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The inner life of God is thus conceived by Schelling as a dynamic
process of self-creation. In the ultimate dark abyss 9f the c-liviine
Being, the primal ground or Urgrund, there is no dlfferentrfmon
but only pure identity. But this absolutely undifferentiated
identity does not exist as such. ‘A division, a difference must be
posited, that is, if we wish to pass from essence to existence.’? God
first posits himself as object, as the unconscious will. But he cannot
do this without at the same time positing himself as subject, as
the rational will of love.

There is, therefore, a likeness between the divine and the human
conquest of personality. And we can even say that ‘God makes
himself.’2 But there is also a great difference. And an understanding
of this difference shows that the answer to the question whether
God can do evil is that he cannot.

In God the conquest of personality is not a temporal process.
We can distinguish different ‘potencies’ in God, different moments
in the divine life, but there is no temporal succession. Thus if we
say that God first posits himself as unconscious will and‘ then as
rational will, there is no question of temporally successive acts.
‘Both acts are one act, and both are absolutely simultaneous.’$
For Schelling the unconscious will in God is no more tempgrally
prior to the rational will than the Father is temporally prior to
the Son in the Christian theology of the Trinity. Hence, though we
can distinguish different moments in the ‘becoming’ of the diviqe
personality, one moment being logically prior to another, there is
no becoming at all in the temporal sense. God is eternally love, and
‘in love there can never be the will to evil’.¢ Hence it is meta-
physically impossible for God to do evil.

But in God’s external manifestation the two principles, the
lower and the higher wills, are and must be separable. ‘If the
identity of the two principles were as indissoluble in the human
spirit as in God, there would be no distinction (that is, between
God and the human spirit); that is to say, God would not manifest
himself. Therefore the unity which is indissoluble in God must
be dissoluble in man. And this is the possibility of good and evil.”*
This possibility has its ground in God, but as a realized possibility
it is present only in man. Perhaps one can express the matter' by
saying that whereas God is necessarily an integrated personality,
man need not be. For the basic elements are separable in man.

1 W, 1v, p. 316. W, 1v, p. 324. 8 W, v, p. 326.
s W, v, p. 267. S W, 1v, p. 256.

It would, however, be erroneous to conclude that Schelling
attributes to man a complete liberty of indifference. He is too fond
of the idea of antecedent and consequent to admit the concept of
freedom as ‘a completely indeterminate power of willing one or
other of two contradictory things without determining grounds
and simply because it is willed’.! Schelling rejects this concept and
finds the determining ground of a man’s successive choices in his
intelligible essence or character which stands to his particular acts
as antecedent to consequent. At the same time he does not wish to
say that it is God who predetermines a man’s acts by conceiving
him in the eternal Idea. Hence he is forced to depict a man’s
intelligible character as due to an original self-positing of the ego,
as the result of an original choice by the ego itself. He can thus say
both that a man’s actions are in principle predictable and that they
are free. They are necessary; but this necessity is an inner necessity,
imposed by the ego’s original choice, not a necessity externally
imposed by God. ‘This inner necessity is itself freedom, the essence
of man is essentially is own act; necessity and freedom are mutually
immanent, as one reality which appears as one or the other only
when looked at from different sides. . . .’2 Thus Judas’s betrayal of
Christ was necessary and inevitable, given the historical circum-
stances; but at the same time he betrayed Christ ‘willingly and
with complete freedom’.3 Similarlyit was inevitable both that Peter
would deny Christ and that he would repent of this denial; yet both
the denial and the repentance, being Peter’s own acts, were free.

If the theory of an intelligible character is given a purely
psychological interpretation, it can be made at any rate very
plausible. On the one hand we not infrequently say of a given man
that he could not act in this or that manner, meaning that such a
way of acting would be quite contrary to his character. And if after
all he does act in this way, we are inclined to say that his character
was not what we supposed. On the other hand we come to know
not only other people’s characters but also our own through their
and our acts. And we might wish to draw the conclusion that in
each man there is, as it were, a hidden character which manifests
itself progressively in his acts, so that his acts stand to his character
in a relation analogous to that between consequent and ground or
antecedent. The objection can indeed be made that this presupposes
that character is something fixed and settled from the start (by
heredity, environment, very early experiences and so on), and that

W, v, p. 274. YW, v, p. 277. ' W, v, p. 278,
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it, of God’s existence will take the form of showing the historical
development of the religious consciousness, the history of man’s
demand for God and of God’s answer to this demand. ‘Positive
philosophy is historical philosophy.’* And this is the reason why in
his later writings Schelling devotes himself to the study of mytho-
logy and revelation. He is trying to exhibit God’s progressive self-
revelation to man and the progressive work of divine redemption.

This is not to say that Schelling abandons all his earlier
speculations in favour of an empirical study of the history of
mythology and revelation. As we have seen, his thesis is that
negative and positive philosophy must be combined. And his
earlier religious speculations are not jettisoned. For example, in
the essay entitled Another Deduction of the Principles of Positive
Philosophy (1841) he takes as his point of departure ‘the un-
conditioned existent’? and proceeds to deduce the moments or
phases of God’s inner life. He does indeed lay emphasis on the
primacy of being in the sense of existence, but the general scheme
of his earlier philosophy of religion, with the ideas of the moments
in the divine life, of the cosmic Fall and of the return to God, is
retained. And though in his lectures on mythology and religion he
concerns himself with the empirical confirmation, as it were, of his
religious philosophy, he never really frees himself from the idealist
tendency to interpret the relation between God and the world as a
relation of ground or antecedent to consequent.

The reader may be inclined to share Kierkegaard's disappoint-
ment that after making his distinction between negative and
positive philosophy Schelling proceeds to concentrate on the study
of mythology and revelation instead of radically rethinking his
philosophy in the light of this distinction. At the same time we can
understand the philosopher’s point of view. The philosophy of
religion has come to occupy the central position in his thought.
And the self-manifesting impersonal Absolute has become the self-
revealing personal God. Schelling is anxious, therefore, to show
that man'’s faith in God is historically justified and that the history
of the religious consciousness is also the history of the divine self-
revelation to man.

4. If, however, we speak of Schelling’s philosophy of mythology
and revelation as an empirical study, the word ‘empirical” must be
understood in a relative sense. Schelling has not abandoned
deductive metaphysics for pure empiricism. Far from it. For

VW, v, p. 753 YW, v, p. 729
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example, the deduction of three ‘potencies’ in the one God is pre-
supposed. It is also presupposed that if there is a self-manifesting
God, this necessary nature of an absolute Being will be progres-
sively revealed. Hence when Schelling turns to the study of
mythology and revelation, he already possesses the scheme, as it
were, of what he will find. The study is empirical in the sense that
its matter is provided by the actual history of religion as known
through empirical investigation. But the framework of interpreta-
tion is provided by the supposedly necessary deductions of meta-
physics. In other words, Schelling sets out to find in the history of
religion the self-revelation of one personal God, whose unity does
not exclude three distinguishable potencies or moments. And he
has, of course, no difficulty in discovering expressions of this
conception of the Deity in the development of religious beliefs from
the ancient mythologies of East and West up to the Christian
dogma of the Trinity. Similarly, he has no difficulty in finding
expressions of the ideas of a Fall and of a return to God.

If Schelling’s premisses are once assumed, this procedure is, of
course, justified. For, as we have seen, he never intended to
jettison metaphysics, the abstract philosophy of reason, which, to
use modern jargon, shows us what must be the case if anything is
the case. Hence from Schelling’s point of view metaphysical pre-
suppositions are quite in order. For philosophy as a whole is a
combination of negative and positive philosophy. At the same
time Schelling’s procedure is doubtless one reason why his philo-
sophy of mythology and revelation exercised comparatively little
influence on the development of the study of the history of
Feligion. This is not to say that metaphysical presuppositions are
{Hegitima.te. Whether one thinks that they are legitimate or
illegitimate obviously depends on one’s view of the cognitive value
of metaphysics. But it is easy to understand that Schelling’s
philosophy of mythology and revelation was looked at askance by
those who wished to free the study of the history of religion from
the presuppositions of idealist metaphysics.

A distinction is drawn by Schelling between mythology on the
one hand and revelation on the other. ‘Everything has its time.
Mythological religion had to come first. In mythological religion
we have blind (because produced by a necessary process), unfree
and .unspin'tual religion.’? Myths are not simply arbitrary and
capricious products of the imagination. But neither are they

LW, v, p 437
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revelation, in the sense of a freely-imparted knowledge of God.
They can, of course, be consciously elaborated, but fundamentally
they are the product of an unconscious and necessary process,
successive forms in which an apprehension of the divine imposes
itself on the religious consciousness. In other words, mythology
corresponds to the dark or lower principle in God, and it has its
roots in the sphere of the unconscious. When, however, we pass
from mythology to revelation, we pass ‘into a completely different
sphere’.? In mythology the mind ‘had to do with a necessary
process, here with something which exists only as the result of an
absolutely free will’.2 For the concept of revelation presupposes an
act whereby God ‘freely gives or has given himself to mankind’.?

Inasmuch as mythological religion and revealed religion are both
religion, it must be possible, Schelling insists, to subsume them
under a common idea. And in fact the whole history of the
religious consciousness is a second theogony or birth of God, in the
sense that the eternal and timeless becoming or birth of God in
himself4 is represented in time in the history of religion. Mythology,
as rooted in the unconscious, represents a moment in the divine
life. It logically precedes revelation and is a preparation for it. But
it is not itself revelation. For revelation is essentially God's free
manifestation of himself as infinite, personal and free creator and
lord of being. And, as a free act on God’s part, it is not simply a
logical consequence of mythology. At the same time revelation can
be described as the truth of mythology. For mythology is, as it
were, the exoteric element which veils the revealed truth. And in
paganism the philosopher can find mythological representations or
antcipiations of the truth.

In other words, Schelling wishes to represent the whole history
of the religious consciousness as God’s revelation of himself, while
at the same time he wishes to leave room for a specifically Christian
concept of revelation. On the one hand revelation, in what we
might perhaps call a weak sense of the term, runs through the
whole history of religion. For it is the inner truth of mythology. On
the other hand revelation in a strong sense of the term is found in
Christianity. For it is in the Christian religion that this inner truth
first comes to the clear light of day. Christianity thus gives the
truth of mythology, and it can be described as the culmination of
historical religion. But it does not follow that Christianity is an

1'W, vi, p. 396. 8 Ibid. ' W, v, p. 395.
¢ The reference is to the logically distinguishable ‘potencies’ in God’s inner life.
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automatic consequence of mythology. Mythology as such is, as we
have seen, a necessary process. But in and through Christ the
personal God freely reveals himself. Obviously, if Schelling wishes
to represent the whole history of religion as the temporal represen-
tation of the divine life, it is very difficult for him to avoid asserting
a necessary connection between pagan mythology and Christianity.
The former would represent God as unconscious will, while the
latter would represent God as free will, the will of love. At the same
time Schelling tries to preserve an essential distinction between
mythology and revelation by insisting that the concept of revelation
is the concept of a free act on God’s part. Revelation is the truth
of mythology in the sense that it is that at which mythology aims
and that which underlies the exoteric clothing of myth. But it is in
and through Christ that the truth is clearly revealed, and it is
revealed freely. Its truth could not be known simply by logical
deduction from the pagan myths.

But though Schelling certainly tries to allow for a distinction
between mythology and revelation, there is a further important
point to make. If we mean by revelation Christianity simply as a
fact which stands over against the fact of paganism, there is room
for a higher standpoint, namely that of reason understanding both
mythology and revelation. And this higher standpoint is positive
philosophy. But Schelling is careful to explain that he is not
referring to a rationalistic interpretation of religion from outside.
He is referring to the activity of the religious consciousness whereby
it understands itself from within. The philosophy of religion is thus
for Schelling not only philosophy but also religion. It presupposes
Christianity and cannot exist without it. It arises within
Christianity, not outside it. ‘Philosophical religion is therefore
historically mediated through revealed religion.’t But it cannot be
simply identified with Christian belief and life as facts. For it takes
these facts as subject-matter for free reflective understanding. In
contrast, therefore, with the simple acceptance of the original
Christian revelation on authority philosophical religion can be
called ‘free’ religion. ‘The free religion is only mediated through
Christianity; it is not immediately possted by it.’? But this does not
mean that philosophical religion rejects revelation. Faith seeks
understanding; but understanding from within does not annul
what is understood.

This process of understanding, of free reflection, has its own

1W, v, p. 437. S W, v, p. 440.
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history, ranging through Scholastic theology and metaphysics, up
to Schelling’s own later religious philosophy. And in this philo-
sophy we can discern Schelling’s hankering after a higher wisdom.
There was always something of the Gnostic in his mental make-up.
Just as he was not content with ordinary physics but expounded a
speculative or higher physics, so in later years he expounded an
esoteric or higher knowledge of God’'s nature and of his self-
revelation.

It is not surprising, therefore, to find Schelling giving an
interpretation of the history of Christianity which in certain
respects is reminiscent of the theories of the twelfth-century Abbot
Joachim of Flores. According to Schelling there are three main
periods in the development of Christianity. The first is the Petrine,
characterized by the dominating ideas of law and authority and
correlated with the ultimate ground of being in God, which is itself
identified with the Father of Trinitarian theology. The second
period, the Pauline, starts with the Protestant Reformation. It is
characterized by the idea of freedom and correlated with the ideal
principle in God, identified with the Son. And Schelling looks
forward to a third period, the Johannine, which will be a higher
synthesis of the first two periods and unite together law and free-
dom in the one Christian community. This third period is correlated
with the Holy Spirit, the divine love, interpreted as a synthesis of
the first two moments in God’s inner life.

5. If we look at Schelling’s philosophical pilgrimage as a whole,
there is obviously a very great difference between its point of
departure and its point of arrival. At the same time there is a
certain continuity. For we can see how fresh problems arise for him
out of positions already adopted, and how his solutions to these
problems demand the adoption of new positions which involve
modifications in the old or display them in a new light. Further,
there are certain pervasive fundamental problems which serve to
confer a certain unity on his philosophizing in spite of all changes.

There can be no reasonable objection to this process of develop-
ment as such, unless we are prepared to defend as reasonable the
thesis that a philosopher should expound a rigid closed system and
never change it. Indeed, it is arguable that Schelling did not make
sufficient changes. For he showed a tendency to retain ideas
already employed even when the adoption of a new idea or set of
ideas might well have suggested the advisability of discarding
them. This characteristic may not be peculiar to Schelling: it is
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likely to be found in any philosopher whose thought passed
tl}rough a variety of distinct phases. But it leads to a certain
dlﬁicplty in assessing Schelling’s precise position at a given moment.
For instance, in his later thought he emphasizes the personal
nature of God and the freedom of God’s creative act. And it is
natural to dgscribe the evolution of his thought in its theological
aspects as being a movement from pantheism to speculative theism.
At t'he same time his insistence on the divine freedom is accom-
pa.m.ed by a retention of the idea of the cosmic Fall and by a
persistent inclination to look on the relation between the world and
God as analogous to that between consequent and antecedent.
Hence, though it seems to me more appropriate to describe his
later thought in terms of the ideas which are new rather than in
terms of those which are retained for the past, he provides material
for t!l(.)SG who maintain that even in the last phase of his philo-
sophizing he was a dynamic pantheist rather than a theist. It is, of
course, a question partly of emphasis and partly of terminology.
But the point is that Schelling himself is largely responsible for the
difficulty in finding the precise appropriate descriptive term.
However, perhaps one ought not to expect anything else in the
case 9f a philosopher who was so anxious to synthesize apparently
conflicting points of view and to show that they were really
complementary.

. It scarcely needs saying that Schelling was not a systematizer
in the sense of one who leaves to posterity a closed and rigid
system of the take-it-or-leave-it type. But it does not necessarily
follow that he was not a systematic thinker. True, his mind was
no‘tably open to stimulus and inspiration from a variety of
thinkers whom he found in some respects congenial. For example

Plato, the Neo-Platonists, Giordano Bruno,! Jakob Bochme,
Spinoza and Leibniz, not to speak of Kant and Fichte, were all
used as sources of inspiration. But this openness to the reception
of ideas from a variety of sources was not accompanied by any very
pronounced ability to weld them all together into one consistent
whole. _Further, we have seen that in his later years he showed a
strong inclination to take flight into the cloudy realm of theosophy
and gnosticism. And it is understandable that a man who drew
heavﬂy on the speculations of Jakob Boehme can exercise only a
very limited appeal among philosophers. At the same time it is

1 Schelling’s theory of the Absolute as i i
> i : pure identity can be regarded as a
continuation of Bruno's idea of the infinite as the coincidentia oppossioru i
which was itself derived from Nicholas of Cusa. @ ™, a0 idea
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necessary, as Hegel remarks, to make a distinction between
Schelling’s philosophy and the imitations of it which consist in a
farrago of words about the Absolute or in the substitution for
sustained thought of vague analogies based on alleged intuitive
insights. For though Schelling was not a systematizer in the sense
that Hegel was, he none the less thought systematically. That is to
say, he made a real and sustained effort to understand his material
and to think through the problems which he raised. It was always
systematic understanding at which he aimed and which he tried to
communicate. Whether he succeeded or not, is another question.

Schelling’s later thought has been comparatively neglected by
historians. And this is understandable. For one thing, as was
remarked in the introductory chapter, Schelling’s philosophy of
Nature, system of transcendental idealism and theory of the
Absolute as pure identity are the important phases of his thought
if we choose to regard him primarily as a link between Fichte and
Hegel in the development of German idealism. For another thing,
his philosophy of mythology and revelation, which in any case
belonged to a period when the impetus of metaphysical idealism
was already spent, has seemed to many not only to represent a
flight beyond anything which can be regarded as rational philo-
sophy but also to be hardly worth considering in view of the actual
development of the history of religion in subsequent times.

But though this neglect is understandable, it is also perhaps
regrettable. At least it is regrettable if one thinks that there is
room for a philosophy of religion as well as for a purely historical
and sociological study of religions or a purely psychological study
of the religious consciousness. It is not so much a question of
looking to Schelling for solutions to problems as of finding stimulus
and inspiration in his thought, points of departure for independent
reflection. And possibly this is a characteristic of Schelling’s
philosophizing as a whole. Its value may be primarily suggestive
and stimulative. But it can, of course, exercise this function only
for those who have a certain initial sympathy with his mentality
and an appreciation of the problems which he raised. In the
absence of this sympathy and appreciation there is a natural
tendency to write him off as a poet who chose the wrong medium
for the expression of his visions of the world.

6. In the introductory chapter some mention was made of
Schelling’s relations with the romantic movement as represented
by F. Schlegel, Novalis, Hélderlin and so on. And I do not propose
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either to repeat or to develop what was then said. But some
remarks may be appropriate in this last section of the present
chapter on Schelling’s influence on some other thinkers both inside
and outside Germany.

Schelling’s philosophy of Nature exercised some influence on
Lorenz Oken (1779-1851). Oken was a professor of medicine at
Jena, Munich and Ziirich successively; but he was deeply interested
in philosophy and published several philosophical works, such as
On the Universe (Ueber das Universum), 1808. In his view the
philosophy of Nature is the doctrine of the eternal transformation
of God into the world. God is the totality, and the world is the
eternal appearance of God. That is to say, the world cannot have
had a beginning because it is the expressed divine thought. And
for the same reason it can have no end. But there can be and is
evolution in the world.

Schelling’s judgment of Oken'’s philosophy was not particularly
favourable, though he made use of some of Oken'’s ideas in his
lectures. In his turn Oken refused to follow Schelling into the paths
of his later religious philosophy.

The influence of Schelling’s philosophy of Nature was also felt by
Johann Joseph von Gérres (1776-1848), a leading Catholic philo-
sopher of Munich.! But Gérres is chiefly known as a religious
thinker. At first somewhat inclined to the pantheism of Schelling’s
system of identity, he later expounded a theistic philosophy, as in
the four volumes of his Christian Mysticism (Christliche Mystik,
1836-42), though, like Schelling himself, he was strongly attracted
to theosophical speculation. Gorres also wrote on art and on poli-
Fical questions. Indeed he took an active part in political life and
Interested himself in the problem of the relations between Church
and State. :

Gorres's abandonment of the standpoint represented by
Schelling’s system of identity was not shared by Karl Gustav
Carus (1789-1860), a doctor and philosopher who defended
pantheism throughout his career. He is of some importance for his
work on the soul (Psychke, 1846) in which he maintains that the key
to the cgnscious life of the soul is to be found in the sphere of the
unconscious,

Tuming to Franz von Baader (1765-1841) who, like Gorres, was
an important member of the circle of Catholic thinkers and writers
at Munich, we find a clear case of reciprocal influence. Thatis to say,

! Schelling’s influence was felt in southern rather than in northern Germany.
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though Baader was influenced by Schelling, he in turn influenced
the latter. For it was Baader who introduced Schelling to the
writings of Boehme and so helped to determine the direction taken
by his thought.

It was Baader’s conviction that since the time of Francis Bacon
and Descartes philosophy had tended to become more and more
divorced from religion, whereas true philosophy should have its
foundations in faith. And in working out his own philosophy
Baader drew on the speculations of thinkers such as Eckhart and
Boehme. In God himself we can distinguish higher and lower
principles, and though the sensible world is to be regarded as a
divine self-manifestation it none the less represents a Fall. Again,
just as in God there is the eternal victory of the higher principle
over the lower, of light over darkness, so in man there should be a
process of spiritualization whereby the world would return to God.
It is evident that Baader and Schelling were kindred souls who
drank from the same spiritual fountain. '

Baader’s social and political writings are of some interest. In
them he expresses a resolute opposition to the theory of the State
as a result of a social compact or contract between individuals. On
the contrary, the State is a natural institution in the sense that it
is grounded in and proceeds from the nature of man: it is not the
product of a convention. At the same time Baader strongly
attacks the notion that the State is the ultimate sovereign power.
The ultimate sovereign is God alone, and reverence for God and
the universal moral law, together with respect for the human
person as the image of God, are the only real safeguards against
tyranny. If these safeguards are neglected, tyranny and intolerance
will result, no matter whether sovereignty is regarded as residing
with the monarch or with the people. To the atheistic or secular

power-State Baader opposes the ideal of the Christian State. The

concentration of power which is characteristic of the secular or the
atheistic national State and which leads to injustice at home and
to war abroad can be overcome only if religion and morality
penetrate the whole of human society.

One can hardly call Karl Christian Friedrich Krause (1781-1832)
a disciple of Schelling. For he professed to be the true spiritual
successor of Kant, and his relations with Schelling, when at
Munich, were far from friendly. However, he was wont to say that
the approach to his own philosophy must be by way of Schelling,
and some of his ideas were akin to those of Schelling. The body,
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he maintained, belongs to the realm of Nature, while the spirit or
ego belongs to the spiritual sphere, the realm of ‘reason’. This idea
echoes indeed Kant’s distinction between the phenomenal and
noumenal spheres. But Krause argued that as Spirit and Nature,
though distinct and in one sense opposed, react on one another, we
must look for the ground of both in a perfect essence, God or the
Absolute. Krause also expounded a ‘synthetic’ order, proceeding
from God or the Absolute to the derived essences, Spirit and
Nature, and to finite things. He insisted on the unity of all
humanity as the goal of history, and after abandoning his hope of
this end being attained through Freemasonry, issued a.manifesto
proclaiming a League of Humanity (Menschheitsbund). In Germany
his philosophy was overshadowed by the systems of the three great
idealists, but it exercised, perhaps somewhat surprisingly, a wide
influence in Spain where ‘Krausism’ became a fashionable system
of thought.

In Russia Schelling appealed to the pan-Slavist group, whereas
the westernizers were influenced more by Hegel. For instance, in
the early part of the nineteenth century Schelling’s philosophy of
Nature was expounded at Moscow by M. G. Pavlov (1773-1840),
while the later religious thought of Schelling exercised some
influence on the famou