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One of the founders of modern philosophical thought, Georg Wilhelm
I'riedrich Tegel (1770 -1831) has gained the reputation ot being one ol the
most abstruse and impenctrable of thinkers, “This first major biography ol
Hegel i English ofters not only a complete, up-to-date account ol the fife,
but also a perspicuous overview ot the key philosophical concepts in [egel's
work in a stvle thar will be aceessible to professionals and nonprofessionals
alike.

Terry Pinkard situates Hegel firmly in the content of his times. The
story ot that life is onc of an ambitous, powerful thinker living in a period
of great tumult dominated by the figure of Napoleon. Tegel's friendships
and encounters with some of the great minds of this period feature promi-
nently in the narratve: Holderhing Gocethe, Humbaoldt, 1Fichte, Schelling,
Novalis, the Schlegels, Mendelssohn, and others. The treatment ol the
philosophy avoids Hegel's own famously technical jargon in order to dis-
play the full sweep and power of Hegel's thought.

I'he Hegel who emerges from this account is a complen, fascinating
figurc of Furopean modernity who offers a stll-compelling examination of
that new world born out of the political, industrial, social, and scientitic

revolutions of his period.

Terry Pinkard is professor of philosophy at Georgetown University and
the author or cditor of Ave previous books, including most recently Hegel's

Phenomenolugy (Cambridge, 1996).
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You can define a net in one of two ways, depending on your point of view.
Normally, you would say that it is a meshed instrument designed to catch fish.
But you could, with no great injury to logic, reverse the image and define a net
as a jocular lexicographer once did: he called it a collection of holes tied together
with string.

You can do the same with a biography. The trawling net fills, then the
biographer hauls it in, sorts, throws back, stores, fillets and sells. Yet consider
what he doesn’t catch: there is always far more of that. The biography stands,
fat and worthy-burgherish on the shelf, boastful and sedate: a shilling life will
give you all the facts, a ten-pound one all the hypotheses as well. But think of
everything that got away, that fled with the last deathbed exhalation of the
biographee. What chance would the craftiest biographer stand against the sub-
ject who saw him coming and decided to amuse himself?

Julian Barnes, Flaubert’s Parrot

The events and actions of this history [of philosophy] therefore have the
characteristic that in their content and worth it is not so much personality and
individual character which enters, whereas in political history the subject of
deeds and events is the individual in his particular natural make-up, genius,
passions, energy, or weakness of character—in a word, what makes him zAis
individual. Here [in the history of philosophy] on the other hand the produc-
tions are all the more excellent the less is their merit attributed to a particular
individual, the more, on the other hand, do they belong to freedom of thinking,
to the general character of man as man, the more is thinking itself, devoid of
personality, the productive subject.

Hegel, Introduction to the Lectures on the History of Philosophy
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Preface

HEGEL 1S ONE of those thinkers just about all educated people think
they know something about. His philosophy was the forerunner to Karl
Marx’s theory of history, but unlike Marx, who was a materialist, Hegel
was an idealist in the sense that he thought that reality was ultimately
spiritual, and that it developed according to the process of thesis/
antithesis/synthesis. Hegel also glorified the Prussian state, claiming
that it was God’s work, was perfect, and was the culmination of all
human history. All citizens of Prussia owed unconditional allegiance to
that state, and it could do with them as it pleased. Hegel played a large
role in the growth of German nationalism, authoritarianism, and mili-
tarism with his quasi-mystical celebrations of what he pretentiously
called the Absolute.

Just about everything in the first paragraph is false except for the first
sentence.

What is even more striking is that it is all clearly and demonstrably
wrong, has been known to be wrong in scholarly circles for a long time
now, and it still appears in almost all short histories of thought or brief
encyclopedia entries about Hegel.

But if that isn’t Hegel, who then was Hegel? And how did he come to
be so badly misunderstood?

Hegel was born on the cusp of our modern era, and his life spanned the
two great revolutions of the modern age. Born in 1770, Hegel grew up
at a time when kings were secure on their thrones, and to the casual
observer, society was in the shape it had assumed many years before. In
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his teenage years, the French and the American revolutions exploded
that world forever, and by the time he died in 1831 the industrial
revolution was gearing up; train travel and photography were on the
scene, steam engines were driving industry, and the world was witness-
ing the stirrings of the move toward economic globalization that we now
find such a normal part of our world.

Although we in our own day like to think of massive technological
change as rapidly altering our lives, probably no generation lived
through such a wrenching transformation of ways of life as did Hegel’s.
The impact that industrialization and the upheavals of the political
revolutions of the time had on people’s lives was exceptional; the world
was suddenly drawing closer, the prospect of revolution hung perma-
nently in the charged atmosphere of the times, wars of revolution spread
both hope and destruction across the continent, and by the 1830s former
backwaters were suddenly being linked by steamships and locomotives
to each other and to the great metropolises of the world. Whole new
professions were suddenly springing up to service the rapidly emerging
economies of the modern world. Young men and women of the time,
not without justification, felt quite strongly that they were leading
unprecedented lives, that the past and even the world of their parents
were no longer-adequate guides to life in the new world emerging before
them. Some reacted against that giddy feeling of being cut free and
longed for a restoration of the world that had been; others entertained
revolutionary hopes of a transformed humanity in the future.

Hegel himself was not indifferent to those revolutionary events and
to those deeply felt experiences of his own generation. He was drawn to
them, he embraced them, and he made it his life’s vocation to try to
comprehend those circumstances and that experience, to make sense of
the vast changes he and others personally encountered as young Ger-
mans and Europeans growing up at the end of the eighteenth century
and living through the disruptions of that period and the dawn of the
nineteenth century. Much of his philosophy was an attempt to come to
terms with what those events might and must mean to us, ‘“we mod-
erns,” who are still trying to grapple with the meaning for our own
lives of market societies and the celebration of freedom. Hegel has been
called, not without reason, the first great philosopher to make modernity
itself the object of his thought.

Despite his influence on so much subsequent thought, Hegel remains
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a figure of great mystery within a great deal of contemporary philoso-
phy, and the mystery deepens and varies depending on whether one
looks at the reception of his thought in the context of Anglophone
philosophy or of continental European philosophy. In continental Eu-
ropean thought, almost everybody has reacted to him, and he remains a
force in that tradition of philosophy, a thinker whose influence can be
picked up almost everywhere. Behind so many worries about, for ex-
ample, the status of modern culture, the relation of science to the
humanities, the role of the state, how we are to understand history
itself, what are the possibilities for modern art — there stands Hegel,
looming as one of the central figures in the debate.

Curiously enough, though, his thought has also repeatedly been de-
clared to be definitively, once and for all, dead and gone, something
that has long since been overcome — yet, equally curiously, the alleged
corpse keeps reviving and reappearing. A contemporary French philos-
opher once remarked that the great anxiety for all modern philosophers
is that no matter how many new paths they take, they will find all of
them to be dead ends, with Hegel waiting at the end of each of them,
smiling.

For many, of course, Hegel’s own reputation has been inextricably
entwined with the reputation of the most famous person to claim to
adapt his thought to new circumstances, Karl Marx. Marx and his
followers claimed to have transformed Hegel’s supposedly “idealist”
dialectic into a “‘materialist” theory of history, society, and revolution.
Not unsurprisingly, the reaction to Hegel after Marx became intermin-
gled with the reaction to Marxism itself, and depending on what one
thought about that, one took a different stance toward Hegel. For much
of the twentieth century, “Hegel” seemed only to be the nonindepen-
dent part of a phrase, “from Hegel to Marx.”

Likewise, because of a bowdlerized presentation of his philosophy by
the deservedly obscure Heinrich Moritz Chalybius, which was im-
mensely popular in Germany in the middle of the nineteenth century
(and read by Marx), Hegel’s thought quickly became synonymous with
the rather arid formula of thesis/antithesis/synthesis, a formula that
Hegel himself never used and which in any event misrepresents the
structure of his thought. But the characterization stuck, and to many,
Hegel remained simply the idealist progenitor of the materialist Marx,
which (depending on one’s attitude toward Marxism) made him a hero
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or a villain, but in both cases, somebody whose own thought was not
important and whose only real importance lay in the people he influ-
enced.

Hegel’s reception in Anglo-American philosophy has always been
much different from his reception on the European continent. Although
Hegel has always had his devoted readers in Anglophone intellectual
circles, he has also been firmly, sometimes even vociferously, rejected
by a large and important segment of Anglophone philosophy as having
nothing of any importance to say.

In many places in Anglophone philosophy, it is probably safe to say
that he has not been so much rejected as simply ignored. It is not out
of the ordinary to find major departments of philosophy where he is not
taught at all, especially at the graduate level. It is hardly a secret that
there are large numbers of Anglo-American. philosophers who refuse to
read Hegel, who seem to have completely absorbed Bertrand Russell’s
criticisms of Hegel without ever having paused at Hegel himself. Among
them, the suspicion remains, first fostered by Russell and the other
great analytic critics of German Idealism at the beginning of the cen-
tury, that the clarity and argumentative rigor that count as oné of the
great achievements of modern analytic philosophy can only be attained
and sustained by a thorough refusal and avoidance of the dark prose
and dense continental thought of Hegel. For these people in contem-
porary philosophy, Hegel stands not as one of the great thinkers of the
modern era, someone with whom one simply must come to terms, but
as somebody to be avoided virtually at all cost, who has nothing of
importance to say, and whose thought is at best only a wicked tempta-
tion from which pliable young minds especially must be protected.

Almost as if he were an unwanted guest, though, Hegel has refused
to go away even in analytic philosophy itself; instead, he keeps popping
up on many of the byways of contemporary intellectual life. Why,
though, was he shunted off to the side? What happened to Hegel to
make him such a pariah?

Part of the explanation is straightforwardly historical. Hegel was
blamed in Anglophone countries for the German authoritarianism that
led to the First World War and for the kind of nationalist worship of
the state embodied by the Nazis that led to the Second World War.
Not only was he suspected of teutonic obfuscationism and of being an
imposter within the halls of the academy, his name became associated
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with the moral disasters of the twentieth century. When after the Sec-
ond World War Karl Popper published his immensely influential book
The Open Society and Its Enemies, laying blame for much of the German
catastrophe on the baleful influence of Hegel’s thought, the final nail in
the coffin for Hegelianism seemed to have been put in place. That
Popper’s treatment of Hegel was a scandal in itself did nothing to
assuage the fears of many that the study of Hegel’s works as if they
might have something to say was itself a dangerous enterprise.

Hegel survived the attacks and still remains around, although not
entirely so. It is still not unusual at any number of major universities to
find famous professors in one department celebrating Hegel as one of
the intellectual giants of the modern world while equally famous profes-
sors in another department at the same university deride him as hum-
bug, poppycock, maybe even a fraud. Hegel, the mystery figure, still
remains as controversial as if he had been lecturing on the campuses
only yesterday.

Why, though, if he is long since dead and gone, if his thought has
clearly long since been superseded and shown to be false and maybe
even dangerous — why has he remained around? The passions he pro-
vokes within the academy seem oddly out of place for a figure in the
history of philosophy whose influence has supposedly already come and
gone.

Who then was Hegel?
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Notes on the Text

IN ORDER TO accommodate the variety of readers who might want to
read something about Hegel, I have broken the book up into sections
that might appeal to those different readers, where feasible. Some will
be more interested in the story of Hegel’s life, some will be more
interested in the particular works under discussion, and some will be
more interested in different parts at different times. I have tried
therefore as far as possible to make room for these selective readers.
Sometimes, especially when I was dealing with the earlier periods in
Hegel’s life, the goal of keeping the purely biographical material sepa-
rate from discussion of the works was impossible; but I have tried to
demarcate those sections in the relevant chapters. Some chapters (such
as that on Hegel’s Science of Logic, I would think) will be of primary
interest mostly to Hegel scholars. But for those, for example, who want
to know what Hegel’s life was like in Nuremberg but do not particularly
want to read about the Science of Logic (and vice versa), I have separated
those chapters of f from the more biographical story of his life. Likewise,
I have treated Hegel’s intellectual development in the extant texts from
his Jena period in a completely separate chapter (Chapter 4) from the
one devoted to his life during that period. Chapters 4, 5, 8, 11, and 14
are thus purely “philosophical” chapters.

B

Besides the quantity and well-known obscurity of Hegel’s own works,
despite the controversy that surrounds them, there is also the fact that
his life intersected with his thought in a variety of deep ways, such that
one sometimes cannot firmly pry apart the biographical from the philo-
sophical in his development. But despite that being the case, Hegel
himself firmly resisted the idea that the philosophical author’s life sheds

xvi
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any light on his works. He was never particularly forthcoming about his
own life, and it sometimes seems as if he wanted simply to vanish into
his works altogether. Although a voluminous amount of material has
been found and published by the diligent and careful scholars associated
with the Hegel Archives in Germany, there thus still remains much
about Hegel that is not and perhaps never can be known.

A fully comprehensive study of Hegel’s life and work would therefore
necessarily be a multivolume affair, and this was to be a one-volume
work intended for a wider audience than that of Hegel scholars and
professors of philosophy. To create such a work, I have had to make
some compromises along the way. For example, I have had to cut short
what for specialists would have been many interesting discussions, and
I have sometimes been forced to take a stand on some issue or another
without being able to go into all the details explaining why I took that
stand or why I disagree with some other readings. To give only one
example: There is by now an immense amount of literature on the
authorship of one extremely short Hegelian text (a couple of pages in
its transcription) that has gone by the name “The Oldest System Pro-
gram in German Idealism.” Although the manuscript is in Hegel’s own
handwriting, Hegel’s authorship of the text is hotly disputed. I devote
only a few sentences to who the author may be, even though an entire
book could be devoted exclusively to that issue.

Nonetheless, I have tried to make my case for telling this particular
story about Hegel’s life, how his works are to be interpreted, and how
his life and his works intersect within the body of the book, taking into
account the exigencies of keeping it shorter than it obviously could have
been. Such a goal demands that one take a variety of shortcuts. I have
not given, for example, much emphasis to Hegel’s relationship to his
onetime friend Issak von Sinclair, although there are those who think
that his influence on Hegel’s life and thought is much more profound
than I do; I disagree, but making the full case for my disagreement
would have taken more pages than would be feasible here. In all in-
stances, though, I have tried to indicate at least what I take the points
to be, even if sometimes those assertions might strike those Hegel
scholars whose concern is with a very particular and limited period in
his development as a bit dogmatic. I have also not given much consid-
eration at all to the differences between the various editions of Hegel’s
Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1817, 1827, 1830), although
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that is surely an interesting and important story in itself. Unfortunately,
taking into account all the small nuances of Hegel’s relationships and
concerns would produce something like a virtually unreadable eight-
volume biography, and that was not my aim. I have also tried to situate
Hegel’s life within the revolutionary events that transpired around him,
since one simply cannot understand Hegel’s own experience without
also having some grasp of the circumstances surrounding his life and
the connections among them.

b,

Translation of Hegel’s key terms has not always been easy, and there
does not exist even an unvarying set of agreements among translators
about how to render certain key terms. I have therefore taken the liberty
of altering almost all of the English translations where I cite them in
order to preserve a certain uniformity of language and style throughout
the text.

This of course required me to make some decisions about how to
render key terms. Sometimes in a translation I give the German word
in parentheses, but I have tried to avoid this practice as much as
possible. With some words such as Willkiir, which I render as “freedom
of choice” and sometimes as ‘“‘choice,” I often enclose the German word
in parentheses, since that particular rendering is not without contro-
versy among philosophical scholars, and it is good for those who care
about those controversies to be able to see where those terms occur. In
most cases where I thought that an issue of translation might be at
hand, I have put the German terms in the footnote. Unlike some other
translators of Hegel, I have always rendered Begriff as “concept.”

Many of Hegel’s earlier translators — dubiously, to my mind — de-
cided that Hegel’s technical terminology was so special that it deserved
capitalization, but I have resorted to capitalizing only one word in
Hegel’s lexicon: “Idea” for “Idee.” That term has a technical meaning
that departs sharply from the English word ‘“idea,” so that calling
attention to it via capitals and quotation marks seemed the prudent
choice.

As any reader moderately familiar with Hegel knows, there simply is
no good term by which to directly translate his use of Aufhebung and its
cognates. On the whole, I have used the term of art earlier translators
coined expressly for the purpose of translating the term, namely, ‘“sub-
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lation.” “‘Sublation” means raising, canceling, and preserving simply
because that is what the coiners stipulated; Hegel used the ordinary
German term because it actually does carry those different meanings in
different contexts.

For those readers who might skip a couple of chapters and find
themselves encountering what seem to be unexplained technicalities or
German words, a quick look at the index should point one to the pages
on which an explanation of the term is given. There are several places
where I use the German terms “Bildung” and ‘‘Wissenschaft” in their
original forms, having explained them earlier. The index is also a guide
to getting at the meanings of those terms.

o

Those who find footnotes distasteful can, on the whole, safely ignore
the tiny superscripted numbers in the text. The notes to the text are
mostly there to give sources for quotations and references and for the
most part will only be of interest to other Hegel scholars (particularly
for all chapters after the first two). I should also point out that in those
notes, I have self-consciously violated one or two common conventions
of footnoting where following them would, I thought, make life more
difficult for the reader; thus, I have avoided entirely the use of “op.
cit.,” since, when one is trying to track down the source of a note,
finding an ““op. cit.” is usually more irritating than enlightening; instead
I give a shortened citation for the source in question. Full citations can
always be found in the list of Works Cited.

I have also had to resist the always-present temptation to enter into
various lengthy debates with other scholars in the footnotes; the grounds
for doing so were simply to restrict the size of the present volume. This
will be regretted, I am sure, by those who will think that I really should
have bothered to argue against so-and-so’s alternative interpretation on
such-and-such point or who think that so-and-so’s views on some con-
troversial point really should have been aired. On the whole, I have to
admit that I agree with them. I too regret it, but in a book such as this,
there would simply be too many such points to argue, and the notes
would have ended up being as long as the text itself. This is a decision
that obviously involves a lot of trade-offs, not all of them entirely happy;
but at least it keeps an already weighty volume down in size.

I can only hope that all those who think that this or that point should
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have been stated differently will take that as an invitation to state that
disagreement itself. Disagreement is the nature of contemporary philos-
ophy in a fragmented world, and if the book serves as a catalyst to such
disagreements and objections, so much the better. Hegel, who loved the
power of oppositions, might himself have been ironically amused, and,
who knows, maybe even deeply pleased by that prospect.



Hegel’s Formation in Old
Wiirttemberg

“Wilhelm”

N 1770, A LONG-STANDING CRISIS in the small south German

duchy of Wiirttemberg seemed to have found its resolution. The
prince of Wiirttemberg, Duke Karl Eugen, and the representative as-
sembly of the estates, the Landtag, reached a constitutional settlement
on the rights of Wiirttemberg subjects and the appropriate powers of
various bodies in the Wiirttemberg government. The results of this
settlement were to lead a British politician some years later to proclaim
that there were only two constitutions worth noting, the British and the
Wiirttemberg.! The constitutional settlement itself and the circum-
stances surrounding it were both odd and yet also strangely typical for
the time. The mere statement of the issues is enough to give a sense of
the complexities of the old regime in Wiirttemberg: The Protestant
estates of Wiirttemberg, a more or less untypical feudal institution that
had survived into the modern world, had brought a suit before an
imperial court of the increasingly irrelevant Holy Roman Empire, of
which Wiirttemberg was a member, to force their Catholic prince, Duke
Karl Eugen, to legally acknowledge what they took to be their traditional
rights; and Duke Karl Eugen, himself always inclined to absolutism and
Catholic pageantry, and who had always rigidly resisted any such pres-
sures from the Protestant estates, had come under immense pressure
from the emperor of the Holy Roman Empire — the archduke of Austria,
himself an absolutizing Catholic monarch — to settle in favor of the
Protestants. To add to the complications, much of the pressure on the
Catholic emperor of the Holy Roman Empire had come from Karl
Eugen’s wife’s uncle, Frederick the Great, the Protestant monarch of
Prussia, against whom Karl Eugen had allied Wiirttemberg in a recent
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war, and who was the enemy of the Catholic Austrian archduke. The
settlement nonetheless reaffirmed the traditional rights and privileges of
the Wiirttemberg estates, and the Protestant victors took this as the
triumph of a righteous Protestant people defending their traditional
rights against the absolutizing despotism of a Catholic duke.

In the same year that the duke and the estates reached their consti-
tutional settlement, a minor Protestant functionary at the court of Duke
Karl Eugen, Georg Ludwig Hegel, and his wife, Maria Magdalena
Louisa Hegel, announced on August 27 the birth of their first child,
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel.

G. W. F. Hegel (addressed as “Wilhelm” by his parents, very close
friends, and family) was thus born into and grew up in a world com-
prised of an odd and not terribly coherent mixture of the old and the
new. In fact, Hegel did not grow up in anything that could really be
called “Germany” at all; he was born ‘instead into the duchy of Wiirt-
temberg, which itself was part of the Holy Roman Empire — the butt of
the joke that it was neither Holy nor Roman nor an Empire. That world
was in fact to vanish early in Hegel’s life: By 1806, the Holy Roman
Empire in which Hegel had spent his youth suddenly ceased to exist;
the small provincial duchy of Wiirttemberg had become the much-
expanded kingdom of Wiirttemberg by virtue of a later duke’s having
allied himself with Napoleon Bonaparte; and the epochal ‘“‘constitutional
settlement” of 1770, the year of Hegel’s birth, had been ignored, dis-
mantled, and, given its rapid slide into irrelevance, completely forgot-
ten. The vivid contrasts between Hegel’s cultural background, complex-
ities and oddities of old Wiirttemberg, and his youthful introduction to
the world of the Enlightenment both at home and through his education
were to color his understanding of both himself and the world around
him for the rest of his life. These odd pieces of an incoherent patchwork
of practices and traditions set the stage for much of Hegel’s later
thought, as the mature Hegel of the nineteenth century tried to come
to terms with his eighteenth-century youth.

Hegel’s Family and His Early Education

Hegel came from a moderately well-to-do family of solid Wiirttember-
gers.? His father, Georg Ludwig Hegel, had studied law at Tiibingen
University and was at the time of Hegel’s birth a secretary to the
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revenue office at the court. Hegel’s father’s family had several genera-
- tions before been émigrés to Wiirttemberg from Austria in the sixteenth
century; when Austrian Protestants were required to convert to Cathol-
icism in the 1500s, the ancestor of the Hegel family of Wiirttemberg,
Johannes Hegel, a pewterer, had moved from Catholic Austria to Prot-
estant Wiirttemberg rather than give up his Lutheran faith (or at least
that was the story the Hegel family told themselves).® Generations of
Hegels had been pastors in Wiirttemberg, a position of no little esteem
and importance in the duchy. (The poet Friedrich Schiller was, for
example, baptized by a pastor named Hegel in Marbach.) Hegel’s grand-
father (Georg Ludwig Christoph) had been the Oberamtmann (ducal
commissioner, a kind of high bailiff) for the town of Altensteig, and his
great-grandfather (also Georg Ludwig Christoph) had been the Stad:-
vogt (also a type of ducal commissioner) for the town of Rosenfeld.
Hegel’s mother, Maria Magdalena Louisa Hegel (whose maiden name
was Fromm), had a father who had been a lawyer at the High Court of
Justice at the Wiirttemberg court; her family had been in Stuttgart itself
for more than a century, and she traced her lineage on her mother’s
side back to Johannes Brenz, a noted Wiirttemberg Protestant reformer
of the sixteenth century.

Hegel was one of six children born to his parents; only he and two of
his siblings survived into adulthood: a sister, Christiane Luise, and a
brother, Georg Ludwig. This is not surprising, since high rates of child
mortality were a fact of life in those days; smallpox alone killed one out
of every thirteen children in Wiirttemberg in the 1770s, and Hegel
himself had to survive several serious life-threatening illnesses as a
youth. Indeed, his health was for the rest of his life to be plagued off
and on by various illnesses. When Hegel was eleven, his mother died
(September 20, 1781) of a “bilious fever” that was raging in Stuttgart,
which also came close to claiming Hegel and his father. That Hegel
survived and his mother did not no doubt affected him more than we
can ever discover; Hegel developed a kind of speech impediment, and
the underlying reason may well have had to do with his mother’s death,
his own survival, and some antagonism between himself and his father,
although these are virtually impossible to ferret out. (Hegel almost never
speaks of his father in his letters; there was apparently some tension
between them; for example, when he was at university, he and his father
apparently engaged in some rather impassioned disputes about the vir-
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tues of the French Revolution.) Hegel’s brother, Georg Ludwig, had a
brief but apparently glorious career as a military officer, rising to the
rank of captain; he was ennobled and thereby became Georg Ludwig
von Hegel; he marched off with Napoleon on the Russian campaign in
1812, never to return. His sister, Christiane, was to outlive him only by
a few months; a very cultured, independent woman, she never married,
electing to stay home and care for her father.

Education and “culture” were clearly stressed in the Hegel house-
hold. Hegel’s parents put him in what was called the German School at
the age of three, and at five he was put in what was called the Latin
School. His mother taught him Latin at home so that when he went to
the Latin School, he already knew the first declension of Latin and the
nouns that went with it. Indeed, Hegel’s life-long infatuation with
learning and his unconditional respect for it almost certainly began with
those early experiences of learning Latin from his mother and his
attachment to her. That Hegel’s mother was capable of doing this
already says something about the remarkable state of learning in the
Hegel household, since it was, to put it mildly, uncommon for women
in this period to receive the kind of education that would have enabled -
them to teach their four- and five-year-old sons Latin at home (a fact
noted explicitly by Christiane Hegel in her recollections of their youth).*
Hegel’s father in fact paid for his son’s private lessons in geometry by a
noted local mathematician, K. A. F. Duttenhofer, when Hegel was only
ten years old; as Hegel grew older, his father continued to pay for
private lessons in other subjects. (For example, Hegel most likely
learned French in this way).’

Although Hegel almost never spoke of his father in any letters, there
is a striking difference with regard to his mother. In 1825, at the age of
fifty-five, he sent off a short note to his sister, Christiane, that said only,
“Today is the anniversary of our mother’s death, which I will hold
forever in my memory.”® It seems clear whose memory dominated his
adult life. He and sister were united by an identification with their
mother; their brother, Georg Ludwig, seems to have taken after their
father, which seems to have been part of the painful estrangement that
Hegel had with his father. Both Hegel and his sister took after their
mother in their bookishness, and their mother’s death left them without
their “protector” in the family, elevating Georg Ludwig most likely
into the position of favorite. Hegel dealt with this by rebelling, devel-
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oping a stutter, and pursuing a career of which his father did not exactly
approve; Christiane dealt with it by remaining at home to care for her
father until his death and turning down a number of different suitors
for marriage during that period.

Hegel’s family life after the death of his mother was probably quite
strained, and all the evidence points to a sharp sense of alienation on
his own part toward his family. In keeping with his mother’s ideals for
him, Hegel was from the standpoint of his teachers (if not of his father)
a model student who read voraciously, was always the first in his class
from the age of ten until he left for university at eighteen, and, like
many young men of his day and age, kept a diary during his teenage
years. In his diary, he recorded long excerpts from his many readings,
a practice also not uncommon in an age where owning books was still a
luxury. One indication of the sense of alienation he felt was that as a
teenager, he tended to spend Wednesdays and Saturdays entirely at the
ducal library, which was open to the public and which was also quite
close to his home. Since his home was not without its cultural resources
— the family subscribed to the Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek, an influ-
ential journal of ideas (in which, incidentally, some of the early debates
about Kant’s philosophy appeared) — the decision to spend so much
time away from home all the more sharply reflected his sense of not
being “at home” in his home in Stuttgart. Hegel did, however, enjoy
the company of his teachers, and, as the model student he was, would
go for walks with them, during which the conversations would turn to
academic subjects in which the young man showed such a keen interest.
One of his teachers, a Mr. Loffler, gave him at the age of eight a present
of Shakespeare’s works translated by Eschenburg, with the advice that
although he would not understand them at that point, he would soon
learn to understand them. (Hegel recorded years later in his teenage
diary a laudatory remembrance of Loffler when he died.)

Hegel’s family was certainly well connected but was not included
among what in Wiirttemberg were known as the Ehrbarkeit, the “non-
noble notables,” who staffed the Wiirttemberg assembly of estates (its
parliament) and who had a near-monopoly on the better, more presti-
gious positions in Wiirttemberg. The Ehrbarkeit had achieved their
status largely because of the sheer oddness and complexity of Wiirttem-
berg’s history; the Wiirttemberg nobility took no part in the governance
of the duchy, instead understanding their noble status as having to do
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entirely with a direct, “immediate” relation to the Holy Roman Em-
peror, and thereby de facto leaving everything to the Ehrbarkeit, which
more or less consisted of some important clergy, certain urban elites,
and important rural magistrates. The Ehrbarkeit continually contested
with the duke for power. To add to the complexity of Wiirttemberg’s
(and Stuttgart’s) social milieu, the duke’s own privy council (Gekeime
Rat) had over the years gradually ceased to be simply an extension of
the duke’s authority and had come instead to regard itself as a semi-
independent body, which itself then contested with not only the duke
but also with the estates (and thereby with various parts of the Ehrbar-
keit) for power and influence.” The privy council itself had come to be
composed of what had more or less gradually evolved into a professional
class of bureaucrats, almost always trained in law at the university in
Tubingen (located in Wiirttemberg just a few miles south of Stuttgart).

In addition to Wiirttemberg’s idiosyncratic political arrangements,
the form of social life that prevailed within the Wiirttemberg of Hegel’s
youth can be described (following Mack Walker) as that of the German
“hometowns,” a form of life that took root in other German Linder
within the Holy Roman Empire, but not so much in places like Prussia.8
The structure of the hometowns could in a broad sense be called
‘“communitarian.” There was clearly a sense of who belonged (and
equally as clearly and forcefully, who did #o¢) in the hometowns, and
each hometown had a clear social sense of what groups had what rights
and privileges without there being any need for a written statement of
them. The guild system in Wiirttemberg played a central role in the
structure of its hometowns in the sense that the guild functioned as a
kind of “second family” (a description that Hegel was later to use in his
mature political philosophy in his attempt to revivify the old corporate
structures within the modern Prussian state): It served to protect its
members’ particular privileges and rights, to buffer individuals against
life’s contingencies; it convened elaborate ceremonies at various stages
of a member’s life, it provided the circle in which one socialized, it
offered assistance when bad luck befell one or one’s family, it oversaw
moral and professional standards — in short, it regulated a person’s life
from apprenticeship to death.® In the year that Hegel was born, the
hometown structure of Wiirttemberg seemed finally to have triumphed
against the contrivances of its absolutizing Catholic duke; however, only
a few years later, the structure of hometown life all over Germany was



Hegel’s Formation in Old Wiirttemberg 7

to be threatened by the modernizing influences emanating from the
French Revolution.

We cannot know with certainty what Hegel’s mother and father
actually thought about the political events in Wiirttemberg and the
developments in Wiirttemberg culture at the time of Hegel’s birth, but
the evidence strongly suggests that they were a family who were at once
quite comfortable with the old Wiirttemberg traditions and at the same
time clearly oriented toward the ideas of the German Enlightenment
and its modernizing tendencies. They most likely saw no contradiction
between the Enlightenment’s goals and the traditions and patterns of
existing Wiirttemberg life. Although not members themselves of the
Ehrbarkeit, Hegel’s family clearly moved in the social circles close to
them; and they also moved in the circles of the people who staffed the
privy council. Hegel’s parents were thus the kind of people who were
tied into the traditional order of Wiirttemberg and, no doubt, as Prot-
estants also disdainful of the impertinence of their Catholic ruler and
proud of Wiirttemberg’s constitutional tradition, but who were attempt-
ing, however unconsciously, to go beyond the confining borders of their
limited Wiirttemberg world. As already mentioned, they subscribed to
the Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek, one of the major publications of the
German Enlightenment, and Hegel’s mother was uncharacteristically
well educated for a woman of her day. Shortly after Hegel was born,
the family moved to a very fashionable address in Stuttgart, which
indicates that they both were and thought of themselves as a family on
the way up. If anything, it seems to be the case that Hegel grew up in
a family that communicated to him a strong sense of being “somebody”
while at the same time also being an outsider to the official circle of the
Ehrbarkeit; moreover, on his mother’s side, Hegel was descended from
a long line of prominent Protestant reformers. The up-and-coming
Hegel family staked their claim to social status on the basis of a certain
attitude toward learning and achievement rather than on family connec-
tions.

This strong sense of his own proper standing in the world, along
with his touchiness about possible affronts to it, characterized Hegel for
his whole life. Firmly etched on the young Hegel’s view of the world
was that his family, which was just as middle-class and probably more
educated than most of the members of the Ehrbarkeit, were nonetheless
effectively excluded from the very best positions in the Wiirttemberg
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government simply and solely because they were not part of the “non-
noble notables.” Hegel’s sense of social inclusion and exclusion was thus
not that of the middle-class Biirger’s exclusion from the world of the
aristocracy; it was the sense ingrained at an early age of the simple
injustice of exclusion from status by virtue of something completely
contingent, of being the same and yet excluded. It also gave him a
certain anger that often came to full expression in his more polemical
writings.

Most telling was his father’s decision to send Hegel in 1784 to the
Stuttgarter Gymnasium Illustre. The school was in some respects a
complete mess, as most schools in Wiirttemberg were at the time;
however, it was a place in which Enlightenment thought had taken
some foothold alongside the more traditional Protestant humanistic
learning of the Renaissance (although the school could hardly be said to
have been a bastion of Enlightenment thought). Since it seems that
quite early in his life he or his parents (very likely his mother) decided
that he was to study theology, the more natural choice would have been
to send Hegel to one of the “lower seminaries,” the “cloister schools,”
which were the traditional path in Wiirttemberg for students destined .
for theological study at the university at Tiibingen and a subsequent
career in the omnipresent Protestant church of Wiirttemberg. (Hegel’s
friend at Tiibingen, the poet Hoélderlin, for example, went to such a
“cloister school.””) The importance of theological studies is shown by
the fact that even in Hegel’s Gymnasium more than fifty percent of the
graduates went on to pursue some kind of career that involved theolog-
ical studies.!® Although Tiibingen University reserved the great majority
of its places in theological studies for the students graduating from the
lower seminaries, it also reserved a few places reserved for students of
the Gymnasium Illustre, and this seems to have been one of the likely
reasons for sending Hegel there. At the Gymnasium Illustre, Hegel could
get an Enlightenment education and still be prepared and qualified for
theological training at Tiibingen. ,

Of course, Hegel might have been sent instead to the Karlsschule in
Stuttgart — a military academy founded by Duke Karl Eugen to train
officials and military officers in the new sciences — which was regarded
not only as the better institution but also as the more “Enlightenment
oriented” of the two schools. Since Hegel’s father seems to have cared
deeply for his son’s education, there must have been a special reason to
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send him to the Gymnasium Illustre rather than to the Karlsschule. The
_decision could not have been based on any special dislike that Hegel’s
father had for the Karlsschule, since he later sent Hegel's younger
brother, Georg Ludwig, there. Indeed, it seems likely that it was Hegel’s
mother’s desire that he become a theologian and not his father’s; after
all, she taught him Latin at an early age, clearly preparing him for a
career in the church or as a learned man. Hegel’s father, on the other
hand, was a civil servant, a prudent, rational man trained in law, who
displayed (at least in the records) no particular ecclesiastical piety and
did not seem in any way inclined to send Hegel’s brother to seminary
training. His mother’s desire that the young Hegel become a theologian
and his father’s desire that he nonetheless attend some “modern” (that
is, Enlightenment, vocationally directed) institution must therefore have
been the motivating factors in the decision. According to Hegel’s own
memories, it was at least one year after his mother’s death that his father
decided that he was to study theology at the Protestant Seminary in
Tibingen.!! The decision in favor of the Gymnasium Illustre was very
likely a compromise between Hegel’s father and his dead mother’s
wishes, a wish to keep a foot in both camps.

Whatever the grounds for sending Hegel to the Gymnasium Illustre,
however, the decision turned out to have fortunate consequences for
him. The bookishly inclined young Hegel, attached to his mother and
missing her after her death, was thus not packed off to a “cloister
school” but instead continued living with his father and siblings in a
family environment that clearly indulged his bookish interests; and he
was able to spend four years at a school in which he came into contact
with teachers who were to recognize and encourage his love of learning
and in which he was given a humanistically oriented education that
steeped him in the classics, in ancient and modern languages, and in
modern science and mathematics.!?

The main importance of Hegel’s stay at the Stuttgart Gymnasium was
that its environs and its mixture of Enlightenment and Renaissance
humanistic approaches introduced the young Hegel to the world of
modern, up-to-the-minute ideas and promoted a sense of distance from
the traditional world of the Wiirttemberg ‘non-noble notables.” His
sister, Christiane, remembered her brother especially loving the study
of physics at the Gymnasium, and we know that he was also fascinated
with mathematics during this period.'* He himself remembered learning
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by the age of twelve the Wolffian doctrines of “clear ideas™ in school,
and by the age of fourteen having learned all the classical rules of the
syllogism taught to him in school.

Quite commonly, in his diary, he would also make long excerpts from
various books. In his diary he did not, however, tend to record his
feelings, nor did he record, with one exception, any adolescent musings
on girls, something one might expect from a teenage boy. Hegel’s diary
entries clearly show him to be a voracious reader of all kinds of material
even if, as one can expect from a diary kept by a fourteen- to sixteen-
year old boy, they do not contain much that is of overwhelming philo-
sophical interest. The entries nonetheless display a keen and observant
adolescent trying out different ideas, doing his best to appear earnest
even to himself, and recording various things he was reading and took
to be noteworthy.

Hegel’s diary entries might thus seem to make him out to be some
kind of reclusive bookworm, a kind of premature old fogy — his nick-
name, after all, among his friends while he was a student at Tiibingen
University was “the old man” — unless one keeps in mind that diary
entries, like all forms of autobiography, tend to be highly selective.
They present not so much the unvarnished truth about someone as they
do the diarist’s own attempt to appear to himself (or to his ‘“best
friend,” as the addressee of diary entries of the time were often called)
in a certain light. Hegel’s diaries thus give us a slightly one-sided picture
of Hegel’s personality as a youth, but nonetheless one that he was intent
on creating for himself in his own imagination. His sister, for example,
remembered him as having many friends (although she also remem-
bered him as lacking any “bodily agility”” and, while loving gymnastics,
being very “clumsy” at dancing, one of Hegel’s enduring deficiencies
that is also attested to by other young women who danced with him at
the time)."* Hegel, on the other hand, in his diary entries keeps trying
to portray himself as living up to his mother’s dreams for him as a
future man of learning and Wiirttemberg theologian. But even Hegel,
the youth who tried so hard to appear to himself as the ever-serious and
oh-so-earnest young man of learning, notes in his diary on the first of
January, 1787, that he went to a concert apparently given every year,
that he could not hear the music for all the toasts being given, but that
since he got to see some old friends, time passed quickly and pleasantly,
and “looking at pretty girls added no little amount to our entertain-
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ment.”' Hegel’s gregarious nature and sociability were features of his
personality for his entire life, and there is no reason to doubt that they
were present in him as a youth. Hegel’s youthful diary nonetheless
reveals his intellectual bent; even in his adolescence, he does not talk
much about himself or his feelings, a trait he was to keep his entire life.

He also records on that same day in 1787 that he could not tear
himself away from reading Sophies Reise von Memel nach Sachsen (So-
phie’s Journey from Memel to Saxony), a sentimental, picaresque novel
famous both for its lack of any real literary merit and for its extreme
popularity in its day. (When Hegel’s first biographer, Karl Rosenkranz,
publicized this fact in the 1840s, it prompted Arthur Schopenhauer,
who harbored a lifelong passionate dislike for Hegel, to write to a friend,
“My favorite book is Homer; Hegel’s is Sophies Reise.”’)'* What inter-
ested Hegel in the novel were no doubt what were for him the vivid
descriptions of the landscape, both natural and human, in Sophie’s
travels, and the descriptions and accounts of the various characters she
met along the way; to the young sixteen-year-old Hegel, who tried to
think of himself as quite the serious fellow, who came from an ambi-
tious, rising family and whose own ambitions were growing, but who
had spent all of his life in relatively provincial Stuttgart, these descrip-
tions of far-away parts of the empire must have seemed particularly
enticing and romantic, the kind of thing, no doubt, it would have
seemed that a serious young fellow like himself should explore. But this
was hardly appropriate reading for a pure “man of learning,” much less
for a premature old fogy. Hegel had plenty of adolescent enthusiasm for
matters that did not fit his own picture of what he liked to think he was
about.

More interesting than whatever Hegel’s boyish lapses in literary taste
might have been are the diary excerpts Hegel made from various books
that he read, for they reveal not only the books he was reading but also
the kinds of things he was thinking about at the time (or at least that he
liked to appear to himself to be thinking about). He excerpted exten-
sively from a book on world history, for example, and he shows himself
to be reading modern authors such as Klopstock. He also excerpted
passages from various figures of the German Enlightenment. In many
of those excerpts, he copied out various passages from those authors on
what “Enlightenment” consists in, and he himself recorded his own
reflections on the matter, namely, that he took Enlightenment to come
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from the study of the sciences and the arts and to have various levels of
learning within itself (a received view of the time).!” This self-conscious
fascination with the Enlightenment is consistent with entries that dis-
play no deep skepticism about religion (a trait not merely to be ascribed
to a Protestant Wiirttemberg teenager recording thoughts in a diary, but
a feature of the mainstream of the German Enlightenment that distin-
guished it, for example, from the French version). He displayed a
knowledge of Rousseauian themes (although it is very unclear whether
he actually read Rousseau at this stage in his life or whether he only
read Neuer Emil, the work of the German Rousseauian J. G. Feder).!
His entries also show that he read and liked Christian Garve, one of the
leading “‘popular philosophers” — the German equivalent of the Scottish
Enlightenment “educators” — and even the Scottish philosopher Adam
Ferguson (whom Garve translated). He seems to have been particularly
attracted by Garve’s distinction between personal knowledge and the
knowledge one gets from books, which itself would have fit well into
Hegel’s interest in Rousseauian ideas and with the kind of pietistically
influenced, emotionalist Protestantism prevalent in Stuttgart in those
days. His entries also show him to be in the process of acquiring a sense _
of the alleged superiority of Greek culture to modern life, an idea that
Johann Joachim Winckelmann had established in German culture and
which Garve had helped to refine for a larger public.

The young Hegel was also very aware of the Wiirttemberg hero J. J.
Moser; he made a note in Latin in his diary on the date of Moser’s
death about the status of the great man.!” (Moser only lived a few
houses down from the Hegels in Stuttgart.) More importantly, Hegel’s
own Wiirttemberg background, and the articulations of it by people like
Moser, endowed him in his youth with a keen appreciation for the
rhetoric of constitutionalism and rights and, more importantly, implic-
itly gave him a conception of the basis of such rights as lying somehow
in social practice; as a young and aware Wiirttembergian, he would have
naturally had the idea that these rights can be derived not from abstract
precepts but only from the way the traditions and practices of a form of
life are interpreted. The young Hegel cut his intellectual teeth hearing
stories about how Wiirttemberg had defended itself against tyranny, not
by appealing to the rights of man but appealing to what it had estab-
lished as valid within its own history, to its own socially bounded sense



Hegel’s Formation in Old Wiirttemberg 13

of the way things are to be done, which was itself deeply rooted in the
hearts and characters of Wiirttembergers themselves by virtue of their
religious, social, and political institutions.?

Interestingly enough, Hegel also seems to have been at least vaguely
aware of Kant’s philosophy in his Stuttgart days, although given Kant’s
difficulty and Hegel’s age at the time, he can be excused for not saying
much about it and can be completely exempted from questions about
whether he understood it. He excerpted essays from authors who wrote
about Kant; for example, one of his favorite authors, Garve, wrote the
first review of Kant’s Critigue of Pure Reason, only to have the editor of
the journal in which it appeared, J. G. Feder (the German Rousseauian
whom Hegel also excerpted), chop it up and insert certain accusations
into it — namely, that Kant’s idealism was only a replay of Berkeley’s
idealism — which were not in the original. (The intact original was
printed in 1783 in the Aligemeine deutsche Bibliothek, so Hegel may have
seen it.)*!

Perhaps most significant, though, was his friendship with Jacob
Friedrich von Abel, who was on the faculty of the Karisschule and who
was one of the older teachers who played an important role in Hegel’s
life. Hegel’s sister said in an account of Hegel’s life that von Abel
“fostered” Hegel (or made Hegel his “protégé,”” depending on how one
translates her letter).?? Abel, who had earlier taught and befriended
Schiller, later became a professor of philosophy at Tiibingen in 1790
(although this was after Hegel had formally finished his prescribed
course of “philosophical” studies there and had already begun his the-
ological training). Abel had joined the debate on Kant’s philosophy and
had in fact published in 1787 (while Hegel was still in the Gymnasium)
a book on Kant — Versuch iiber die Natur der speculativen Vernunft zur
Priifung des Kantischen Systems (roughly, An Assay into the Nature of
Speculative Reason for a Test of the Kantian System) — which concerned
itself with Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason and Prolegomena to Any Future
Metaphysics.*® In that work, Abel defended the findings of traditional
rationalist metaphysics against Kant’s critique, asserting against Kant
the idea that the world simply must have a creator and that this divine
creator establishes the relation of our experience to the world. Whereas
Kant had argued that the ways in which we must experience the world
and conceive of it could not be extended to apply to things-in-
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themselves beyond our experience, Abel rebutted that claim with the
simple assertion that Kant’s major points, as he put it, were “uncon-
vincing” and did not follow from Kant’s own premises.

Abel’s book was short in length and even shorter in argument, but it
was probably known to Hegel as one of the first things he learned about
Kantianism. It is likely that the teenage Hegel thereby inherited some
slightly anti-Kantian ideas from Professor Abel, particularly the ideas,
first, that Kant’s “pure reason” was simply too general and too formal
to do the work that Kant said it could do (something that his Wiirttem-
bergian background would have predisposed him to believe); and sec-
ond, that the traditional proofs of God’s existence and of the necessity
of a final cause of the world had been left untouched by Kant’s system,
which itself would have meshed nicely with everything else Hegel was
learning about Kant from his excerpts. In addition, it may have filled
the young Hegel’s mind with the idea that Kant, for all his brilliance,
had not offered a serious challenge to the traditional metaphysics of
religion, so that he could remain convinced that the truly serious issues
had to do only with what an enlightened heart could discover for itself
(all opinions he was later, of course, to revise entirely, although his,
suspicion of what he took to be Kant’s formalism was never to go
away).?

Whatever knowledge the young Hegel had about Kant, though, he
was clearly influenced by and quite taken with Gotthold Ephraim Les-
sing. Hegel even recorded in his diary that he had read Lessing’s play
Nathan the Wise (published in 1779). The play, although rather didactic,
made a big impression on Hegel (as it did on countless other young
men at the time). In the play, Nathan, a Jew, exemplifies what Lessing
took to be the ideals of Enlightenment religion: that all religions are
inherently one, that the true teaching of enlightened religion is that we
should acknowledge our fundamental common humanity, but that none-
theless the differences between people are neither to be eradicated nor
disavowed but instead tolerated. Nathan’s “message’ — that the same
basic moral and spiritual characteristics that make one man a Jew make
another man a Christian, and that therefore many different forms of
religion can peacefully and fruitfully coexist in an enlightened, cosmo-
politan polity — both expressed and affirmed that the young Hegel’s
religious convictions and his Wiirttemberg heritage were not at odds
with his Enlightenment and humanistic education, that he could be a



Hegel’s Formation in Old Wiirttemberg 15

good Wiirttemberger and a man of the Enlightenment (although his
_diary entries show him nonetheless manifesting a typical Wiirttemberg
Protestant disdain for Catholic practices). More generally, Nathan’s
“message” expressed for Hegel the idea that adherence to one’s
traditions and practices was both important and did not necessarily
exclude one from recognizing the common humanity of others. If one
followed Nathan’s example, one could be both religious and rational,
emotional and enlightened, proud of one’s own traditions without im-
pugning those of others — all the kinds of things that were quite radical
for their own day, however clichéd they may seem to us now. They
were the kinds of things to fill the mind of a young man like Hegel with
heady dreams of Enlightenment progress. In the very youthful essays
on religious and political topics that he was to write immediately after
leaving the university, he was to return time and again to the figure of
Nathan as a paradigm of enlightened, humane religiosity.

The figure of Lessing himself made, it would seem, an equally big
impression on Hegel. When Lessing began his career, there was little to
no German literature, no German theater, no German literary criticism
to speak of, and virtually no public for such things had they existed.
Lessing carved out for himself a German equivalent of the career of a
“man of letters” (an idea imported from France), and to do this he had
first to educate and virtually create his public. Lessing admirably suc-
ceeded in almost all of his tasks; his accomplishments and his character
(particularly, his uncompromising honesty about himself) made him the
uncontested hero of German literary culture. In this sense, he was the
absolute paradigm of an “educator of the people,” a Volkserzieher —
Lessing even titled one of his better-known books The Education of the
Human Race — and Hegel cluttered his diaries with observations on
what it would mean to be such an “educator of the people,”’ clearly
imagining such a role for himself. For Hegel, the example of Lessing
helped to flesh out in imagination the idea of being a “man of letters,”
one who would live off his writings (and perhaps also preach at a parish
to help pay the bills, since “men of letters” rarely earned a living simply
from their letters), who would educate a public towards its enlighten-
ment, and who would embody in his own life the unities of Enlighten-
ment rationality, Rousseauian emotionalism, religious piety, and open-
minded, wide-ranging thought.

In short, Hegel’s diary entries, his excerpts, and the essays of his
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school days in Stuttgart display a keen young mind that is throwing
around a lot of thoughts without coming down to anything like a settled
position on things. He reveals himself as “for” the Enlightenment in
the sense of an unbiased, critical approach to things; he is “for” religion,
especially a religion that actually claims the hearts of people and can
make equal claim to being “enlightened”; he is “against” dry abstract
reason and ‘“‘mere” book learning (although, ironically, he is clearly a
person steeped beyond his years in such “book learning”); he is “for”
progress; and, like any good young Rousseauian, he is “for” learning
from “experience,” from “life,” from “‘activity.” He seems to have fully
absorbed the emerging German ideal of Bildung — a multipurpose term
that included the ideals of education, art, culture, and the formation of
cultivated taste — which people such as the revered Moses Mendelssohn
had identified with Enlightenment itself. A person of Bildung was thus
“fit” to be the kind of person who was morally entitled to be an
“‘educator of the people,” since he himself could make good claims to
being supremely “cultivated and educated” himself. In Wiirttemberg,
the ideal of Bildung was also fused with a religious dimension — a person
of Bildung would also have a properly formed religious conscience, and.
Hegel was no exception. The young Hegel thus applied himself to his
studies to become such a man of Bildung, and he did so with a striking
confidence in his own intellectual powers, a trait that was to be with
him for his entire life; the teenage Hegel never seemed to be especially
worried that he might be in over his head, or that he might be misrep-
resenting to himself the content of what he had been reading. He was
instead fully confident that he could master any subject, and his expe-
rience at the Stuttgart Gymnasium (and, we assume, at home) had only
helped to support that self-conception and self-confidence.

Hegel was one of a few students selected to give graduation speeches
at the Gymnasium. Like the others who were selected, he was required
to speak on the topic of Turkey. Hegel chose to speak on “The abortive
state of art and scholarship in Turkey.” The conventions of the talk
were to give the schoolboy the opportunity to display his erudition,
praise his teachers, and, of course, to praise the wise administration of
Karl Eugen for providing them with a much superior educational envi-
ronment than was supposedly available in poor, benighted Turkey.
Hegel accomplished both tasks dutifully, even if somewhat long-
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windedly. With that, he brought his life as a Gymnasium student to a
_ close.

His head full of mixed ideas, Hegel set off — full of confidence in his
powers but also, no doubt, with a little anxiety about his future — to
study theology at the university at Tiibingen, a seat of learning where
almost all the notables of Wiirttemberg had studied since the fifteenth
century. In his own mind, he most likely foresaw himself following a
career path partly modeled on that of Lessing: He was to become a
minister or at least a theologian; he was to help to “educate” and
“enlighten” the public with his learning — in science, philosophy, the-
ology, languages, and literature — and he was to become a “man of
letters.” Since almost one quarter of the books being published at the
time in Germany were theology books, his career path as a theologian
seemed no doubt to him a wise, although — given the already small and
rapidly diminishing number of positions for ministers available at the
time — also a somewhat risky choice. But, after all, had not Lessing
started out his career as a student of theology? At this point in his life,
Hegel had firmly allied himself with the Enlightenment, at least as he
understood it, and the future he ambitiously imagined for himself as a
young man had him playing a role in continuing that progress promised
by more Enlightenment. The issue of what was genuinely modern and
of how to bring the past up to date, make things more enlightened,
formed the hazy edges of the future he was beginning to envision for
himself. To that end, so he thought at the time, he would pursue a
career in theology, he would preach a new, “enlightened” religion to
his parish, and he would write essays (or novels or plays or poetry — at
this stage the teenage Hegel could not really have said which) that
would assist in the project of increasing enlightenment.

Once at Tiibingen, however, he was to strike up a friendship with
two other students that would change his life forever; he was to find
that the ideas he so self-confidently brought with him were not as clear
as he had thought, nor was their fit with each other as seamless as he
had imagined it to be; and he was fully to abandon the idea of becoming
a pastor, deciding instead at first to embark on the more dangerous path
of leading something like an independent life as a “man of letters.”
Although Hegel could not have known it at the time, as he left for
Tubingen, his Wiirttemberg upbringing had equipped him with an
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ambition, a somewhat overweening self-confidence, and a set of ideas
that were to generate many of the problems that would eventually lead
him fairly late in his career to decide to become a professor of philoso-
phy in a university setting. Indeed, as Hegel’s world began to widen for
him at the university and immediately thereafter, he came to find that
reconciling the particularistic appeal to social mores he had acquired
through his Wiirttemberg upbringing with the demands of the more
universalistically inclined Enlightenment rationality that he had ac-
quired at home and at the Stuttgart Gymnasium was neither personally
easy nor immediately achievable. His doubts and frustrations about
these ideas would begin at Tiibingen but would not be resolved, as he
was to find out, until much later.



2

The Protestant Seminary in
Tubingen

Disappointments and Charms of University Life

HEGEL COULD NOT HELP but have been disappointed with his
circumstances at Tibingen University when he arrived there.
The university, which had enjoyed a fairly glorious past, had gone into
steep decline and was in danger of ceasing to exist altogether. In 1769
Karl Eugen had decided to rename the university after himself; instead
of being called the Eberhard University (named after Duke Eberhard,
who had founded the university in 1477), it was to be known henceforth
as the Eberhard-Karls University. However, despite its renaming, Ti-
bingen University remained at the time a bastion of outmoded thought
and courses of instruction, differing very little in this regard from most
other German universities at the time. Nepotism was also rampant in
Tiibingen, another unfortunate feature it shared with the other German
universities; the professors there tended to come from a small number
of families who intermarried, with the fully predictable result of a
drastic lowering of the overall quality of the professoriate.! Thus, by
the time Hegel was ready to go to the university, universities in Ger-
many had become the object of widespread contempt; they were seen as
mere relics of an outmoded medieval scholasticism, where new knowl-
edge was not produced, and as places where youth became corrupted
by the anti-intellectual student culture of duels and drunkenness prev-
alent at most all of them. Universities remained semifeudal “‘corpora-
tions,” institutions governed by the professoriate, who were far more
interested in exercising their inherited medieval privileges than in any-
thing else, and who thus tended to resist strenuously all efforts to
reform the universities. Moreover, like many other German universities,
Tibingen maintained an idea of its educational mission as that of
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passing on orthodox, correct belief to its students, a pedagogical idea
reinforced by the predominance of the theological faculty of the univer-
sity.

For theses reasons, there were many people in Germany calling for
the total abolition of universities and their replacement by more special-
ized academies of science and useful knowledge. Karl Eugen had tried
to get Tibingen to modernize its teaching and its research, but finally
gave it up as a lost cause and began to focus his energies on his own
creation, the Karlsschule, also named for himself. The Karlsschule was
typical of the new “academies” being formed at the time in opposition
to the staid, theologically bound universities with their medieval char-
ters and privileges and outmoded curricula. In 1782, Karl Eugen de-
cided to promote the Karlsschule in Stuttgart to the rank of a university,
and the Karlsschule began to drain off resources and energy from the
university in Tibingen.

By the time Hegel arrived, there was little more to the university in
Tibingen than the Protestant Seminary — the Stift — where he was to
live and study. What was left of the law and medical faculties could not
even be described as a skeleton crew. The fact that by 1788 the univer-,
sity itself had become more or less a mere appendage of the Protestant
Seminary supposedly attached to it was, moreover, not something that
further endeared it to its devout Catholic duke, Karl Eugen. Thus,
Hegel arrived at a university that had the feel of someplace frozen in
time, where somehow (and in great contrast to his Gymnasium in Stutt-
gart) the Enlightenment had not yet quite arrived. (The university was
only to be saved by Karl Eugen’s death in 1793, his successor’s decision
to rebuild the Tibingen university, and the subsequent transfer of the
best minds of the Karlsschule to Tiibingen.)?

Hegel reacted to this situation by rebelling. Although he entered the
Seminary as the top-ranked student of his class, he quickly became both
uninterested in his official studies and a bit headstrong in his attitudes
and did not manage to keep his first-place ranking after the first test.
Hegel the model student was quickly transformed into a somewhat surly
young scholar who neglected good bits of his studies. He did not
abandon his idea of himself as following his chosen career as a “man of
letters,” nor did he abandon his passion for reading and reflection, but
he did change his attitude toward his teachers and his schooling, even
if he kept many of the behaviors he had acquired as a schoolboy.
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In addition to the low quality of the university, the circumstances of
the Protestant Seminary were themselves not of the kind that would
have appealed to Hegel’s temperament. The Protestant Seminary was
built on the foundations of an older Augustinian seminary, and, for the
duration of their studies, the students became in effect Protestant
monks. They were required to wear long black coats (which vaguely
resembled cassocks) with white cuffs and collars. The seminarians’
hours were strictly regulated, and they were regularly scrutinized and
watched. Failure to abide by the rules meant punishment, usually in the
form of being deprived of one’s ration of table wine for the day or being
incarcerated in the student jail (the Karzer). The chancellor of the
university was fond of saying, “It is good and salutary for one whose
future occupation will be the care of souls that his will should be broken
whilst he is young.””’ Hegel was in no mood to have his will broken,
and the strict regulations and the low level of the instruction only served
to further alienate him from his official studies.

The “Three Friends’

During Hegel’s first year, however, he made the acquaintance and
became good friends with another student who, like him, was both
highly ranked in the class and equally alienated from the life at the
Seminary: Friedrich Holderlin, who was to become one of the greatest
of all German poets. In the fall of 1790, he and Holderlin also became
good friends with another much younger student who had just arrived,
Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Schelling.* Schelling was five years younger
than Hegel and Holderlin, but his precociousness had so impressed the
authorities at the cloister school he had attended that he had been given
an early admission to the Seminary. Both Hegel and Holderlin quickly
discovered that Schelling shared their antipathy to the Seminary, and
the three became fast friends and shared a room together there. They
jointly resolved not to become pastors, and Schelling and Hoélderlin
came to be among the chief catalysts for Hegel’s eventual turn towards
a career in philosophy.

A deep sense of shared experience and expectation combined to bring
the three friends together and to drive them more to philosophical and
less to theological studies. As they entered the university, things were
slowing down in Germany. Having only recently recovered from the
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devastation of the Thirty Years War, Germany had been growing eco-
nomically and demographically. The economic situation, however, was
starting to stagnate, and the number of suitable positions for young men
with expectations of holding a “learned” position in society was shrink-
ing. Yet all the while that the prospects for their futures seemed to be
receding, there was a continuous introduction into Germany of new
French and English “Enlightenment” ideas that reinforced a growing
view among the young that the “old ways” were restricting Germans
from improving their lot both socially and educationally. Life really
could be improved, it increasingly seemed evident, by the application of
reason to human affairs, and to the young seminarians what especially
seemed to be blocking such renewal in their own environment were
precisely the hometown structures of the Wiirttemberg life in which
they had been raised. Their shared experience — the felt tension between
social promise and the antiquated structures of hometown life — put
these three rather studious young fellows in the position of being espe-
cially open to prospects of change and to new ideas that would give
them a comprehensive view of things that would outline how it would
be possible to “reform’ the present situation. They were thus experi-.
entially already open to something like Kant’s philosophy, with its
emphasis on “freedom” and ‘“‘spontaneity.” That Hegel initially had
some doubts about this is also instructive.

The Revolution

Hegel’s and Holderlin’s first year at the Seminary was thus spent in
alienation from their surroundings. Hélderlin, who had been engaged
to a pastor’s daughter (typically, a young seminarian married a pastor’s -
daughter in order to inherit the pastor’s position) painfully broke off his
engagement to the young woman in 1789. That, however, was to prove
insignificant in light of what happened next: The French Revolution in
1789 quite simply changed everything for Hegel and Hoélderlin. The
Revolution led Hegel, Hélderlin, and, after his arrival, Schelling, to
become increasingly exasperated by the provinciality and corruption of
the Wiirttemberg world in which they lived, which their experience of
the Seminary had only brought home all the more vividly to them.
They were, moreover, not alone at the Seminary in their embrace of
Revolution, and their initial enthusiasm for the Revolution only deep-
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ened over the next few years with French victories over counterrevolu-
tionary German armies. They cheered the Revolution in 1789, and they
followed the events closely in France and hoped for something similar
in Germany. For Hegel, his initial disappointment with the Seminary
gave way to heady feelings of hope for the future and identification with
the revolutionary cause.

However, after the Declaration of Pillnitz in 1791, in which Austria
and Prussia pledged themselves to defend the principles of monarchy
against the threats of revolution, there was much concern in France
(and outside France, particularly among the pro-French faction at the
Seminary) that France was to be invaded by hostile forces intent on
reversing the Revolution. For a while, things seemed to have calmed
down when the French king accepted the new constitution in 1791.
However, the western part of the old empire, of which Wiirttemberg
was part, had seen a huge influx of émigré nobility from France, who
formed a pressure group calling for a counterrevolutionary coalition to
invade France. The situation between the two sides deteriorated with
the various angry charges being traded, and on April 20, 1792, the
French declared war. The duke of Braunschweig, recognized as one of
the foremost military leaders of his day, took command of a force that
at first successfully marched into France. But on September 20, he
engaged the forces led by the French General Dumouriez at Valmy
near Paris. The French won the battle, the duke of Braunschweig took
his forces with him into retreat, and the French pursued them deep
into Germany. The day after the victory at Valmy, the newly elected
National Convention in France abolished the monarchy. (Goethe, who
was present at the battle of Valmy, remarked on that night that a new
epoch in world history had begun.)

The pro-French element of the German population, of which the
young students Hegel, Holderlin, and Schelling were most decidedly
members, rejoiced at this turn of events, since it seemed to promise
fulfillment of their hopes that the retrograde forces of the old empire
were not long for the world. For the partisans of the Revolution at the
Seminary, the defeat of what they could only regard as the forces of
moral and spiritual enfeeblement could not help but be encouraging.
Excitement about the events in France was also stirred by the presence
of French students at the Seminary, who brought the news from France
directly into the Seminary. Some of the seminarians came from areas in
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France that belonged to the duke of Wiirttemberg, who because of
various vagaries of Wiirttemberg history possessed lands in France in
Alsace and in the area around Montbéliard (known then by its Wiirt-
temberg name of Mompelgard). In addition to those students, there
were also some French seminarians from other Protestant areas in
France. One of the entries in Hegel’s university album, for example,
was by Jean Jérome Kolb from Strasbourg. (Kolb’s entry read, “Vive la
liberté!!”).

Some fellow students later recounted an anecdote about this period
according to which the trio of Hélderlin, Schelling, and Hegel erected
a “freedom tree” — a kind of revolutionary Maypole — on the fourteenth
of July, 1793 (a year into the Terror, during which the guillotines were
working full time) on a field near the town of Tiibingen and danced the
revolutionary French dance, the Carmognole, around it, all the while
singing the words to the Marseillaise (which Schelling had translated
into German). The story has been repeated so many. times that it has
become part of the Hegel-Schelling-Holderlin legend, but unfortu-
nately, except for the part about Schelling’s translation, the story is
almost surely false. However, its believability for those who later told it .
lay in its adequately capturing the spirit that was undoubtedly animat-
ing the three friends.® A political club had formed in the 1790s at
Thubingen to discuss the Revolution, to read various revolutionary tracts,
and in general to raise the spirits of the seminarians who were inspired
by the events of the Revolution; Hegel was a member of the club. The
club had itself been founded by another friend of Hegel’s at the Semi-
nary, Christian Ludwig Wetzel, who had apparently brought the text
to the Marseillaise with him from a sojourn in Strasbourg, where he
had been in 1792 in order to fight on the French side in their battles
with the Austrians. The trio of Hegel, Hélderlin, and Schelling, more-
over, were also enthusiastic readers of a German journal, Minerva,
edited by Johann Wilhelm von Archenholz, which avidly supported the
Revolution.

If the Revolution and its celebration sat well with the three friends,
it certainly did not particularly please the duke of Wiirttemberg. He
had lost many of his lands in France when the revolutionaries of 1789
abolished feudal privileges, and so from his point of view, since it was
bad enough that the Seminary in Tiibingen was Protestant, it would be
intolerable if it turned out to be training antiroyalist revolutionaries.
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The political club at Tiibingen especially had not gone unnoticed by

.the authorities, and the duke himself made a personal visit to the
Seminary to see just how subversive the institution bearing his name
had become. After fighting with the French forces in 1792, Hegel’s
friend Wetzel had returned to Tiibingen in order to take his master’s
exam, but when the duke visited in 1793, Wetzel decided that discretion
called for him to absent himself from the area, since he was almost
certainly to be arrested and incarcerated. (He later became a commis-
sioner in the conquering French army of the Rhine and the Mosel and
finally moved to Paris, where he founded a piano factory.) Schelling
himself was interrogated by the ducal visitors, at which point he appar-
ently confessed to having made some youthful errors; he was not ar-
rested, and Hegel was never interrogated. But after Wetzel’s flight to
France, the political club gradually ceased to exist.

Hegel and his friends thus began to imagine different futures not
only for themselves but for Wiirttemberg and even for the Holy Roman
Empire as a whole. This conception of being a “partisan of the Revo-
lution” fit well with and revitalized Hegel’s view of himself as having a
career as a “‘teacher of the people” on the model of Lessing. Some of
his friends, such as Wetzel, had already presented themselves as parti-
sans of the Revolution, willing to go off to join its battles. An older
seminarian, Karl Friedrich Reinhardt, who had published articles highly
critical of life in the Seminary, had taken enthusiasm for the French
one huge step further: After becoming the vicar in Balingen (a Wiirt-
temberg town near Tiibingen), he had gone to France in 1787, partici-
pated in the Revolution, and become a figure of some importance there
— indeed, he rose to such influence within the ruling circles in France
that he later even replaced the great Tallyrand, becoming, even if only
briefly, the French foreign minister under the Girondins.’

Such things no doubt filled Hegel’s head with dreams of what his
nonpastoral career might turn out to be. More importantly, though, the
Revolution and his imaginative involvement in it with his friends had
altered his view of his own ambitions, even if he himself was slow to
realize it. He had come to Tiibingen imagining a future for himself as
an enlightened pastor and theologian assisting in the project of bringing
Wiirttemberg, and maybe even the “German nation” as a whole, into
modern life (much as Lessing had created a public for literature and
theater). He had quickly abandoned the idea of becoming a pastor, after
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the Revolution had suggested to him and others that more was at stake
in becoming “modern” than merely becoming “enlightened.” Hegel,
like many German intellectuals of the time, tended to see the emerging
French Revolution as a newer version of the older Protestant Reforma-
tion, destined to lead society to a better ethical condition. The more
general ideas of moral reform and spiritual renewal had, of course, been
with him since he had imbibed the related ideals of Enlightenment and
Bildung (“cultural formation,” “taste,”. “cultivation”) in Stuttgart, but
the political nature of the Revolution and the involvement of his fellow

seminarians had gradually led him to think more concretely about the

social embodiment of the rather hazy ideas of “moral reform” and

“spiritual renewal” that he had brought with him to Tiibingen. His

Wiirttembergian background had endowed him with a sense of consti-

tutionalism and with the idea that indistinct notions such as rights had

to be anchored in some kind of social practice; his Enlightenment

education had prepared him for the idea that it was both possible and

desirable to make a career of assisting the process of spiritual renewal,

and-that the application of human reason was to play a large role in this;

and the Revolution and his association with his seminary friends (both
German and French) had thrown into question just how his Wiirttem-

bergian ideals and his Enlightenment sympathies were actually going to

play out. The major role that Pietism played in Wiirttemberg also

played a large role in this conception — despite the fact that he was not

a Pietist himself and was not personally in any way attracted to Pietist

ideas, Hegel was nonetheless greatly influenced by the central Pietist

idea that reform of the church had not been enough and that a thorough-

going reform of the world was equally required, and that the Revolution

was to lead to this reform of the world.

The “Old Man” and the “Summer of Love”

Nonetheless, however rebellious against the ways of the Seminary Hegel
became, he remained the industrious, serious fellow he always was; his
friends at the Seminary referred to him by the nickname “the old man,”
and one of them drew in his university album a picture of an old man
on crutches with a long beard, under which was the inscription, “God
help the old man.” Hegel may have visited the taverns, cut classes, and
ridden off on afternoon adventures with his other friends, but the
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nickname shows that (probably unlike many of them) he was not content
with simply pub crawling, carousing, and making merry; he was still
reading quite a bit and still remained extremely serious about learning,
however much contempt he might have had for the low quality of the
professoriate at Tibingen.

Although Hegel continued to do just enough in his studies to remain
respectable, his heart was not in them. Instead of focusing on his
required studies, he threw himself into his reading and, in particular,
into the works of Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Many of his student friends
when thinking about him in later life remembered him as being an
ardent partisan of Rousseau at the time. (He and his classmates would,
for example, write “Vive Jean-Jacques” in each other’s albums.) Not-
withstanding that, Rousseau was not his sole reading matter; he was also
avidly reading Friedrich Schiller, Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi, Montes-
quieu, Plato, and much else.

But his mind was not completely absorbed in such abstruse matters.
Hegel remained a gregarious soul, and, like many students before and
since, he and his fellow students reacted to the strictness of their
academic environment by forming bonds of camaraderie with each
other. Hegel loved to play cards (something he appreciated as a school-
boy in Stuttgart and throughout the rest of his life), discuss issues with
friends, and engage in friendly drinking bouts at the many pubs around
Tibingen. These escapades (along with Hegel’s cutting of lectures and
his continual oversleeping) did not go unnoticed by the proctors, and
the records show Hegel being cited several times for such breaches of
the rules. The records also show him being thrown into the student jail
for a couple of hours in 1791; Hegel’s infraction had to do with his
having ridden on horseback without permission with a couple of friends
to a neighboring village and then having arrived back at the Seminary
too late — the reason being that the horse belonging to one of Hegel’s
friends, a Frenchman studying at the Seminary, became sick, and Hegel
and another friend, J. C. F. Fink, refused to ride back without him; the
result of Hegel’s disobedience to the rules was some mandatory time
spent in the student jail, the Karzer.® As is often the case with students,
Hegel also become fond of frequenting the taverns with his friends. His
condition on returning to the Seminary late one night prompted one of
the older porters at the Seminary gates to exclaim, “Oh Hegel, you’re
for sure going to drink away what little intellect you have.”® On yet
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another occasion, when the porter admonished him with, “Hegel, you’re
going to drink yourself to death,”” Hegel replied (surely in a slurred and
bleary tone) that he had ‘“just had a little refreshment.”® His sister
remembered Hegel in his students days as a jovial sort who loved both
to dance and to visit the ladies."

However much it might be tempting to romanticize Hegel’s time at
Tibingen — as a time of good friends, wine, ideas, revolution (and
unfortunately fleeting attempts at romance) — such romanticizing would
obscure the fundamental anxieties that plagued Hegel and his friends
Schelling and Hoélderlin for their entire stay there. Although the lack of
open positions for pastors was so great that they did not reasonably
have to worry much about being forced into the profession against their
wishes, like all the students at the Seminary they attended the institu-
tion on a stipend, and in order to secure entry to the Seminary each
had been required to sign an oath of obligation that he would devote
himself to theology and to becoming a minister. Each was therefore
under legal obligation to the authorities in Wiirttemberg to take a
pastoral post if assigned to one. Hegel must have found some relief in
the fact that a person such as himself, who regularly got very low marks
for his sermons, would not be among the few who would be chosen for
such scarce positions.

To thwart even the remote possibility of such a fate, Hegel attempted
(as did Hoélderlin) to shift over to the study of law after his master’s
exam (that is, after he had completed his two-year program of general
and philosophical studies and before he was to begin his three-year
program of theological studies). His father, however, refused to let him
make the switch. This quite obviously irritated Hegel no small amount.
Unlike so many other generations of Hegels, his father had not become
a pastor but had instead studied law at Tiibingen, it is probably fair to
assume therefore that the relations between father and son were a bit
strained on this issue, as they also apparently were on the issue of the
Revolution. Hegel had no qualms about debating his father on the
contentious issue of the Revolution, an issue about which his father
took an emphatically different position from Hegel’s own, siding with
the aristocrats.

There is no record of why Hegel’s father actually refused to let him
make the switch, but one obvious ground was that young Hegel had
been required to sign a paper obligating him to the study of theology,
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and his father had been required to pledge his property to sustain his
son’s studies if he were to be accepted for a stipend at the Seminary.
No doubt his father’s upright old Wiirttemberg sense that “a man’s
word was his word” played a role in this; no doubt his worries about
possible legal claims on his property also played no small part. Perhaps
some dismay and irritation over his son’s revolutionary leanings also
inclined him to want to keep him out of a political career (fearing the
worst for him were he to pursue it). In any event, the young Hegel was
compelled to complete his theological training, always under the con-
stant worry that the authorities of Wiirttemberg might force him after
all to assume some pastor’s post in some village somewhere in the
duchy. What had seemed a few years before like a good career choice
had come to seem like a possible life sentence; the threat was, moreover,
to hang over him for many years to come. If anything, that disappoint-
ment only caused him to dive into his extracurricular reading with even
more dedication and intensity than he had before.

In his great year of youthful rebellion, 1791, he also became quite
taken with the daughter of a deceased professor of theology in Tii-
bingen, Auguste Hegelmaier. Auguste lived with her mother in a baker’s
house in town. The baker also ran a wineshop where students congre-
gated, so Hegel naturally found himself at home there. He was contin-
ually to be found at the baker’s shop, drinking the wine and wooing
Auguste, who worked at the wine bar. Hegel inscribed in his friend
J. C. F. Fink’s album in 1791, “Last summer was beautiful; this one
more beautiful!l The motto of the former was: Wine; of this one, Love!”
and he wrote after it, “V.A.N!"” (for Vive Auguste).'* His friend Fallot
also wrote “Vive A!'!” in Hegel’s album, and his French friend from
Montbéliard, Bernard, wrote, “V. La belle Augustine” — but then added
(in French) “for you! And C. .. for me alone!”, indicating that he was
not a competitor for Auguste’s affections.!* Hegel was even led to help
organize a summer ball of which Auguste was named the queen."
(Hegel maintained a life-long love of balls and dancing.) Unfortunately
for him, Hegel’s affections were not requited; it seems that Auguste’s
affections, even if only for a while, went instead to Hegel’s good friend
J. C. F. Fink. (Unfortunately, we cannot tell just how good a friend
Fink remained after this affair.) Hegel was surely disappointed by his
failure in love, although, typically, he made no comments in his diary
about this emotional issue; his sister later remarked, though, that at this
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time he seemed to hold out few hopes in the area of romance. His
“summer of love” ended only with a broken heart.

Philosophical Controversies at the Seminary

The Pantheism Controversy

By the 1790s, the three friends had also devoted themselves to reading
F. H. Jacobi’s works and were particularly enthralled by what came to
be called the “pantheism controversy” surrounding Jacobi’s 1785 book,
Uber die Lehre des Spinoza in Briefen an Herrn Moses Mendelssohn (On
Spinoza’s Doctrines in Letters to Herr Moses Mendelssohn). The contro-
versy surrounding Jacobi’s book on its own would have been enough to
lead the three friends to it, but in addition the professor in charge of
teaching philosophy at the Seminary, Johann Friedrich Flatt, although
a “supernaturalist,” was himself an admirer of Jacobi’s work, wrote
laudatory reviews of Jacobi’s books, and was even mentioned approv-
ingly in the second (1789) edition of Jacobi’s book (the edition that the
three friends no doubt read).! For Hegel, Schelling, and Hoélderlin, the
widely followed controversy surrounding Jacobi’s supposed ‘“disclo-
sure” of Lessing’s alleged pantheism struck an experiential key.!”
Jacobi, a figure in German intellectual circles at the time, claimed to
have befriended Lessing and to have had a series of conversations with
him shortly before his death in which Lessing confided to him that he
was a “Spinozist.”” The charge of “Spinozism” was no light charge to
throw around in Germany at the time; for many, Spinoza, a secular
Jew, stood for all that was wrong in the modern world. A reliance on
reason and science had led Spinoza to a denial of a personal god, and to
many Germans this was tantamount to attempting to undermine (Chris-
tian) religion and moving to atheism. Since the authority of so many
German princes rested on their also being the heads of the churches in
their respective Linder, anything that could be construed as an attack
on religion was ipso facto also to be construed as an attack on the
princes’ position and authority and therefore on the political authority
of the Land itself. Accusing Lessing of having admitted to being a
Spinozist was therefore bound to be explosive, for Lessing was a widely
venerated figure, not only for his writings but for his exemplary, self-


Ricardo


The Protestant Seminary in Tiibingen 31

critical character. To attack Lessing was to attack the Enlightenment
tself.

Jacobi’s “revelation” of Lessing’s alleged Spinozism was in the form
of some letters written to Mendelssohn, who at the time was embarking
on writing a biography of his good friend Lessing; Jacobi’s alleged
motivation for the letters was to inform and warn Mendelssohn before
he wrote his account of what Jacobi would have understood as the
scandalous revelation that Lessing had secretly been a Spinozist. Jacobi’s
strategy in all this seems to have been that if he could show that as fine
a mind and character as Lessing had been led to “Spinozism” by virtue
of following out the ideas of the Enlightenment, then he would have
conclusively shown just how dangerous those ideas could be. By assert-
ing that Lessing himself had “confessed” to being a Spinozist, Jacobi
got the public debate with Mendelssohn that he had sought. Worrying
that Mendelssohn was going into print with his own version of their
correspondence, Jacobi published the letters and some other material in
1785 under the title Uber die Lehre von Spinoza in Briefen an Herrn
Moses Mendelssohn (On Spinoza’s Doctrines in Letters to Herr Moses
Mendelssohn). Unfortunately, from Jacobi’s point of view, instead of
undermining Lessing’s authority the whole affair and the publication of
the book seemed to have had the opposite effect: With the authority of
Lessing behind it, Spinozistic thought was legitimated and the Spinoz-
ists came out of the closet. The “pantheism controversy,” as it came to
be called, was one of the most widely followed events in German
intellectual life at the time, eventually pulling in even Kant himself.
Schelling in particular was impressed by this debate and was to confide
in Hegel in a letter written two years after Hegel had left the university
that he too had become a Spinozist (referring to Hegel in the letter as
an “intimate of Lessing’s,” thereby indicating that he thought Hegel
too was a secret Spinozist).'®

The “pantheism controversy’”’ made an indelible mark on the three
friends. In Hegel’s student album, there is an inscription from Holder-
lin, which quotes a line from Goethe (roughly translated: “Pleasure and
love are / that which fits great deeds”), and below the date (1791) is
added in a different pen and ink the Greek letters “S. Hen kai Pan”
(“S. ev xou mov”). The “S” stands for “Symbolum,” and the “Hen
kai Pan” is the expression that Lessing allegedly used when he spoke
with Jacobi; it is a “pantheistic formula” and means ‘“‘one and all,” that
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is, “God is one and is in everything,” a notion that rules out a concep-
tion of a personal God as an individual being.!* This shows that Hegel
and his friends were clearly beginning to entertain in addition to their
politically heretical thoughts certain religious ideas that were equally far
away from what was being officially taught to them at the Seminary. It
is probably not going too far to make out of the added script, “Hen kai
Pan,” something like a shared position at the time between the three
friends, namely, that of some kind of “Spinozism”: a rejection of the
dualism of soul and body in favor of the view that soul and body are
only aspects of the same underlying substance; and a view that true
wisdom is to be attained by trying to achieve a fully objective and
detached point of view (by achieving, as it were, the point of view of
the universe, rather than remaining in one’s own perspectivally limited
point of view).

The use of the symbol “Hen kai Pan” also fit into another part of
Hegel’s development during this period. Hegel, Holderlin, and Schel-
ling began to share an admiration of ancient Greece in the period of the
Athenian empire (something not uncommon at that time for German
intellectuals) around the same time that they developed their enthusiasm
for the Revolution, and in their minds, the two ideas fused. They
continued to understand the Revolution as new kind of Reformation,
and the three friends came to picture that renewal in terms of an
idealized image of ancient Athenian Greece. The Greece that Hegel and
Holderlin idealized was also shaped in part by their understanding of
Rousseau’s idealized utopias. The idealized classical Greek polis — taken
by them as a form of social life in which the individual was not alienated
from the surrounding social order, and in which politics, religion, and
the social conventions of everyday life served to affirm the individual’s
sense of his own place in the world instead of undermining it — came to
stand for what they hoped the Revolution would bring to Europe and
in particular to the decrepit structure of the Holy Roman Empire. They
saw in Greek art a kind of perfection that had not been attained in later
Western art, and under the influence of the enormously influential
writings of Johann Joachim Winckelmann, they understood this to be
due in primary part to the Greek devotion to freedom. Winckelmann’s
view of Greek art thus meshed well with the views of the Enlightenment
authors who attracted them, and the whole form of classical Greece life
came for them to be associated with the Revolution’s invocation of
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liberty, equality, and fratermity. In particular, it stood for them as a
.positive religious and social alternative to what they saw as the debased
condition of contemporary Christian and German civilization. The
Greeks had united divine beauty with human life, and they had done it
under the banner of freedom. The “Hen kai Pan” thus symbolized their
devotion to non-Christian (or deviantly Christian) ideals of thought and
to the Revolution, and the way in which in their own minds they linked
their ardor and hopes for the Revolution with their growing admiration
for classical Greece — the Revolution had come to stand for the promise
of a new dispensation, a future social order in which divine beauty and
human freedom would become part of the everyday life of ordinary
people (in contrast to what they saw as the authoritarian ugliness of
contemporary life).

Diez, Storr, and the “Kant Club”

The ties between Holderlin, Schelling, and Hegel seem to have been
very close, and thus it is striking that when a group was formed in the
Seminary to study Kant, Hegel did not elect to join the group, although
Schelling and Holderlin were avid members. Although Hegel was cer-
tainly reading Kant during this period, Kant apparently failed to capture
his imagination sufficiently for him to join the other enthusiasts at the
Seminary. Hegel had most likely brought with him to the Seminary
both his skepticism about Kant’s overall theory and some ideas about
the implausibility of Kant’s reliance on reason as the sole motivating
force behind moral action; his growing passion for Rousseau during this
period perhaps only served to underscore those doubts about the final
viability of Kantian theory, even though Rousseau had been one of the
major influences on Kant’s own thought. But perhaps most importantly,
Hegel’s own vision of his future at this point did not include becoming
a philosopher in the strict sense; he was still focused on becoming a
“man of letters,” a person who would apply “enlightened reason” to
the study of human affairs for the purposes of moral and religious
reform. For Hegel at this point, Kant was just one more Enlightenment
figure, one who, to his mind, severely neglected the more experiential,
“subjective’” aspects of human life. He certainly found it to be impor-
tant to know what Kant was saying in order to be able to incorporate
some of his ideas into the rational criticism of existing social and reli-
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gious customs; but he did not find it especially important to study Kant
as closely as Holderlin and Schelling did.

.This was to lead a few years later to tensions between him and
Schelling. It can only be a surmise, but one suspects that in Schelling’s
mind, Hegel had been the slow one to catch on to the importance of
Kant’s ideas — he was too stubborn to see any of this for himself and
without Schelling’s encouragement, would have never come to see the
value of any of it — which in turn led Schelling continually to under-
value any possible creative contributions to philosophical debate that
Hegel might make. There was also quite likely a tension in the friend-
ship itself between Schelling and Hegel; Hélderlin and Hegel were the
same age and had originally become friends; Schelling joined the circle
later, and he and Hélderlin together became much more enamored of
Kant than Hegel was at first. Schelling’s closer intellectual friendship
with Holderlin at this time, together with a certain sense of haughtiness
on Schelling’s part, probably irked Hegel just a bit; after they left the
Seminary, Hegel continued to stay in touch with both of them, but after
a few years he let the correspondence with Schelling lapse. Schelling’s
rather meteoric rise a few years later to prominence in philosophical
circles while Hegel was still languishing as an unpublished, unknown
house tutor no doubt only further underwrote Schelling’s initial view of
Hegel.

Nonetheless, although Hegel was not particularly interested in joining
the Kant group, he was surrounded by enthusiastic discussions of Kant,
and Kantian ideas clearly made an impression on him. In particular,
there was — at least among the students and certainly among Hegel’s
friends — an impassioned debate between the followers of Gottlob Storr
(a professor of theology and one of the handful of esteemed professors
at the place) and Carl Immanuel Diez, an older student at the Seminary
who was responsible for assisting in the instruction of the younger
students. Diez was a theologian who had turned against the kind of
theology being taught at Tiibingen, in part because of Kant’s writings,
and had become a radical, antireligious Kantian.®? (Diez was the son of
one of the professors of medicine, which partly explains how, within
the nepotism-laden structure of the university, he was able to hold such
radical views within the theology faculty.)

Diez had reacted strongly to the teachings of the theologian Gottlob
Storr. Storr was Hegel’s, Hélderlin’s, and Schelling’s teacher and a
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figure against whom all of them reacted. Storr embodied both a su-
.premely imposing intellect with a manner of congeniality that led even
those who disagreed with him to value and respect him; he also embod-
ied an uncompromising attitude toward biblical interpretation; he took
it as his vocation to refute the idea that the Bible represents only a
historical accommodation of human beings to the times in which they
lived (and thus to refute the idea that the job of the theologian is to
extract the “rational truth” from the merely “symbolic” and “histori-
cal” elements of the Bible); his self-proclaimed pedagogical mission was
to communicate to his students a sense of their obligation to defend
orthodoxy against what he called heterodoxy. Storr’s theology was based
on what he termed “supernaturalism,” by which he meant the idea that
the Bible was a sacred text and was to be taken therefore as having been
divinely inspired; its authority could therefore only come from revela-
tion. Storr the “supernaturalist” classified all his opponents as “natural-
ists,” by which he meant all those who believed that the acceptable
truths of Christianity could only be those that were also consistent with
or demonstrable by the powers of “natural” human reason. Interest-
ingly, Storr employed Kantian means to show this: Since Kant had
shown, Storr argued, that we could have no knowledge of things-in-
themselves, of the “ultimate metaphysical structure” of the world, he
had also shown that the so-called application of reason to the critique
of the dogmatic truths of Christianity by a whole generation of Enlight-
enment thinkers was completely beside the point. Nothing can be
known by unaided reason about the ultimate nature of things; to know
about the ultimate nature of things, Storr concluded (contra Kant), we
therefore need a revelation from God, and Jesus’ life (along with the
Bible) was exactly that sort of revelation. Storr thus tried to marry
orthodoxy to the developing Enlightenment conception of reason.
(Storr’s arguments and his standing among German intellectuals were
high enough to induce Kant to mention him respectfully as exercising
his “accustomed sagacity” in the 1794 preface to the second edition of
Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone.)*

Storr thereby brought Kant into the defense of orthodoxy, a move
which found no sympathy at all among Hegel, Hélderlin, and Schelling,
whose reactions to Storr were themselves partly shaped by Diez. Since
Kant had at this point not yet published anything specifically on religion
— his book Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone was not to be
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published until 1793, Hegel’s last year at the university — there was
little specifically in Kant’s writings to draw on except for the discussions
of the practical postulates of the existence of God and the immortality
of the soul in the Critique of Practical Reason, and Kant’s own claim in
the Critiqgue of Pure Reason that he was only clearing the way for
reasonable faith. Diez therefore based his critique of Storr in particular
and of religion in general on Kant’s Critiqgue of Pure Reason, taking it
much further than the orthodox Kantians had ever dared. He argued
that since Kant had shown that we could have experience only of those
things that conformed to the conditions under which experience was
possible, and since Kant had shown that among these conditions is that
all our experience must be of spatio-temporal substances interacting
within a causal order, the kind of revelation of which Storr spoke was
in principle impossible and the kind of knowledge that Storr imputed
to Jesus’ disciples was equally impossible.

Diez’s use of Kant against Storr’s defense of orthodoxy greatly im-
pressed the three friends. Known among the students at the Seminary
as a Kantian enragé — a term that was also used in the Seminary to
characterize those with Jacobin sympathies — Diez outfitted Hegel,
Schelling, and Hélderlin with Kantian tools that could be turned against
Storr’s attempt to preserve the idea of the Bible as a sacred text and
therefore as something that simply had to be accepted as authoritative.
Moreover, although Diez apparently did little to move Hegel to a
Kantian position at this point, he certainly inspired Schelling and Héld-
erlin to study the great transcendental idealist, and both of them even-
tually took Hegel down that path. Diez himself quickly came to realize
the absurdity of his continuing to study theology while holding such
views and left for Jena to study medicine. He exercised some influence
on the development of idealism in Jena with regard to Karl Leonhard
Reinhold, the first famous “post-Kantian” philosopher in Germany; he
also maintained a friendship and philosophical correspondence with
another older student at the Seminary, Friedrich Immanuel Nietham-
mer (b. 1766), who was later to have a decisive influence on both
Holderlin and Hegel. Diez himself died of typhus while working at a
hospital in Vienna in 1796.%

Thus, although Hegel did not at first become a partisan Kantian at
Tubingen, he was nonetheless clearly influenced by the discussions of
Kant going on in Tiibingen, and by the end of his stay in Tiibingen,
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after Kant had actually published something on the topic of religion,
.Hegel himself switched over to using the Kantian language of the
“religion of reason,” and he, Holderlin, and Schelling took to using key
Kantian phrases as code words in their conversations with each other.
Kant had reconstructed Christian thought in terms of his theory of
morality and autonomy in a way that the three friends came to identify
with their own adoration of Greek life, support for the French Revolu-
tion (which Kant also supported), and distaste for the Christianity that
was being doled out to them in the Seminary. Kant’s Christianity was
exclusively a religion of morality, and for the radical Kantians, Jesus
was only the foremost teacher of morality, not some supernatural God-
man walking the earth: In Kant’s words, “there exists absolutely no
salvation for man apart from the sincere adoption of genuinely moral
principles into his disposition.””?* The members of such a moral com-
munity, he said, form an “invisible church” as distinct from the public,
institutional embodiment in a ‘“visible church.”?* The “kingdom of
God” (one of the three friends’ code words, which was used by Hegel
in his last required sermon at the Seminary) is, in Kant’s words, “the
principle of the gradual transition of ecclesiastical faith to the universal
religion of reason, and so to a (divine) ethical state on earth” which “is
self-developing . . . which one day is to illumine and to rule the
world.”? Hegel, Holderlin, and Schelling began to identify their youth-
ful revolutionary aspirations with this Kantian idea of the “kingdom of
God” and to speak of themselves as members of that “invisible church.”

Hegel nonetheless still remained at this early point in his life some-
what suspicious of Kantian thought, ever lagging behind his two friends
in his enthusiasm for the fine points of Kantian doctrine. For him, it
still seemed a bit too arid, too reliant on an intellectualized reason,
neglecting, so he thought, the moral force of the passions and therefore
failing to give a complete account of the living embodied human agent.
Like the good son of a pragmatic civil servant in Wiirttemberg that he
was, he continued, despite his equally deeply felt Enlightenment sym-
pathies, to be deeply suspicious of claims about ‘“universal reason,”
holding instead that what motivates people is what their surrounding
social practice instills in them and what they can feel for themselves.
His Wiirttembergian upbringing, however much he was now distancing
himself from it, made such Kantian ideals difficult for him fully to
accept, however much they were capturing the fancy of his equally
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Wiirttembergian comrades. It was also clear that this tension within his
own view troubled him to no small extent.

Hegel’s Return to Stuttgart

In the summer of 1793, Hegel’s continuing bouts of bad health gave
him an unexpected opportunity to try to work out some of his anti-
Kantian ideals. Hegel was continually having to go home during his
student days in Tibingen because of bad health (although the nature of
his maladies remains unknown); but his grounds for doing so likely had
to do equally well with his desire to escape from what he regarded as
the restricting environment of Tiibingen. Tiibingen was a small, provin-
cial town that had become even smaller and more provincial as the
university had gradually declined in status; while not a metropolis or a
cosmopolitan city of any note, Stuttgart was nonetheless a “residence
city,” that is, a city in which the duke made his home and which
therefore attracted the kind of artisans and intellectuals who typically
gather around such places. Moreover, Stuttgart had an active, Enlight-
enment-oriented intellectual life, whereas Tiibingen seemed intent on
keeping the Enlightenment firmly outside the city walls. Hegel’s pref-
erences as a child growing up in Stuttgart stayed with him; he clearly
preferred Stuttgart with its wide, open streets and its more open intel-
lectual atmosphere to the narrow, dark, medieval and early Renaissance
streets of Tibingen that seemed to accommodate themselves fully to its
atmosphere of old-fashioned Pietist repression. A particularly bad bout
of ill health allowed Hegel to get permission to spend his last semester
at home recuperating; but while there, he indulged in much reading,
the study of botany, and a thorough reading of Greek tragedy with
special emphasis on Sophocles — which leads one to question just how
ill he really was.

While recuperating at home, Hegel received an offer to be a house
tutor for the children of a patrician family in Berne. Having managed
to get away from Tiibingen for health reasons, Hegel jumped at the
chance not to have to return, and so petitioned the authoritative church
body in Stuttgart (the Konsistorium) to allow him to take the theological
exam early, and they concurred. Hegel easily passed his exam and
thereby managed to finish his theological studies earlier than expected
(and certainly earlier than his friends). This seems to have perked up
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Hegel’s spirits, for it meant that he could begin his career as an author
.and critic, and, even better from his point of view, that he would not
have to return again to Tibingen to study theology. He managed to
take a brief vacation before his trip, and he passed the time in Stuttgart
with the poet Gotthold Friedrich Stiudlin, a friend of Hoélderlin’s who
also helped to promote Holderlin’s career as a poet. Staudlin and Hegel
struck up an instant friendship; Stdudlin’s enthusiasm for the French
Revolution (which was to get him ejected from Wiirttemberg at the end
of 1793, forcing him to flee to Strasbourg) meshed with Hegel’s own
sympathies. The two made frequent trips to Cannstatt, a suburb of
Stuttgart, where they would drink wine and discuss ideas, and, one can
only assume, share their enthusiasm for the Revolution. Stiudlin later
wrote to Hegel, when Hegel was in Berne, “These serene hours were
so sweet, that I know to give you, dear Hegel, my very warmest thanks
for them. You are one of those upright, sincere people, who are good
for me and whom I consequently would always want on my side.”’?

While at home in Stuttgart, Hegel also worked on a manuscript that
was almost surely begun in Tibingen but completed in the summer of
1793 during his stay in Stuttgart. The essay (nowadays called simply
the “Tibingen Fragment” or the “Tubingen Essay”) was Hegel’s first
constructive attempt at doing the kind of thing he had set his heart on
doing when he originally left for Tibingen: It was his attempt at writing
a critical essay in the style of Lessing or of the French philosophes on
the current situation facing European life. The essay is distinctly not
academically philosophical in tone or argument, although it touches on
many philosophical questions, broadly construed. It is Hegel’s attempt
to come to terms with a set of conflicting ideas in his own mind, some
of which he had brought with him to Tibingen, but most of which he
had acquired while he was there. Hegel was never to publish the essay,
but he was to rework various themes in it for later, also unpublished,
essays. The problems he posed for himself in these essays eventually
drove him out of the framework in which he had posed them and led
him to become the philosopher he was later to be.

The essay is in one sense an attempt to reply to the Kantian enthu-
siasms of his two Seminary friends, Holderlin and Schelling. The key
element in the essay is a discussion of the role of religion in individual
and public life. Hegel sounds themes here that reverberate throughout
his later works, but the tone and emphasis are all quite different in the
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early essay. The main distinction he draws in the paper is that between
what he at that time called “‘subjective” and “objective” religion. Objec-
tive religion is equated with theology, with established, promulgated
doctrines of belief and with institutional embodiment in a church.
Subjective religion, on the other hand, is something that informs a
person’s whole life; it is a matter of the heart, not of doctrine, and it
provides the individual who participates in it with motivations to act in
a way that the dry doctrines of objective religion could never do. In the
metaphors that Hegel uses in the essay, objective religion is ‘“dead,”
whereas subjective religion is “alive.” When one inquires therefore into
the role of religion in the life of an individual or in the life of a
community, one must investigate the people’s subjective religion — what
the people really believe and feel — and not the established doctrines
that the theologians promulgate or the official words professed by the
pastors in the pulpits. The task of moral and spiritual reform falls to
subjective religion — which Hegel, using the term of art of his day, calls
the religion of the Aeart — and not to objective religion. Moral and
spiritual reform therefore cannot come merely from the theologians; it
must also come from the practices of a “religion of the people” (a
Volksreligion), an idea that he may very well have taken over from
Rousseau.

Interestingly enough, Hegel argues here against a purely Enlighten-
ment understanding of religion and against Kant in particular (although
the arguments are very attenuated at best). In his Religion within the
Limits of Reason Alone, Kant had argued in favor of a pure religion of
morality, an “invisible church,” to which he opposed the “visible
church”; Kant contrasted the “pure faith” of reason with the “ecclesi-
astical faith” of the established churches. (This was particularly easy for
Kant, since he himself was never comfortable with any ceremonial
religious service.) Kant’s problem in the book was to show how a
religion was possible that did not rely on any form of revelation or
nonrational basis; one might say that Kant posed the problem of what a
“modern,” that is, a “rational” religion would look like, a problem that
was to provoke Hegel for his entire career. At first blush, Hegel’s
distinction between subjective and objective religion looks like a re-
worked version of the Kantian distinction. However, Hegel draws a
sharp contrast between his ideas and the Kantian conception, claiming
that a pure religion of reason could never serve as a “subjective”


Ricardo


The Protestant Seminary in Tiibingen 41

religion; pure reason alone cannot motivate us, cannot claim our hearts.
. The idea of a “pure faith” that consists entirely of the motivation to act
virtuously in light of the demands of practical reason is therefore an
empty ideal; as Hegel puts it, “man needs motives other than pure
respect for the moral law, motives more closely bound up with his
sensuality . . . hence what this objection really comes down to is that it
is altogether unlikely that humankind, or even a single individual, will
ever in this world be able to dispense entirely with nonmoral prompt-
ings.”?’

For the young Hegel, still under the influence of Rousseau (and
probably, even if only indirectly, of the earl of Shaftesbury), the idea of
Enlightenment reason alone motivating us was simply unbelievable. In
the essay, he offers no real arguments against Kant’s idea that reason
provides us with its own incentives for action; instead, he simply voices
his conviction that Kant’s view is incredible. What he sees as needed
instead is a union of Enlightenment reason and the human heart; the
Kantian ideals of reason and human dignity require a “people’s reli-
gion” to be put into practice.

Hegel’s criticisms of the idea of a purely detached, Enlightenment
criticism of religion are, no doubt, also a bit autobiographical in tone.
Hegel claims that such Enlightenment criticism and putative reform
necessarily fails. Partially echoing Aristotle, Hegel claims that Enlight-
enment reason can only produce a Wissenschaft, a “science” or “learned
discipline,” whereas what is needed is wisdom, which can never come
out of such theories, out of Wissenschaft alone.?® (This disparagement of
Wissenschaft is, of course, another issue on which Hegel later was to
decisively reverse himself.) Enlightenment criticism of the practices of
religion necessarily confuses the richness of heartfelt, “subjective’ reli-
gion with that of superstition and fetishism; it prides itself on its detach-
ment from such superstition, and it is the “arrogance typical of adoles-
cents . . . having got a couple of insights out of books they begin scoffing
at beliefs they had up to now, like everyone else, unquestioningly
accepted. In this process, vanity plays a major role.”? (One suspects
that Hegel is thinking of himself and perhaps also of Diez.) The work
of Enlightenment is at best to assist in the production of a genuine
religion of the people, a genuine sense of moral and spiritual renewal;
on its own, it cannot do this. As Hegel puts it, ‘“Part of the business of
enlightening understanding is to refine objective religion. But when it
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comes to the improvement of mankind (the cultivation of strong and
great dispositions, of noble feelings, and of a decisive sense of indepen-
dence), the powers of the understanding are of little moment; and the
product, objective religion, does not carry much weight either. . . . Itis
nonetheless of the utmost importance for us to discourage any fetishistic
mode of belief, to make it more and more like a rational religion. Yet a
universal church of the spirit remains a mere ideal of reason.”*

One can see several of Hegel’s youthful influences at work in the
essay. For someone of Hegel’s upbringing, the distinction between
subjective and objective religion would have been a natural way to cast
Kant’s distinction between the “invisible church” and the ‘visible
church.” Kant’s distinction echoes Pietist thought, and, as we noted,
although Hegel was no Pietist, he could not help but have been influ-
enced by the importance of Pietist ideas in the Wiirttemberg climate.
(His close friend at Tiibingen, Holderlin, was, for example, raised as a
Pietist.) For the Pietists, what was important was religious experience
and its transformative effect on one’s life; they were deeply suspicious
not simply of some of the particular theological statements of Christian
faith at that time but in general of any intellectual articulation of reli-
gious faith. Moreover, in Wiirttemberg, the Pietists had come to under-
stand their reliance on the transformative power of faith as being con-
nected to the successful political movements of Wiirttemberg history,
of a godly people who had successfully resisted the encroachments of
their absolutizing Catholic monarchs. Hegel’s distinction between sub-
jective and objective religion nicely fit into the Pietist division between
real, emotional religious experience and the dry, falsifying intellectual
articulation of that experience.

Hegel himself, however, could not and would not have understood
his distinction between objective and subjective religion as a Pietist
recasting of Kantian thought, since he did not think of himself as a
Pietist of any sort. In the essay, the problem Hegel sets for himself has
to do with his understanding of the consequences of the French Revo-
lution, namely, the issue of what conditions would be necessary to bring
about a spiritual and moral renewal of “the people.” The only possible
answer, so he thinks, must come from a genuine religion of the people
(from a genuine Volksreligion). To show how this could take place, he
constructed an idea of how such a genuine religion of the people would
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develop, drawing on the things he knew to do so: his Wiirttemberg past

_(with its implicit Pietist distinction between the true religion of subjec-
tive emotion and the dead hand of orthodoxy), the Kantian ideas he has
acquired at the Seminary, his devotion to the Revolution and its cause
of freedom, and, very importantly, his emerging love of ancient Greece,
into which he has stirred various Rousseauian themes.

To this end, he identified a genuine Volksreligion with the religion of
ancient Greece, which he in turn identified with the ideal of freedom:
“The folk festivals of the Greeks were all religious festivals, and were
held either in honor of a god or of a man deified because of his
exemplary service to his country. . . . A religion of the people (Volksre-
ligion) — engendering and nurturing, as it does, great and noble senti-
ments — goes hand in hand with freedom. But our religion [i.e., ortho-
dox Christianity] would train people to be citizens of heaven, gazing
ever upward, making our most human feelings seem alien.”*!

The unstated problem in the essay is that of what form the revolution
in Germany — understood always as a social program of moral and
spiritual renewal — ought to take. In this first stab at an answer to that
question, Hegel develops the general form of what a solution would
look like: It would be possible to have moral and spiritual renewal only
if a genuine “religion of the people” could be developed, that is, only
in a religion that would touch both people’s hearts and minds, unite the
public and private sides of life, and do this for a// the people, not merely
for a small few of them. From his schoolboy Stuttgart readings of
Christian Garve and Johann Gottfried Herder, Hegel had picked up the
idea that the modern fragmentation of society into different estates and
classes made modern life incapable of forming any conception of a
common interest; in his essay, Hegel comes to see subjective religion,
the “religion of the people,” as the means by which such fragmentation
is to be overcome.

However, Hegel could not explain in the essay exactly how such a
subjective religion uniting all people in both their reason and their
hearts could actually come about in such fragmented circumstances, nor
could he point to any clear direction in which a solution could lie. Hegel
had set himself a problem, he had failed to solve it, and he knew it. But
he was to take up these problems again during his sojourn in Berne and
Frankfurt and would raise the question of whether Christianity could
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be reformed so that it could serve as the vehicle for the kind of revolu-
tion Hegel had in mind. He gradually came to see that the questions he
had been asking himself about were not exactly the ones he needed to
raise if he was to fulfill the very general task he had set for himself, and
that realization gradually took him away from his original goals.



3

From Berne to Frankfurt to
Jena: Failed Projects and
Fresh Starts

Berne: Second Thoughts

IN SEPTEMBER OF 1793, Hegel took his examination from the
church authorities in Wiirttemberg (the Konsistorialexamen) and
passed. In October of 1793, he began the first of his two stints as a
Hofmeister, a private tutor to well-off families, having acquired his
position as tutor in the usual way that young men in those days acquired
such positions: totally by accident. A Berne patrician, Captain Carl
Friedrich von Steiger, had set out to find a private tutor for his two
children. A young graduate of the Tiibingen Seminary, a certain Herr
Schwindrazheim, had been recommended to Captain von Steiger, and
he decided to do some secret checking up on Mr. Schwindrazheim’s
qualifications and character. He had a confidante investigate him in
Stuttgart, and the results were not exactly favorable for Herr Schwin-
drazheim. However, another young man, a certain young Hegel, was
instead recommended by the relevant people in Tibingen, including
the proprietor (Johannes Brodhag) of an inn called the Golden Ox. (The
innkeeper was later to become famous in biographies of Schiller, who
had earlier frequented the place.) Captain von Steiger managed to get
in touch with Hegel, there was some dickering on Hegel’s part about
the money involved (Switzerland was even then recognized as an expen-
sive place to live), and the deal was finally struck.

Hegel’s stint as a private tutor was typical of the career of young
educated men of those days. In the prevailing system of education,
many aristocratic and even fairly well-off bourgeois families hired pri-
vate tutors for their children. (Hegel, for example, had some private
tutors while attending school in Stuttgart.) To this end, young men
were contracted to provide education for the children at home or often
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simply to accompany a young aristocrat on something like his grand
tour, a fashion that the German aristocracy had taken over from the
English. On the grand tour, the young aristocrat would journey to
various important cities, visit the local luminaries, and come back not
only having seen the world but also presumably having acquired some
education along the way. This last was not always the case: The aristoc-
racy hired private tutors not generally because they valued education
highly; just as frequently, the young tutor was hired simply to watch
over his young lord’s bad habits, help him to avoid some of their nastier
consequences, and explain to the otherwise clueless young aristocrat
why this particular intellectual luminary he was about to visit or that
particular church he was seeing was important. Indeed, manuals for
tutors at the time advised the tutor to keep his aristocratic charge away
from the three bad W’s: “Wein, Weiber, Wiirfel” (wine, women, and
dice).! The young men hired were frequently those who had achieved a
diploma in theology, since there was an enormous surplus of them (thus
driving their price down), and because it was felt that such novice
divines would be the proper moral accompaniment for a young, impres-
sionable, wealthy aristocrat out for the first time on his own (and who,
after all, was destined to become a patriarchal figure to his peasantry
after his father departed the scene). As far as such things went, such
tours were the kinds of things that young theologians often desired since
they gave them a chance to be introduced to society and to see the
world for themselves. Schelling, for example, himself was hired to
accompany a young noble on a tour of England and France, and al-
though he was originally quite enthusiastic about this opportunity, his
enthusiasm dampened after the revolutionary upheavals of the time
caused his employer to switch the itinerary to a tour of major German
cities. Schelling ended up not with Paris and London but instead with
Leipzig and Jena.

Hegel was not so lucky: He was engaged not for a grand tour of the
world or, for that matter, even for a venture to Leipzig, but instead
simply to tutor two young children (ages six and nine) at home. Captain
von Steiger was particularly interested in having the young tutor teach
his children reformed religion, languages, history, geography, arith-
metic, and music.? Dismal as such a prospect might have seemed, it
appealed to Hegel because it offered him both the excuse to conclude
his studies in Tibingen early and the possibility of beginning his career
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as a Popularphilosoph, a “popular philosopher,” the German equivalent
of both the free spirited pAilosophes of the French Enlightenment and of
the Scottish philosophers. Like the philosophes and their Scottish coun-
terparts, the German “popular philosophers” set themselves the task of
doing philosophy in a manner accessible to the educated public and of
explaining to the general public the more demanding ideas of modern,
enlightened philosophy (such as Kant’s). The idea behind the move-
ment of the “popular philosophers” was that the widespread discussion
and dissemination of such philosophical ideas would assist the overall
Enlightenment goal of promoting the application of reason to human
affairs. The expanding number of popular journals of culture also made
it possible for such “popular philosophers” to earn money from writing
articles. Although the honoraria for pieces published in such journals
were certainly not on the grand scale, neither were they trivial.

The alternative to becoming a “popular philosopher” was getting a
position at a university, but this was fraught with its own special
difficulties. First, there was no clear way (besides being a member of a
professor’s family) to gain a position in a German university, and sec-
ond, the state of German universities at the time was, with few excep-
tions, so dismal that nobody with Hegel’s ambitions would have even
desired such a position. Since the position of private tutor — Hofmeister
— was often taken as a good way for a young man to make contacts with
the wider world, to be introduced into society, and to have time for his
own scholarly work, a person like Hegel would naturally have been
attracted to such a position. If nothing else, the position of Hofmeister
held out the possibility of making a name for oneself with the people
that counted, so that later one could lay claim to being the kind of
learned gentleman who would be appropriate for a university post, if
such a thing became desirable.

Like so many other young intellectuals of that period (and even like
Kant a generation before), Hegel thus began his career as a Hofmeister,
and the experience did not exactly endear the aristocracy to him. The
position was almost certain to disappoint him; in fact, the whole en-
counter led Hegel into a serious depression. Again, Hegel shared that
experience with many young intellectuals of his generation. The posi-
tion of Hofmeister was by the end of the eighteenth century racked with
social stresses and contradictions: On the one hand, the Hofmeister was
a servant, a domestic; on the other hand, he was not only more educated
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than the other domestics, he was almost certainly better educated than
his employers. The husband and wife of the house therefore generally
treated him only s/ightly better than the other, more lowly domestics,
which is to say that they did not treat him well at all. (For example, one
of the burning issues of the time for such families concerned whether
the Hofmeister should eat with the family or with the servants.) For a
young man like Hegel, who came from a family of good social status,
such a position of social inferiority was especially grating.

This position of being both socially below the husband and wife but
slightly higher than the rest of the domestic staff also did not exactly
endear the typical poor young Hofmeister to the other domestics, so he
was generally alienated not only from the husband and wife but from
the other domestics as well, and indeed quite often was treated by them
with rudeness bordering on contempt. Even in those situations where
he was treated much better than the other domestics and was even
allowed to eat with the family instead of with the other domestics, he
was still clearly a social inferior and was always treated as such. The
literature of the time abounds with anecdotes of incidents in which a
Hofmeister unwittingly oversteps the social boundaries and assumes a
familiarity with the family to which he is not entitled and for which he
is immediately and publicly humiliated and rebuffed. Moreover, the
children whom he was teaching quite often also held him in disconcert-
ingly low regard, since they had often internalized not only a sense of
their own social superiority but also an understanding that they would
one day be running things whether they were educated or not, hence
making his admonitions to behave and do their lessons seem quite
irrelevant. Quite often he became against his own wishes the unhappy
mediator between not only the children and their parents but between
the parents themselves. Along with all that, the position came with low
pay and absolutely no job security.

The results of such a set of tensions and contradictions were predict-
able. The isolation, the petty humiliations, and the insecurity common
to the position of Hofmeister led regularly to bouts of resignation, de-
pression, and crushing loss of self-confidence among such young men —
and Hegel was no exception. By the end of the eighteenth century, not
only was this becoming increasingly noted in the literature surrounding
the institution of the Hofmeister, the Hofmeisters themselves were be-
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coming both very self-conscious regarding their bad treatment and very
critical of the institution itself.?

More importantly, Hegel had been imbued from his early Stuttgart
days with the ideals of Bildung, that is, of education and self-cultivation,
of becoming a man of knowledge and good taste, and he had fused his
commitment to Bildung with his ideals of the Revolution as a moral and
spiritual renewal of the German people. Hegel was the young man who
had excerpted Moses Mendelssohn’s essay ‘“What Is Enlightenment?”
in his teenage journal and had noted how Mendelssohn had virtually
equated Enlightenment itself with Bildung, the idea of education as the
cultivation of taste and good judgment. During his stay at the univer-
sity, which had coincided with his passionate endorsement of the
French Revolution, he had, like many other young men of his genera-
tion, come to think of the revolutionary moral and spiritual renewal of
Germany in terms of establishing a new elite of educated leaders (men
of Bildung) to rule the country. In Hegel’s mind, the new revolutionary
order would bring about a state of affairs in which men of learning,
taste, and cultivation would be running things instead of the undered-
ucated, pompous, corrupt aristocracy represented by families such as
the von Steigers.

The idea itself of Bildung was one of those things that was in the air
at the time and came with considerable controversy attached to it. By
Hegel’s time, the idea had been distinguished from that of Erziehung,
education. Bildung incorporated within itself the notion of true educa-
tion and cultivation as in turn demanding self-formation. As it were,
one could become educated (in the passive tense, represented by the
term Erziehung), but one had to make oneself into a cultivated-educated
person (in the active tense, represented by the term Bildung).* Bildung
required self-activity, self-development, and self-direction.

In Hegel’s day, one of the major issues about the nature of Bildung
was its relation to Enlightenment. Was a cultivated-educated person
also an enlightened person? Although some thought that the two were
distinct, many suspected that in fact they were so essentially linked that
the call for young men to acquire Bildung was ipso facto a call for them
to become ‘“‘enlightened,” which in turn for the more retrograde ele-
ments of German life, was itself tantamount to a demand to make them
into French revolutionaries, perhaps even into Jacobins intent on mur-



50 Hegel: A Biography

dering the aristocracy and the leaders of the church. Mendelssohn, after
all, had identified Bildung with Enlightenment, and Kant had claimed
that to be enlightened was equivalent to thinking for oneself, and to
many of the retrogrades, that in itself was equivalent to Jacobinism.
Needless to say, this debate was also joined by those who wished to
distinguish “‘true” Bildung from ‘“‘false” or ‘“‘corrupted” Bildung, that is,
true self-cultivation from that kind that led one to become a revolution-
ary or a democrat. There were cries against the idea of Bildung; there
were even suggestions that, with all the new ‘“reading societies”
springing up across what still counted as the Holy Roman Empire, a
new disease, that of “reading addiction” (Lesesucht), was arising, an
ailment which was believed likely to strike impressionable young stu-
dents, loose women, servants not properly respectful of their masters,
and other questionable sorts of people.®

One of the most striking characteristics about the idea of Bildung, of
course, was that it transcended the idea of the old society of orders, of
“‘estates” to which one belonged by birth, much as the earlier French
idea of a “man of letters” had done.® To be a person of Bildung had
nothing to do with one’s birth but with how one directed and formed
oneself; men (and women) of Bildung thus had a claim to status that
directly contradicted the traditional claims of birth and estate. A man
like Hegel could claim, for example, to be the kind of person who had
the “right” to be at the center of things by virtue of how he had made
himself into a cultivated-educated man, independent of whether his
family was or was not a member of the Ehrbarkeit of Wiirttemberg, and
certainly independent of whether he had been born into any kind of
aristocratic patriciate (such as was the case with the ruling class in
Berne, including the von Steiger family). Nor was the idea of Bildung
as something that legitimated claims to leadership or to ruling status
confined to the bourgeoisie in their conflict over status with the nobility;
the men who claimed Bildung for themselves were usually laying claim
to an elite status that separated them both from nobility and from what
they often took to be the philistine bourgeoisie. The man of Bildung
often took himself to be ““above” both the nobility and bourgeoisie.

In Tibingen, Hegel had come to identify the French Revolution with
moral and spiritual renewal and, under the influence of his admiration
for ancient Greece, to equate it with the coming reign of beauty and
freedom. For Hegel as for many others, the idea of Bildung fused into
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this revolutionary-Greek ideal; it was thought that a revolution in Ger-
many would lead to the displacement from leadership of people like the
von Steigers and to their replacement with people like Hegel, men of
Bildung. For Hegel, the son of a ducal functionary, whose family were
people of note (if not “notables”) in Wiirttemberg, who was an edu-
cated-cultivated man, who had Bildung, to be treated as a lowly servant
by a family that in his eyes represented a dying and corrupt social order
with no right to be at the center of things — all this was destined not to
sit particularly well with him.

Berne at the time was a self-styled “aristocracy” that in fact was an
oligarchy ruled by a small set of families, the von Steigers among them.
It had gradually taken control of the area surrounding it (the Vaud) and
then suppressed all attempts by the inhabitants to break free of Bernese
rule. The city indulged in the charade of “choosing” its town council
by vote of a set of aristocratic families; in fact, the so-called election of
which it claimed to be so proud was more a set of power plays by a
familiar group of well-entrenched families who regarded their offices as
matters of inheritance rather than as dependent on any kind of plebi-
scite. Not only was the family for which Hegel worked a member of
this patrician oligarchy; worse, from his point of view, they were allied
with the elements of the Berne patriciate who opposed the French
Revolution and advocated an alliance with the Prussians and Austrians
against the French. (Relatives of Captain von Steiger belonged to the
Bernese “war party” advocating war with revolutionary France.) In one
of those odd twists of fate, the young partisan of the Revolution thus
found himself working for a family that stood for just about everything
he opposed.

The whole arrangement was bound to break down, and, sure enough,
it eventually did. Apparently at first Hegel made a good impression on
the family, and they got along quite well. (In the early stages of his stay
in Berne, Hegel is mentioned approvingly in the family’s letters.)” Cap-
tain von Steiger even entrusted some oversight duties to him, and in
one of Hegel’s letters at the time to Captain von Steiger, Hegel dutifully
reports to him on household matters, on the return of a servant and von
Steiger’s wife from a spa, on the progress of some workers at a gravel
dig, and on a few other household matters.® Hegel therefore probably
appeared to Captain von Steiger to be a man of good character, reliabil-
ity, and standing, and certainly Hegel seems at first to have been
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trusted.® But in contrast to the glowing mentions by Captain von Steiger
about him, Hegel complained in a letter to Schelling that “I am not
completely idle but my occupation, heterogeneous and of ten interrupted
as it is, does not allow me to really come into my own,” thus echoing
the typical Hofmeister's complaint that he is forever at the arbitrary beck
and call of his master and that his time is rarely his own.!° In any event,
whatever amicable relations there had been between Hegel and Captain
von Steiger at the outset of the arrangement seem to have withered
away by the end of Hegel’s stay. Captain von Steiger’s brother remarked
in a letter to him in November 1796 that he is “extremely displeased at
the disagreement that the said Hegel has caused you,” that whatever it
was that Hegel did was typical of Wiirttembergers, and that as a condi-
tion of not being so stupid “it’s necessary not to be [a Wiirttember-
ger].”" It thus seems that Hegel and the von Steigers were equally
displeased with each other, and one can understand why.

The combination of generally depressing conditions involved in being
a Hofmeister would probably by themselves have been enough to under-
mine the amicability of any such arrangement. That Hegel with his
rather self-assertive personality might have been particularly unsuited
for the position of Hofmeister had already been noted by the head of the
Seminary at Tiibingen. When von Steiger employed Hegel, the relevant
authorities at the Seminary were not consulted about his appropriate-
ness for the post, and in what seems to be an expression of pique about
this, the Ephorus (head) of the Seminary, Ch. F. von Schnurrer, on
learning of Hegel’s appointment, wrote to a friend in Holland that “I
very much doubt whether [Hegel] has in the meantime learned to let
himself patiently bear those sacrifices that always, at least at the begin-
ning, are normally connected with the position of private tutor. He has
been absent for almost the whole summer from the Seminary under the
pretext of taking a cure, and his long residence at home, where he
perhaps himself counts for more than his father, may surely be no real
preparation for the not exactly unconstrained life of a Hofmeister.”?
Hegel’s rather headstrong nature (at least at this point in his life), to
which Schnurrer’s letter attests, only added fuel to what was already a
combustible mixture.

However, despite the irritations, there were some compensations for
Hegel at the von Steiger household. The massive collections of the
Berne library were just down the street from the von Steigers’ city
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house, and Hegel almost certainly took advantage of that fact. Perhaps
more importantly, the von Steiger family had a private library second
to none in Europe. The library had been built by Captain von Steiger’s
father, and it concentrated on the literature of the French and English
Enlightenment. Hegel’s own master, Captain von Steiger, had made no
substantial additions to it himself, despite the fact that having failed in
politics — he was unsuccessful in an attempt to become the equivalent
of mayor — he had retreated into a life supposedly devoted to Bildung
and art (at least that is what he told himself).!* Thus the library had
had no substantial additions made to it since the time of the elder von
Steiger, with the result that, although the library contained quite a bit
of pre-Kantian literature, it contained no Kant per se, and, needless to
say, not a trace of Fichte."* Hegel almost certainly used the Steiger
library as a resource for his studies (when he had free time). During his
period in Berne, he read, for example, Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the
Roman Empire, and he may well have read it in Captain von Steiger’s
library. He also began an intensive study of the British economists,
particularly Sir James Steuart and, probably at the same time, Adam
Smith, whose ideas almost immediately began to have an enormous
impact on his thought.!* Indeed, he no doubt became acquainted with
British culture and literature during this period in a way that was to
influence him all his life. Captain von Steiger’s father, Christoph
Steiger, was an unabashed Anglophile, making trips to London, Oxford,
and Cambridge, and he had amassed an enviable collection of English-
language books in his library (190 books in all, ranging from the well-
known figures of English literature to political, historical, and economic
writings).'¢ Hegel, who still wanted to be a popular philosopher, began
exploring the works of English modernity in the von Steiger library,
and he was later able to incorporate many of the ideas he encountered
there into his more mature writings.

There were also other compensations and gratifications to Bernese
life. Hegel made friends with a fellow Stuttgarter, a painter named
Johann Valentin Sonnenschein. They spent happy evenings together
with acquaintances at Sonnenschein’s place, often singing together
around the piano one of the pre-Beethoven settings of Schiller’s poem
“Ode to Joy.” Hegel also reported to Schelling in a letter that he had
made the acquaintance of a Silesian, Konrad Engelbert Oelsner, who
had been reporting from Paris in the German journal Minerva on the
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events of the Revolution, and who himself had already begun to despair
about the course that the Revolution had been taking in the years since
the uprising of 1789.!" (Oelsner himself was later to remark in reference
to a translation of the Abbé Sieyés’ work by another later acquaintance
of Hegel’s, Johann Gottfried Ebel, that “the burgher of Frejus and the
teacher of Konigsberg form an immense chain of thought, from the
coasts of the Mediterranean to the Baltic Sea. Calvin and Luther, Sieyés
and Kant, a Frenchman and a German, reform the world.”!® Such ideas
were to become part of Hegel’s own repertoire.) In May of 1795, Hegel
visited Geneva; in July of 1796 he took a long hike in the Bernese Alps
with some fellow Germans. (Hegel’s recorded impressions of the hike
are revealing: The young follower of Rousseau found that although
Nature as an idea excited him, nature as a reality did not; for the rest
of his life, he was almost always to prefer urban life to the life of the
great outdoors, however much in his youth he continued at least to
profess a kind of Rousseauian appreciation for Nature.)

The Revolution and its implications, however, dominated much of
his thought. In Germany, all the various discontents that had been
welling up for years were beginning to take on a new significance for
the Germans themselves in the light of the French Revolution, and,
naturally enough, there were many articles and discussions about
whether an event such as the Revolution could happen in Germany
itself. There were those who argued that the Germans were too religious
and that the so-called Third Estate that had existed and led the revolu-
tion in France (at least in the way that Abbé Sieyés described it) did
not have the same status in Germany; there were also German Jacobins
who hoped for a full-dress upheaval in the German principalities. Like
other Germans (and like Oelsner himself), Hegel was beginning to
experience some consternation about what was going on in France.
Hegel’s own Girondist sympathies were strengthened when he learned
of the guillotining of Carrier; in a letter to Schelling, he concluded that
it “has revealed the complete baseness of Robespierre’s party.”’!* How-
ever, Hegel’s basic stance towards the events and issues surrounding
the Revolution continued to be the one that he had developed in Tii-
bingen: The Revolution held out the possibility of moral and spiritual
renewal of what he understood to be the corruption of German social
and cultural life. His earlier interest in what would be required generally
for there to be the kind of moral and spiritual renewal he longed for
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became increasingly connected to considerations of the ways in which
social institutions and practices had to be changed if such renewal were
even to be possible. In particular, the ecclesiastical orthodoxy ruling
Wiirttemberg in general and Tiibingen in particular began to seem more
and more onerous. In a letter to Schelling, he concluded that “ortho-
doxy is not to be shaken as long as the profession of it is bound up with
worldly advantage and interwoven with the totality of a state.”? Using
the watchwords that he and his Tibingen friends had used at the
university, he declaimed to Schelling, ‘“May the kingdom of God come,
and our hands not be idle. . . . Reason and freedom remain our pass-
word, and the invisible church our rallying point.”?'

Nonetheless, during this period Hegel continued to see the Revolu-
tion and his own attempt at playing a role in it in Germany in terms of
a new Reformation. In light of his new dedication to Kantianism, he
remarked to Schelling: “From the Kantian philosophy and its highest
completion I expect a revolution in Germany. It will proceed from
principles that are present and that only need to be elaborated generally
and applied to all hitherto existing knowledge.”?? Of course, Hegel was
not really imagining the masses, armed with Kant’s Critigues, storming
some German Bastille as much as he was looking for a system of thought
that would unite politics and religion and lead to the establishment of
something like the idealized Greek polis that he and friends had first
begun to imagine in Tiibingen. Still, he found that whatever his ambi-
tions, he was getting nowhere; to Schelling, he raised his usual lament:
“My remoteness from various and sundry books and the limitation on
my time do not allow me to work out many of the ideas that I carry
around with me.”?

Disappointed with his own lack of progress and feeling isolated,
Hegel had also acquired a clear and distinct disdain for the corruption
of the aristocratic Bernese system he was seeing at close hand, noting to
Schelling that “to get to know an aristocratic constitution one must
have gone through a winter such as is encountered here before” the
Bernese go through their charade of elections.?* His absolute scorn for
the inequities and half-witted ways of the Bernese oligarchy and its
political system — which, as a member of the von Steiger household, he
got to observe firsthand — led him to translate and publish (with an
attached, anonymous commentary) a pamphlet written by a French-
speaking Swiss, Jean-Jacques Cart, in which the Bernese aristocracy was
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castigated as being the oppressor of the inhabitants of the Vaud in full
violation of all their traditional rights. What interested Hegel was Cart’s
story about the decline of freedom in the Vaud: The people of the Vaud
were initially a free people but gradually lost their freedom, not because
of any lack of virtue on their own part but simply and solely because of
German-speaking Bernese oppression. In his commentary, Hegel noted
that although the people of the Vaud had been given tax relief to
compensate them for their loss of freedom, such compensation is nec-
essarily completely unsatisfactory for all those who genuinely value
freedom. Those who assert that tax relief adequately compensates the
loss of freedom only show, Hegel said with no small distaste, “how it is
still very generally believed that enjoying no civil rights at all counts for
much less than having a few less Thalers yearly in one’s wallet.”” In
the commentary, Hegel also heaped praise on the American revolution-
aries: “The taxes that the English parliament put on tea imported into
America were extremely small; however, what made the American rev-
olution was the Americans’ feeling that the wholly insignificant sum
that the taxes would have cost them would at the same time have been
the loss of their most important rights.””?¢ Hegel also commented (no
doubt on the basis of personal experience) on the complete lack of any
real legality in Berne, something only barely obscured by the pretense
of what passed for legal process in the city. Hegel published the pam-
phlet anonymously in 1798 (after he had left Berne and was living in
Frankfurt); it was his first published work. (Curiously enough, Hegel
told very few people about this episode; when Hegel’s own copy of the
pamphlet was discovered among his personal papers after his death,
even his own family did not know that it had been written by him, and
it was auctioned off as an anonymous work.)

Probably generational conflicts too were being mirrored in Hegel’s
distaste for the Bernese. He and his father had hotly disputed the
Revolution, with his father — a non-noble minor functionary in a ducal
court — taking the side of the aristocrats. In the Bernese system, Hegel
would have thought he was seeing the full working out of what his
father advocated. All the worse, he must have thought to himself.

The picture of Hegel’s situation that emerges is, of course, fairly
comical: Hegel the young revolutionary, devoted to Bi/dung, imagining
himself a man of letters, finding himself living with an arch-reactionary
family opposed to the Revolution and which pretentiously thinks of
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itself as devoted to Bildung, all the while failing to keep its great private
library current with the latest in philosophy; and, having no real free
time to write anything very original, the young Hofmeister secretly
translating in his free time an anti-Bernese pamphlet attacking the
quasi-feudal system from which that very family profits (all the while
singing “Freude, schone Goétterfunken” at Sonnenschein’s residence).

Hegel, however, was in no position to see any comedy in the situa-
tion. In his letter to Schelling, he laments his “remoteness from the
showplaces of literary activity”” and describes how he “longs very much
for a situation — not in Tibingen — where I could bring to fruition what
I formerly let slip by, and could even on occasion set my hand to
work.”?” In stark contrast with his own isolated, unproductive existence
in Berne, his old friend Schelling had in the meantime left Tibingen
and staged a meteoric rise in German intellectual life after having landed
at Jena, where the philosopher Johann Gottlieb Fichte was electrifying
packed audiences with his thoughts on the development of post-Kantian
philosophy. Hoélderlin had already written Hegel about his having at-
tended Fichte’s overwhelmingly popular lectures at Jena, and Schelling
continued to write him enthusiastic letters about all the things he had
read, was reading, and was thinking about (Kant, Fichte, the nature of
self — all of the things Hegel was wishing he could read and write about
himself). Hegel could only dejectedly reply to Schelling that he was just
getting around to looking at these things, and, despondent about his
own lack of progress, note to Schelling that in contrast with Schelling’s
astounding productivity and early fame, “my works are not worth
speaking of .”’%8

Hegel’s depressed mood was evident, and both Hélderlin and Schel-
ling picked it up in his letters. Seeking to help his old friend, Hélderlin
began looking for a position for Hegel in Frankfurt; discovering that a
prosperous wine merchant, Gogel, was seeking a Hofmeister for his
children, Hoélderlin managed to maneuver an offer of the job to Hegel.
He announced this triumphantly to Hegel: the working conditions, he
told Hegel, are really quite good, and “you will drink very good Rhine
wine or French wine at the table. You will live at one of the most
beautiful houses in Frankfurt, on one of the most beautiful squares in
the city, Rossmarktplatz.” His employers, the Gogel family, are, Hold-
erlin assured him, quite sociable, “free of pretension and prejudice,”
who “prefer not to associate with Frankfurt society folk, with their stiff
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ways and poverty of heart and spirit.”? And, of course, best of all, the
position is in Frankfurt, a bustling commercial center. Indeed, Holderlin
assured Hegel, “by next spring you will once again become the old
man” (his nickname at Tiibingen).* The deep emotion Hoélderlin felt
about being able to reunite with his old friend was only too evident: I
am, he told Hegel, ‘“a man who has remained faithful to you in heart,
memory, and spirit despite rather variegated transformations in his
situation and character, who will be your friend more deeply and
warmly than ever, who will freely and willingly share every moment of
life with you, whose situation lacks nothing but you to complete its
happiness . . . I truly need you, dear friend, and I believe you will be
capable of needing me as well.”

Holderlin warmly concluded: “I would still have much to tell you,
but your coming here must be the preface to a long, long, interesting,
unscholarly book by you and me.”’3! Holderlin, already undergoing much
personal difficulty in his own life, clearly was looking forward to Hegel,
his truest friend, joining him in Frankfurt.

Hegel gladly accepted the position and left Berne as soon as he could.

Christianity, Modernity, and Hegel’s Bernese Kantianism

Although Hegel himself was crushingly disappointed with his activities
in Berne, his time there was not completely wasted. Notwithstanding
that he was failing in terms of his own aspirations, in terms of where he
was eventually headed he had been laying some crucial groundwork. He
had begun an intense study of Kant, Fichte, and Schelling — although
with some chagrin he admitted to Schelling that “you cannot expect
observations from me on your writing. In this matter I am but an
apprentice’? — which was to pay off a few years later. In his few
writings in Berne, he at first continued the line of thought that he had
begun in his “Tiibingen Essay,” continuing to employ the distinction
between objective and subjective religion, all the while spicing it up
with some of his new readings and new reflections. The fragments of
his work from this period show that his Enlightenment background (as
tempered by his admiration for Rousseau) continued to play a role in
this thought. For example, on the one hand, he claimed that any divi-
sion of society into “‘estates” (Stinde) is a danger to freedom, since it
fragments the whole — a theme that had also been voiced in an essay
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written during his period at the Stuttgart Gymnasium, in which he drew
on his youthful readings of Johann Herder and the “popular philoso-
pher” Christian Garve to explicate the difference between ancient and
modern literature.’* He also began to echo Edward Gibbon in his
discussions of how the introduction of Christianity had undermined the
Roman empire; Gibbon’s irony coupled with his passionate attachment
to his subject obviously made a big impression on Hegel — indeed, he
was to adopt some of Gibbon’s manner in his own masterpiece, the
Phenomenology of Spirit. On the other hand, he praised the individuality
of Socrates and compared Jesus unfavorably to Socrates; Socrates, he
says, “left behind no Masonic signs, no mandate to proclaim his name.
...He did not, in order to bring people to perfect goodness, outline
some detour by way of Aim . .. dispensing with mediators, he led the
individual only into himself.”’** He revived the idea found in the “Tii-
bingen Essay” of transforming an “objective” religion into a “‘subjec-
tive” religion, except that now he ascribed this task to the state, noting
that somehow the state must do this while preserving freedom for the
individual conscience.® (Exactly how the state was to do this, he did
not say.)

In making these kinds of claims, however, he once again found
himself in a bind of his own making: On the one hand, he wanted to
call for some way of overcoming the fragmentation of modern life and
establishing some form of community without at the same time violating
individual liberty of conscience; on the other, he wanted to praise the
reliance on individual insight and understanding taught by Socrates
without letting such self-reliant individuals go on to fragment them-
selves from the social whole and from each other. In his Berne frag-
ments, just as in his ‘““Tibingen Essay,” he still had found no concrete
way to bring these kinds of conflicting claims together, to unite his ideas
of a unified, unfragmented ‘‘beautiful” social whole with the idea of the
preservation of the rights and practices of the individual conscience. He
seemed to realize that his prescriptions ended up being only moralistic
calls for “something better” without any real possibility of their being
realized. And as a Wiirttemberger, he of course certainly knew the
pitfalls of having a ‘“‘state” simply mandate a particular religion; Duke
Carl Eugen would have gladly mandated Catholicism for his subjects, if
only he could have gotten away with it.

Most significant for Hegel’s development during his Bernese period
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was his growing concern with what it would mean, as he had put it to
Schelling, to “complete” the Kantian philosophy. Indeed, his fragments
and his more developed pieces from that time bear witness to his early
forays into Fichte’s writings and, more importantly, to the growing
influence of Kant on his thought. In Berne, his more explicitly Rous-
seauian commitments began to fade as the more overtly Kantian ele-
ments came more and more to the fore, and Aristotle’s notion that the
good man finds happiness in what virtue requires started to become
linked with Hegel’s increasingly Kantian stance in ethics. By the very
end of his stay in Berne, Hegel was beginning to redescribe everything
in terms of the basic notions of Kantian ethical theory. Although there
were strains of Fichte in some of the fragments from that period — his
friend Schelling was clearly going in the direction of Fichtean thought
at this time, and Hegel was not immune to it — it was Kantian language
that began to overtake Hegel’s earlier ways of formulating things. For
example, in one of the fragments from the Berne period, we find Hegel
claiming, like a good Kantian, that “the effect of religion is to
strengthen, by means of the idea of God as moral lawgiver, ethical life’s
motives and to enhance the satisfaction we derive from performing what
our practical reason demands, specifically with regard to the ultimate
end that reason posits: The highest good.”

Hegel also began to enlist Kant in his battle against Tiibingen ortho-
doxy. In a letter, he dismissively asked Schelling, “How are things
otherwise in Tibingen? . ..In truth, nowhere is the old system so
faithfully propagated as there.”¥” Taking the Tiibingen theologians as
his target, he even went so far in his Berne period as to write an entire
“Life of Jesus” (unpublished in his lifetime) in which Jesus’ life and
teachings were redescribed so as to fit more or less the ideas articulated
by Kant in his Religion within the Limits of Pure Reason Alone. In the
“Life of Jesus,” Jesus emerged not as the natural/supernatural deliverer
of a divine revelation (as Hegel’s theology professor at Tiibingen, Gott-
lob Storr, had tried to demonstrate) but instead as one of the foremost
exponents of Kant’s “religion of morality.”

Hegel did not, however, make himself over into a fully orthodox
Kantian. For him the question continued to be: If Christianity is to be
made into a “people’s religion” (a “subjective” religion), and if that is
to be identified with a quasi-Kantian understanding of the “kingdom of
God” and the “invisible church” — that is, if it is to be fully reinter-
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preted in light of the code words used by Schelling, Hegel, and Hoéld-
erlin at the Seminary in Tiibingen — then it must be given a purely
‘moral interpretation that is also compatible with Hegel’s, Holderlin’s,
and Schelling’s admiration for the idealized ancient Greeks as models
for what a renewed social order would look like. Thus, Hegel attempted
to fuse Kant’s idea of a “religion of morality” with his own critique of
the fragmentation of modern life inspired by his youthful readings of
Garve, Herder, and Rousseau, and out of this he hoped to produce a
“popular philosophy” that would bring about, as he had put it to
Schelling, the ‘“revolution in Germany” that would follow from the
“application” of Kant’s philosophy.®

Indeed, at this point, Hegel was still quite explicit about his desire to
be such a “popular” philosopher, noting to Schelling that the special
features of Kantian and Fichtean ideas were not things he thought
needed to be worked out in such a “popular presentation’; it was
important for intellectuals to understand the fine points of the post-
Kantian movement, but it was not important to make them part of the
“popular philosophy”: “An esoteric philosophy will, to be sure, always
remain, and the idea of God as the absolute ‘T’ will be part of it. . ..
The philosophers are proving the dignity of man. The people will learn
to feel it.”* In seeing his future in this way, Hegel was also quite
obviously planning to carve out new ground for himself: The “popular
philosophers” had until then mostly contented themselves with repro-
ducing, reworking, and applying British (and particularly Scottish)
ideas; Hegel, on the other hand, was looking to make himself into a
‘“popular philosopher” who was going to apply Kantian ideas in light of
the British ideas he had picked up along the way.®

Indeed, the “completion” of Kantian philosophy at this point meant
for Hegel only the application of Kantian philosophy in a “popular”
way, the construction of a more or less Kantian conception of what
would be a genuinely practical stimulus to action. In commenting on
his study of the philosophical movement from Kant to Schelling (and
on his relative ignorance of the ways in which post-Kantians like Karl
Leonhard Reinhold were developing the critical philosophy), he re-
marked that the more recent attempts to get to the bottom of Kant’s
theory (Reinhold’s and Fichte’s) were, for him, only ‘“‘speculations,
rather than being of great applicability to universally usable concepts,
[which] seem of more direct significance mainly to theoretical reason
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alone.”*! Hegel’s ideas on “subjective” religion and a “people’s religion”
were all constructed in light of what he thought at the time was neces-
sary to transform Kantianism into something more practical, more ap-
plicable, something that could be expressed in the kind of essay written
by a Popularphilosoph. However, despite Hegel’s quantitative productiv-
ity during this period (judging from the amount of manuscript material
he produced), he never thought any of it worth publishing, and he
never wrote to anyone (not to Schelling, not to Hoélderlin) to ask for
help or advice about getting his works into print. (The exception is the
pamphlet by J.-J. Cart.) Hegel was clearly dissatisfied with what he had
produced. Despite the task he had set for himself of becoming a “pop-
ular philosopher,” a man of letters, despite the fact that he had pro-
duced quite a bit of work along those lines during this time, and despite
the likelihood that publication would have advanced his self-chosen
career as a man of letters, he simply put those manuscripts in the
drawer.

While at Berne, Hegel also wrote an ambitious book-length manu-
script, which he clearly expanded and altered after having arrived in
Frankfurt, and even worked on somewhat after arriving in Jena at the
turn of the century; he never found it satisfactory, however, and it was
only published long after his death, under the title “The Positivity of
the Christian Religion.” In it, Hegel tried to synthesize the basic influ-
ences on his thought at the time. For example, he brought Gibbon’s
account of the decline of the Roman empire and the role Christianity
played in it to bear on Kant’s reconstruction of Christian religion as the
“religion of morality,” as religion “within the limits of reason alone,”
and tried to show how these two accounts could be reconciled in an
examination of the nature of the “positivity” of the Christian religion.
Hegel used the term “positivity” in a sense derived from jurisprudence:
“Positive” law is that law which is in force in a particular legal and
political community. In Hegel’s own time, “positive” law had come to
be contrasted with what was then called “natural law.” “Natural law”
had a much wider meaning than it does nowadays; it was the doctrine
of the normative foundations of law in general, not just the normative
foundations of law as lying in the “natural” order. For Hegel, positive
religion — which is analogous to what he had been calling in his earlier
efforts “objective religion” — is any religion and its associated doctrines
whose normative force depends on their being the established religion
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of a people. Christianity was a positive religion in this sense, since both
Catholics and Protestants had clear ideas about what counted as doc-
trine, who could take the Eucharist, who could not, and so on. Positivity,
thus, in law and in religion, is that which relies only on the dictates of
authority instead of on those dictates that come from “thinking for
oneself” (which, according to Kant, is the very definition of Enlighten-
ment itself). Any positive religion, so it seems, must therefore be at
odds with the demands of reason, of “thinking for oneself.” Reviving
some arguments from his manuscript “The Life of Jesus,”” Hegel argued
that Jesus never intended to institute a positive religion, at least in the
sense of a religion that was to claim humanity’s allegiance by reference
only to Jesus’ own authority. Instead, Jesus set out to create a religion
of morality that would restore freedom to a world that had lost it, in
which people would embrace virtue because they would impose it on
themselves. :

The themes of freedom and the self-imposition of the law — both of
them involving striking bits of Kantian language — reoccur throughout
the essay.*? In his ethical theory, Kant had argued that the only thing
that was unconditionally good in itself was a good will, which, in Kant’s
well-known characterization, would if even “by its utmost effort it still
accomplishes nothing . .. still shine like a jewel for its own sake as
something which has full value in itself.”+** Whereas the other great
influence on Hegel, Aristotle, had argued that the only thing that was
unconditionally good, that was a final end of an agent’s deliberations —
that is, that which rational human agents ultimately cared about it for
its own sake — was Eudaimonia, happiness in terms of flourishing,
prospering, and getting along well in a virtuous life, Kant argued that
this unconditional good and final end had to be the free will itself. Since
no agent could be indifferent to freedom as a final end, as a requirement
of practical reason no agent could therefore be indifferent to what was
a priori required for the agent’s freedom. Kant argued that the a priori
requirements of full freedom demanded that the agent determine his
will according to principles that he had fully and freely adopted for
himself, that is, that he act only on those principles that he has autono-
mously imposed on himself; and to make such self-impositions, the
agent is required to determine his will only according to principles that
abstract away from all contingencies that might determine his will (such
as any contingent desires or needs he might just happen to have) and



64 Hegel: A Biography

determine his will instead according to principles that answer to that
element within him that is authoritative for him.

Since Kant holds that that which is authoritative for us is “self-
determining reason’ — reason that accepts no standards other than those
which it can vindicate for itself, that survive the kind of self-critique
that reason continually practices on itself — the only principles that can
count as self-imposed are those that would hold for any rational being.*
The principle of principles, therefore, for practical reason is the cate-
gorical (unconditional) imperative, that the agent determine his will
according to principles that he could at the same time and always
determine as “‘universal law,” as the kinds of principles which any other
rational agent would also elect to determine his will.¥ Of course, what
is striking about Kant’s doctrine — and would have been particularly
striking to Hegel at this stage in his life — is that Kant might have
seemed, at least at first glance, to have resolved the problems Hegel had
bumped up against in the “Tibingen Essay,” namely, how to reconcile
a demand for full unconditional freedom and individual liberty of con-
science with the demands of a community having a unified moral voice.
At this point in his development, Hegel took Kant to have shown how
each individual, relying only on his own reason, would in his own
conscience reach the same conclusions as all other rational individuals,
and how thus a Kantian moral community would not morally be at
odds with itself. A fully Kantian moral community would thus be an
“invisible church,” constituting itself as a “philosophical sect” in which
each individual member, in Hegel’s words, “adopts no duties except the
ones imposed on himself.”*

In the “Positivity” essay as in the “Life of Jesus,” Hegel took Jesus
to have been preaching a doctrine that fit those Kantian prescriptions.
However, he also took the corruption of the Jewish people (a theme that
he seems to have taken from Chapter 15 of Gibbon’s Decline and Fall
of the Roman Empire) to have made it impossible for them to have
received such a message.”” The Jews, on Hegel’s understanding at this
time, had transformed their religion into one of base servility to law and
made it thereby into a religion from which all elements of personal
freedom had been extirpated. Because Jesus’ own disciples were cor-
rupted by the Jewish adherence to the divine law, even they found it
impossible to accept Jesus’ teachings for what they were — teachings
that called on them to attain “truth and freedom by their own exer-
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tions” and thereby to lead a life of virtue*® — and they therefore ended
‘up proclaiming that they accepted Jesus’ teachings not by virtue of their
insight into their truth but by virtue of Jesus’ own personal authority,
by virtue of /s having said them. The contrast with the followers of
Socrates, who had been taught to think for themselves, could not be
greater: as Hegel put it, the “followers of Jesus...had no political
interest like that which a citizen of a free republic takes in his native
land; their whole interest was confined to the person of Jesus,” whereas
the followers of Socrates “loved Socrates because of his virtue and
philosophy, not virtue and philosophy because of him.”*

The contrast Hegel draws is thus between Jesus, who is portrayed as
a ethical-religious Kantian hero, who only wanted people to be free and
to develop their own powers to impose the moral law on themselves
(and thereby to become virtuous in a Kantian sense), and the founders
of Christianity (the disciples, the early church fathers), who are por-
trayed as corrupting Jesus’ teachings and setting up Christianity as a
positive religion, one whose teachings are based on authority rather than
on free reason. Jesus’ own teachings are not “positive,” they are not
meant to substitute a new authoritarian system for the old authoritarian
system. Nonetheless, to get his teachings heard, Jesus had to confer
some authority upon his own person, for, given the corrupted condi-
tions of the time, “to propose to appeal to reason alone would have
meant the same thing as preaching to fish.”® And thus the movement
was set in motion toward ‘“‘positivity.” '

Hegel, interestingly, does not speak of the early Christians as betray-
ing Jesus’ teachings; instead he attributes the corruption to the context
in which those teachings appeared. The Greek and Roman republics
were free in the sense that “Greeks and Romans obeyed laws laid down
by themselves”; each citizen found the free republic itself to be “the
final end of /Zis world,” and their religions supported this freedom.*!
With the collapse of Greek and Roman freedom, Greek and Roman
religion also disintegrated, and what had previously been a motivating
force for the better in citizens’ lives vanished. The loss of such a good
left people with nothing to inspire them except the cold ideals of
protecting property and the fear of death. In this context, Christianity,
which promised eternal life to those who slavishly followed its dictates,
stepped into the void left by the disappearance of the Greek and Roman
divinities.
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The followers of Jesus and the early Christians thus were almost
unwittingly led to establish Christianity as a positive religion, although
in its early stages even they could not even have been aware of the
commitments they were undertaking. They were a small sect, whose
members joined voluntarily (and thus “imposed” the rules of the sect
on themselves), and they were able thus to be a society of friends in the
Aristotelian sense.’2 But as they grew in size and influence, the “positiv-
ity” of their views became all the more apparent. As they took over the
state and the realm of positive law, their religion itself became all the
more “‘positive” in character. They eventually eliminated freedom of
thought, and their positive commands to their members to fze/ certain
ways resulted in an unspiritual society of hypocrites and self-deceived
people who had lost all sense of freedom and beauty.

Unlike Gibbon, however, Hegel was not content to attribute the rise
of Christianity simply to a series of contingent, heterogeneous social
factors. Hegel’s interest in the Kantian ideas of freedom and therefore
of the self-imposition of the moral law lead him to offer a hypothesis
that went far beyond the bounds of Gibbon’s Enlightenment historiog-
raphy. Hegel noted in relation to Christianity’s having supplanted the
great pagan religions of antiquity that “great revolutions which strike
the eye at a glance must have been preceded by a still and secret
revolution in the spirit of the age, a revolution not visible to every eye,
especially imperceptible to contemporaries, and as hard to discern as to
describe in words. . .. The supplanting of a native and immemorial
religion by a foreign one is a revolution which occurs in the spiritual
realm itself, and it is thus of a kind whose causes must be found all the
more directly in the spirit of the times.”>* The “secret revolution” of
which Hegel spoke made reference to his Tiibingen concerns: the col-
lapse of ancient freedom and the possibility of a revolution-reformation
in modern life that would restore the spirit of Greek freedom and lead
to moral and spiritual renewal. Christianity became a positive religion
in spite of Jesus’ teaching because the “spirit of the times” in Jesus’ day
and immediately thereafter had lost the ideal of freedom; what actually
separated the followers of Jesus from the followers of Socrates was
Greek social and religious life, which had prevented the Greeks (in
Hegel’s eyes) from having any positive religion. Accusations of heresy
in Greek life were, after all, virtually nonexistent; the Greeks did not
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seem so intent in their religious practices on propounding doctrine
. against which one could measure one’s “true” religiosity.

Despite Hegel’s own description of himself as wanting to “apply”
Kant’s thought, in the “Positivity” essay he was also clearly trying to
develop it in light of his own interests. In “What Is Enlightenment?”,
Kant had called for an end to mankind’s “self-incurred tutelage.”** In
the “Positivity” essay, Hegel took this a step further, explaining this
self-imposed tutelage as having come about because of the loss of Greek
and Roman freedom, and attributing the transformation of Christianity
into a positive religion to that loss; Hegel “applied” Kant’s notion of
freedom as self-legislation to history to explain how Christianity became
a “positive religion.” Echoing Kant’s essay, Hegel noted that “every
day anyone can see examples of how far men can renounce their own
native powers and freedom, how they can submit to a perpetual tutelage
with such willingness that their attachment to the fetters they place on
reason is all the greater the heavier these fetters are. In addition to
recommending a virtue religion, Jesus was also bound continually to
bring himself, the teacher of this religion, into play; he had to demand
faith in his person, a faith which his virtue religion required only for its
opposition to the positive doctrines.””*

The unspoken but clear implication of the essay is that the question
of whether Christianity could therefore cease to be a positive religion
and become again a “religion of freedom” was necessarily connected
with the issue of whether the French Revolution would succeed in
restoring freedom and spirituality to modern life. But, oddly enough,
the question of whether Christianity actually could be this new “religion
of freedom” was left unanswered in the essay, and the reason seems to
be that Hegel simply had not made up his mind on the issue. He
suspected that Christianity might simply be inadequate to the role of a
“religion of freedom.” At one point he noted that its imagery does not
lend itself to the kind of “poetic adaptation” that is capable of “refining
our people,” because the images of “‘positive’ Christianity have been so
inculcated in people’s minds in such a ‘“positive” manner that they
“carry a sense of uneasiness running counter to that enjoyment of
beauty which arises from the free play of our mental powers.”*¢ (The
notion of beauty as arising from the “free play of our mental powers”
is, of course, an indirect reference to Kant’s notion in his Critigue of
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Fudgment that beauty results from the sensuous embodiment of our
spontaneity, that in enjoying beauty, we are really enjoying the sponta-
neous free play of our mental powers.) If because of its cultural and
historical baggage, “positive” Christianity is incapable of being beauti-
ful, then it is incapable of motivating people to be free, and, if that is
true, “positive” Christianity simply cannot satisfy the demands of mod-
ern European life.

At that point in his development, though, Hegel could not bring
himself to conclude authoritatively that Christianity could not satisfy
such demands. However, the lack of a definitive answer to that crucial
question was, as Hegel surely came to see, fatal for the “Positivity”
essay, and without an answer to that question, the “application” of Kant
had not really succeeded, for the basic practical question remained
unanswered.

Even worse for Hegel’s point of view, the answer that was coming
from France, as it were, was not encouraging: In 1793, the revolution-
aries had officially “abolished” Christianity and replaced it with Robes-
pierre’s “cult of reason,” something that was as silly as it was uninspir-
ing. Indeed, Christianity of any sort did not seem to be playing a critical
role in the development of revolutionary events. The “Positivity” essay
thus ended without really coming to grips with the very problems that
had inspired it.

Hegel was almost without doubt discouraged by his attempts at
“popular philosophy.” He had written much, but none of it he deemed
suitable to see the light of day. His position seemed, furthermore, to be
more syncretic than synthetic: He was pasting together bits and pieces
of Kantian practical philosophy, his theological training at Ttibingen,
and his interest in what he took to be the problems and promises of the
Revolution, and the result was a whole that not only looked cobbled
together but also failed to provide crucial answers for the basic problems
it was written to address. Hegel’s attempt to “complete” the Kantian
philosophy by applying it to the problems of a “people’s religion” thus
seemed to be coming to a dead end.

It was, in part, the failure of his efforts to “apply” Kant to practical
life that eventually would lead him to question even more fundamentally
just what the completion of Kantian philosophy would imply. At first,
however, the failure of his efforts simply left him depressed and at odds
with himself; but he had reason to be hopeful: He was escaping Berne
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for the more cosmopolitan community of Frankfurt, apparently to work
for a more congenial family and for a reunion with his close friend
Holderlin.

Stopover in Stuttgart: Flirtation and Politics

At the end of the year of 1796, Hegel set off from Berne to Frankfurt.
He had to get permission from the Konsistorium (the church authorities)
in Wiirttemberg to take his position as Hofmeister with the Gogel family,
since he still technically owed them service as a pastor. However, be-
cause there were many other young men who actually wanted the few
church positions that were available, and who were obviously better
suited for them than Hegel (who was in any event hardly the darling of
the theological faculty at Tiibingen), his permission to go to Frankfurt
seemed a sure bet. Playing the odds, Hegel began his service with the
Gogel family at the beginning of January, although his official permis-
sion from the Konsistorium to do so was not granted until January 10,
1797

On the way home, Hegel stopped off to visit his family in Stuttgart
for a few weeks. Even with the brighter prospects of Frankfurt ahead of
him, his sister remembered him as sad and withdrawn. After all, al-
though he was moving to a better city, and would be in the company of
Hélderlin once more, he was simply trading one Hofmeister position for
another. He was not, for example, going on to edit a journal or even to
write for one, nor was he going to a university to assume a position as a
salaried intellectual. However, as things turned out, two things during
his stay in Stuttgart helped him to recover himself and get his feet
planted again: He become involved with the growing revolutionary
movements in his home state of Wiirttemberg, and he became involved
in a flirtation with a young woman by the name of Nanette Endel, who
was living at the time with his sister and father.

Nanette Endel was apparently a friend of Hegel’s sister, Christiane.
She later became a milliner, and she was probably engaged in training
to become a milliner while she was living and working at the Hegel
household to earn her keep and to pay for her training. Nanette Endel
was five years younger than Hegel and a devout Catholic. Although
Hegel arrived at Stuttgart feeling quite low, it seems clear that he and
Nanette became good friends rather quickly. The two teased each other
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quite a lot and carried on an extended flirtation (much to the conster-
nation of Hegel’s sister, whom Hegel jokingly characterized in a letter
to Nanette Endel as the “privy councilor” who had accused Nanette of
being a bit “roguish” in her relations with him).” Hegel, whose own
distaste for Catholicism was to last for the greater portion of his life, no
doubt at first reacted strongly to Nanette Endel’s devout adherence to
it. However, Nanette Endel was good-spirited enough to joust with
Hegel on these matters. She teased him about his dour nature and his
Protestant high-mindedness, gently poking fun at his self-important,
self-appointed task of becoming an “educator of the people” and estab-
lishing a “people’s religion.” She teased him by calling him Saint
Alexis, a Christian saint from the year 400, who fled on the day of his
wedding and renounced all his worldly possessions in order to live the
life of a monk. He teased her by calling her Sister Jacqueline, a reference
to Jacqueline Arnauld, the abbess of the Jansenist cloister of Port Royal.
It seems that she at least tried, however good-naturedly and maybe even
half-heartedly, to get Hegel to consider becoming a Catholic or at least
going to Mass or undertaking some Catholic practices; he in turn tried
to get her to convert to Protestantism.

They no doubt disputed with each other about the relative merits of
Catholicism and Protestantism, although there is no reason to think that
these conversations ever went very deep. Hegel apparently could never
take women seriously as intellectual equals; the idea of the modern
emancipated woman was not one with which — to put the most charita-
ble reading on his behavior — he felt comfortable. No doubt he could
not take seriously the disputations of a young Catholic woman of so
much less education than he. However, Nanette Endel could give as
well as take; she teased him about his vaunted intellectual superiority,
addressing him as Magister (Master, his degree title from the univer-
sity), and Hegel quite obviously was willing to accept such teasing from
someone who was willing to engage with him on a less than fully serious
level. (Even later in Berlin, Hegel had a preference for passing a good
part of his time with less educated people who liked to joke and play
cards rather than those who insisted on discussing more heady intellec-
tual matters; in fact, Hegel’s circle of friends always included a diverse
throng of people.)

The flirtation and joking with Nanette Endel obviously helped to
revive Hegel’s spirits and put his all-too-serious reflections on modern
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religion into perspective. Each morning she would help him tie his
_cravat, and in the evening he would read to the gathered family and
Ms. Endel portions of a popular novel that had been serialized in
Schiller’s magazine, Die Horen. (The fact that Hegel’s family subscribed
to Schiller’s magazine is further evidence of the importance attached to
Bildung in his family.) In a letter to her from Frankfurt — her letters to
him were all, alas, probably destroyed by Hegel’s sons after his death —
Hegel mentions her going to “confession” for some unmentioned
wrongdoing, and the context indicates that it was probably on account
of a pass that Hegel made at her and her subsequent worrying that she
had somehow ‘‘initiated” his behavior. He remarks jokingly on how
much more strict the Catholics seem to be in Frankfurt and how she
would not get off as easily there, and about how she had absolved him
without “inflicting a penance.”*® Hegel remarks on how they danced a
lot on the night of his departure from Stuttgart. In a very revealing
letter to Nanette Endel from Frankfurt in 1797, Hegel interrupts him-
self after going on about serious moral themes, and notes simply, “I do
not know why I always fall into general reflections. But you will forgive
a man who was once a Magister, and who drags himself around with
this title and its accessories as with a thorn in the flesh from an angel of
Satan . . . I have every reason to assume that longer association with you
would have liberated me more and granted me a greater capacity for
merrymaking.”*® He clearly missed her while in Frankfurt. In the little
piece of verse she wrote almost thirty years later for her friend Chris-
tiane Hegel, about Hegel himself, she remarks on how, on Hegel’s
departure from Stuttgart, she (ever the proper Catholic girl) had to
assume a “penance” for herself, holding out both hands in order to
avoid the kiss Hegel obviously wanted to give her.5
No doubt Hegel tossed around in his mind the idea of a more lasting
relationship with Nanette Endel, and it is more than likely that Nanette
Endel thought about much the same thing. How far these ruminations
went, we cannot say, nor can we know if Hegel ever expressed his
thoughts about this to Nanette Endel or if she expressed hers to him.
Hegel’s relationship with Nanette Endel was surely colored by a roman-
tic interest, but its extent and seriousness cannot be determined. Per-
haps the religious difference, and maybe the class difference, were
simply too great for either of them to overcome. In any event, they
seemed to have had a jolly time together, and Hegel even mentioned



72 Hegel: A Biography

the possibility, almost a year later, of their “visiting” each other, some-
thing that never came to pass.

There were, however, other nonerotic matters afoot in Wiirttemberg
at the time that also attracted Hegel’s attention and held it even for
quite a while after he had relocated to Frankfurt. For the first time
since 1770, the Wiirttemberg Parliament (the Landtag) had been sum-
moned to meet on September 22, 1796, for the purpose of discussing
the issue of war payments to France. (The “constitutional settlement”
of 1770 had made the issue of such payments a matter for the assembly
of estates to decide, so the duke had no choice but to summon the
Landtag.) There was quite a bit of talk in the air that perhaps it would
lead to a revolution in Wiirttemberg, just as the calling of the Estates
General in France had led to the French Revolution. Moreover, after
the troops of the revolutionary Republic of France had in 1796 and
1797 invaded Baden and Wiirttemberg from Strasbourg under the lead-
ership of General Moreau, what were called the Swabian patriots —
“patriot” at this time meaning “those who showed the love of their
country by wishing to renew it by reform or revolution”®! — cheered on
the incursion, expecting the revolutionary French troops to support the
revolutionary cause in Wiirttemberg.

The incentives for unrest in Wiirttemberg had been building for
some time. After his death in 1793, Karl Eugen was at first succeeded
by his two brothers. His first successor was Ludwig Eugen, who ruled
from 1793 to 1795. Under pressure from the other powers in Wiirttem-
berg and in light of Prussia’s treaty with France in 1795, Ludwig Eugen
— who abolished the Karlsschule, Tibingen University’s great competi-
tor — tried to enter into peace negotiations with France to keep Wiirt-
temberg away from the growing atmosphere of war in Europe. After his
death, Friedrich Eugen (the other brother) succeeded him and ruled
from 1795 until his death in 1797. Friedrich Eugen had been a Prussian
general and Karl Eugen’s governor in the (French) territories of Mom-
pelgard (Montbéliard). It was on his watch that General Moreau had
crossed into Wiirttemberg in 1796 and effectively brought it into the
French sphere of power; in 1796, the French had driven a hard bargain
in the peace negotiations with Friedrich Eugen. Among other things,
they had demanded both four million francs in war reparations and the
right to freely march through Wiirttemberg. Because of losses suffered
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in skirmishes with Austrian troops, however, the French had to with-

~draw in the autumn of 1796 from all of southwest Germany. As a
consequences of this withdrawal, Wiirttemberg was freed from plunder-
ing by French troops but was left open to plundering by Austrian
troops. The situation, however, was again also made unstable by Napo-
leon’s coming in 1797 to within striking distance of Vienna after having
routed Austrian troops in Italy. On July 9, 1797, a Cisalpine republic
composed of Milan, Modena, Ferrara, Bologna, and Romagna was pro-
claimed by the victorious French troops. The Swabian patriots obvi-
ously hoped that something similar would fall to them once the French
set foot in Wiirttemberg.

However, their hopes for support were to soon to be dampened. By
the time of their incursions into Wiirttemberg, the French had assumed
a much more self-interested policy. The Revolution had been continu-
ally under attack, and the French had thereby become less interested in
spreading revolution in general than with preserving the successes of
the Revolution at home. After the defeat of the Prussian-Austrian forces
-at Valmy in 1792, the counterrevolutionary German powers had contin-
ually tried to regroup, but French troops had continued to win scores
of decisive battles in Germany. In April, 1795, the Prussians, badly
battered, finally broke ranks with the Austrians and signed a treaty with
the French, and in 1796 Napoleon Bonaparte, having just become a
general, shifted the war to Italy and defeated the Austrians there. None-
theless, despite these victories, the French had reason to fear (and
history was to prove them right) that the counterrevolutionary coalition
would spring up again. Moreover, they had to deal with counterrevolu-
tionary activity within France itself: The revolt of the Vendée in west-
ern France — where pro-Catholic, antirevolutionary forces had asserted
themselves — was putting great stress on the revolutionary regime in
Paris. The last thing the regime believed it needed was to have a
revolution break out in Germany in places where they were establishing
beachheads for their protection against the Austrians and Prussians.
Consequently, the revolutionary armies under Moreau tended to restrict
themselves to pillaging the huts and houses of ordinary people in Wiirt-
temberg, leaving the castles of the nobility largely untouched. In Octo-
ber 1797, the French signed a treaty with the Austrian Habsburg regime
at Campio Formio, which required the Austrians to cede the left bank
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of the Rhine and which in principle guaranteed compensation to Wiirt-
temberg for the lands west of the Rhine that the French had seized
from it.

In these circumstances, Wiirttemberg under Friedrich Eugen’s reign
simply became more and more ungovernable. The Ehrbarkeit began
asserting themselves as never before and on their own initiative sent
representatives to the Congress at Rastatt (a congress first convened in
1797, at which the Germans ceded the city of Mainz to the French and
which Hegel’s friends, Isaak von Sinclair and Hoélderlin, also attended).
Thus Friedrich Eugen found himself in the embarrassing position of
having his own governmental representatives at the conference compet-
ing with the representatives appointed by the estates, with no clear line
of authority to decide who had responsibility for what. The battle of
the estates with the monarch, however, took a much different turn when
on December 23, 1797, Friedrich Eugen died, and his oldest son,
Friedrich II, assumed power. Friedrich II almost immediately launched
into a protracted battle with the estates — a battle that he was eventually
to win by using French power to consolidate his position against the old
estates of Wiirttemberg and thereby bring to an end the entrenched
gutes alte Recht (good old law). Not only was Friedrich II able to destroy
the power of the estates; he was with French help to have himself
elevated from duke to king in 1806. However, in 1797, none of this was,
of course, foreseeable.

Although the Swabian patriots were certainly rankled by the refusal
of the French to support their cause, this did not stop them from trying
to foment some sort of revolution in Wiirttemberg. If anything, the
incursions of the French only made their claims against the duke all the
more pressing. The patriots ranged from those who merely wished to
reassert against the duke the traditional claims of the estates in Wiirt-
temberg (which he was fighting tooth and nail) to those who wanted to
do away with the duke and establish, a la France, a Wiirttemberg
Republic. Moreover, the French incursion led to the postponing of the
meeting of the Landtag, something that in itself did nothing to stop the
political agitation going on in Wiirttemberg. It might indeed have actu-
ally fanned further discontent. As a consequence, Stuttgart itself became
deluged with political pamphlets. It is virtually certain that Hegel read
a great many of these; he even saved them, and several such pamphlets
were found in his collection after his death in 1831.
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Although he became aware of these developments while staying at
_home in Stuttgart, after arriving in Frankfurt Hegel attempted to enter
the debates in Wiirttemberg with a pamphlet of his own about the need
for reform there (which also remained unpublished in his lifetime). In
that pamphlet (or what survives of it), he struck out against the conser-
vatives in the debate and argued that the institutions of the “constitu-
tional settlement’ in Wiirttemberg no longer corresponded to the shape
that life in Wiirttemberg had come to assume. For the “new” Wiirttem-
berg, he proposed a system of representation in which the Landrag
would have regular, periodic meetings, instead of the irregular ones that
the duke would call only when pressured to do s0.52 Echoing his Bernese
Kantianism, he made a moral appeal to the Wiirttembergers for the
“courage to practice justice.” The title of the manuscript in Hegel’s
own handwriting is, “That the Magistrates Must be Elected by the
Citizens (Birgern); To the Wiirttemberg People,” but that was at some
point crossed out and (in somebody else’s handwriting) is written in-
stead, “On the Most Recent Internal Relations of Wiirttemberg, in
particular on the Violation of the Magistrate’s Constitution; To Wiirt-
temberg’s Patriots.”’) He sent the manuscript to three unnamed friends
in Stuttgart, who, to his disappointment, talked him out of publishing
it, claiming that the actions of the French in Wiirttemberg had discred-
ited all apologies for and defenses of the Revolution in Wiirttemberg,
and that Hegel’s manuscript would therefore serve only to set back the
cause of reform rather than to help it.¢ Hegel, no doubt reluctantly and
somewhat dejectedly, put it aside, but he did not put aside his continu-
ing reflections on the political state of affairs in Germany. (It was during
this period that his translation and commentary on J .J. Cart’s pamphlet
was anonymously published in 1798.)

Frankfurt: Holderlin and New Horizons

Holderlin’s Friendship, Holderlin’s Influence

In Berne, Hegel had felt isolated, but in Frankfurt, Hegel now found
himself in the middle of things. Frankfurt was a bustling commercial
town with a more cosmopolitan air than Berne at that time, and life
with the Gogel family was a world away from the smug, reactionary
family of the von Steigers. While in Frankfurt, Hegel wrote several
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letters to Nanette Endel, jokingly telling her about how little space there
was for a Saint Alexis in Frankfurt. The prosperous, materialist Frank-
furters, he said, certainly would be loathe to give up sex, but they would
be even less inclined to give up their property. Hegel remarked that
‘“‘upon mature reflection I have decided not to try to improve anything
in these people, but on the contrary to howl with the wolves” (citing a
German proverb that means, roughly, something between “when in
Rome, do as the Romans do” and “if you can’t beat them, join them”),
a far cry from the slightly depressive, moralizing tone he had brought
with him from Berne to Stuttgart.®* In keeping with that new outlook
of “if you can’t beat them, join them,” he also related to Nanette Endel
how he was going to balls and to the opera in Frankfurt and how he
had become more ‘“equal to the world,” more /tke the world than the
alienated, moralistic “educator of the people” in Berne could ever have
been.5 He even indulged in Rousseauian exaggeration, noting that the
experience of big city life would from time to time drive him out of
Frankfurt to the country, where, as he told her, “I reconcile myself
there in the arms of nature with myself and with men” and how the
“stillness of nature” allowed him to ‘“collect himself.”¢¢ (All this from
the man who only a year before had found a walk through nature in the
Alps to be almost'a complete waste of time.) In a remark intended to
raise Ms. Endel’s eyebrows, he even remarked on how little he went to
church: “As soon as you stopped holding me to piety, it was all over. I
never more than pass by churches.”®’

Most importantly for Hegel, he was reunited with his friend Hold-
erlin. At the Seminary, Holderlin had been Hegel’s closest friend, and
the attachment that the two felt for each other had clearly survived the
few years since both had left Tiibingen. During that period, Holderlin
had attended Fichte’s lectures at Jena and was brimming with ideas
about post-Kantian philosophy. Although moving swiftly into his short
but brilliant career as a poet (he was to suffer a permanent mental
breakdown in the early 1800s), Hélderlin was at that point also passion-
ately occupied with philosophy. He and Hegel lived only a short dis-
tance from each other, and they apparently engaged in a constant,
intense discussion of politics, poetry, and philosophy, and camaraderie.
The first volume of Holderlin’s poetic “novel,” Hyperion, was published
shortly after Hegel’s arrival in Frankfurt, and he was at work on his
poem Empedocles during Hegel’s stay there. (That the two discussed
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this work, and that the two friends influenced each other’s ideas during
this period, is abundantly clear.)s

While he was at Berne, Hegel had even written a long, Holderlin-like
poem to his friend entitled “Eleusis,” a reference to the Eleusinian
mysteries of ancient Greece. The poem is basically a long, Rousseau-
inspired tribute to their friendship and common ideals, among them the
shared Spinozism of their youth. Indeed, it is a rather strikingly “early
Romantic” piece by someone who was later to become one of Roman-
ticism’s strongest critics. Along with some of his other writings during
this period, “Eleusis” suggests that under Hoélderlin’s influence Hegel
had half-heartedly tried to become a Romantic of sorts, both before and
during the first part of his move to Frankfurt. However, it was an
attempt that was bound to fall short. Hegel’s personality and interests
were simply at odds with Romanticism, just as they were at odds with
his theoretically Rousseauian attitude toward nature, and as his stay at
Frankfurt lengthened, he shed his little bits and pieces of Romanticism
as quickly as he had acquired them. By the time he moved from
Frankfurt to Jena, he had permanently abandoned whatever remained
of his brief self-conscious dalliance with that kind of Romanticism.

Holderlin himself had begun his career after the Seminary in the
same way that Hegel had. He too had become a Hofmeister, and the
experience had, like Hegel’s, been none too pleasant. The poet Schiller
had convinced Charlotte von Kalb that Hoélderlin would be ideal for
what she was seeking in a Hofmeister, and at first everything seemed to
be going well. But Holderlin soon began to feel that he was simply
being used by the family (something that obviously came with the
position but which offended his sense of himself), and he had an affair
with a divorced governess in the house, who became pregnant by him.
(The child died at eighteen months of age.) Moreover, Holderlin’s
relation to his young pupil deteriorated from an initially affectionate
affair into one characterized by, to put it euphemistically, the infliction
of discipline. In a lapse of judgment, Charlotte von Kalb had sent
Holderlin to Jena with her ten-year-old son, and the results were disas-
trous: Holderlin, naturally enough, wanted to be around Schiller,
Goethe, and Fichte; he resented having to attend to the boy; and he
ended up by inflicting beatings on the boy. (Holderlin became obsessed
with the boy’s masturbating and wished to “cure” him of the desire.)®
Luckily for Holderlin, Charlotte von Kalb dismissed him without cen-
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sure, even giving him three months’ salary so that he could set himself
up in Jena.

Holderlin took the offer and moved to Jena, where he made the
acquaintance of the leading literary lights there and renewed his friend-
ship with Isaak von Sinclair, a friend who had been at Tiibingen with
Hegel and himself. (Von Sinclair had studied law.) For reasons that
remain obscure (but probably having to do with his running out of
money), he rather abruptly left Jena in 1795 to return home. At the
same time, his friend, von Sinclair, was in effect dismissed from the
university for some unspecified political disturbance. (Von Sinclair,
being noble, was not actually dismissed, since nobles could not be
dismissed; he was instead ‘“‘advised to leave.”) In January of 1796,
however, Holderlin managed to land a position with the household of
Jakob Friedrich Gontard and his wife Susette as Hofmeister for their
children. Jakob Gontard, only six years older than Holderlin, was the
heir of a banking family in Frankfurt and had become a very successful
banker and textile producer himself. His wife, Susette, a beautiful and
cultured woman, was only one year older than Hélderlin. Jakob Gontard
was a bit of a philistine, who neglected his poetry-loving wife, and the
result was predictable. By July of 1796, Holderlin was writing his friend
C. L. Neuffer of his love for Susette, and it is clear that the feelings
were requited on her part. Hélderlin quickly idealized Susette Gontard
as a new embodiment of the Greek ideal to which he, Hegel, and
Schelling had earlier dedicated themselves. (He was not alone in this;
the sculptor, Landolin Ohmacht, did a bust of Susette Gontard in the
classical style.) Susette became “Diotima” in his poems, the character
from Plato’s Symposium who speaks so eloquently of love as the ascent
from the beautiful body to the form of beauty itself. In September of
1798, Holderlin left the Gontards’ employ; his sudden departure almost
certainly had something to do with the ongoing affair with Susette
Gontard, although the exact nature of what occasioned his leaving
remains a bit murky. But it is quite clear that it upset both himself and
Susette Gontard quite a bit, and they continued to see each covertly for
a good while thereafter — indeed, until Hélderlin finally left the Frank-
furt area altogether. Hegel was often used as an intermediary to deliver
messages between the two lovers and to arrange rendezvous between
them.

After leaving the Gontard family, Holderlin moved over to the little
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Landgravate of Homburg vor der Hohe, a postage stamp principality
situated next to Frankfurt, where Isaak von Sinclair had become the
minister to the prince of Hessen-Homburg. Homburg vor der Hohe
had been carved out of a larger family domain as a particular principality
in 1622, and there had been disputes ever since about to whom it really
belonged, where its revenues were to come from, and so on. Because of
this, the family of Hessen-Darmstadt was forever claiming rights against
Hessen-Homburg. (Curiously enough, for a brief period in the late
1740s, J. J. Moser, the hero of Hegel’s parents’ generation and architect
of the “constitutional compromise” in Wiirttemberg, had been the privy
councilor and chief of chancellery there, but had been dismissed on
account of his too-vigorous attempts to rein in the Landgrave’s spend-
ing.)”

Holderlin’s passionate belief in the emancipatory potential of the
French Revolution, a belief he shared with Hegel and Sinclair, had not
been diminished either by the turn of events in France or by the
growing French incursions into German territory. Hoélderlin got a
chance to see the war close up when, on Jacob Gontard’s orders, he
took Susette Gontard and the children away from Frankfurt when the
French were shelling the city — a command from Jacob Gontard that,
given his wife’s and Holderlin’s feelings for each other, amounted to
sending the rabbits off to guard the lettuce. Nonetheless, despite the
suffering Holderlin witnessed, he did not budge from his rather ideal-
ized belief that the French were the new bearers of the promise of the
renewal of Athenian freedom and beauty. He compared the French foes
of the Revolution — there was, after all, an immense emigré community
of French nobility living in Germany — with the despotic Persians
against whom the Athenians defended their freedom.” His idealization
of the Revolution and its promise began to be reflected in the poems of
that period, which more and more reverted to images of an upheaval
(gdhren) that would restore humanity to its original free and lovely
state.”

Holderlin had obviously looked forward eagerly to Hegel’s arrival
Holderlin even remarked to his friend Neuffer that his old friend was a
more “‘calm, matter-of-fact” type of person and therefore someone
around whom he could “orient” himself.”* He told Hegel in a letter that
Hegel had always been “his mentor,” and pointed out to Hegel that he
could be “of use” to him, since ‘“‘the infernal spirits that I took with me
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from Franconia and the ethereal spirits with metaphysical wings that
have accompanied me since Jena have abandoned me since I have been
in Frankfurt.”? It is also likely that Holderlin’s feelings about his
relations with Hegel put a lot of stress on the friendship, especially
given the situation in which Hoélderlin had landed himself with Susette
Gontard and the way in which Hegel sometimes had to serve as a liaison
between them.

Nonetheless, the years at Homburg vor der Hohe were a period of
deeply passionate conversations among Hegel, Holderlin, Issak von Sin-
clair, and another friend, Jakob Zwilling, about Fichte, art and poetry,
idealist philosophy in general, and radical politics.”® Holderlin’s half-
brother even remembered, years later, how during a visit to Frankfurt,
Holderlin immediately took him to meet Hegel, and how, after Hegel
warmly greeted Holderlin’s half-brother, both Hegel and Holderlin
promptly forgot he was even present as they launched into a vigorous
philosophical debate.”” Hegel obviously felt that he had much to learn
from his two old friends, Hélderlin and von Sinclair, and from Zwilling.
He, after all, had been marking time in Berne in the company of such
intellectual luminaries as the von Steiger family, while they had been at
Jena hearing Fichte’s lectures on the completion of the Kantian project
and talking to the leading literary figures of the day, such as Schiller
and Goethe. Never again in his life was he to be so caught up in the
kind of intense intellectual friendship that he sustained during this
period in Frankfurt.

Holderlin’s influence on Hegel’s thought during this period was im-
mense; indeed, he completely re-oriented Hegel’s intellectual direction.
While at Jena, Holderlin had given much thought to what he thought
was wrong in Fichte’s system, and his reflections on Fichte (and post-
Kantian idealism in general) came as a complete’ revelation to Hegel.
They served to make it clear to Hegel that his own efforts at “realizing”
the Kantian philosophy by “applying” it had severely underestimated
the extent of the problems that still remained Kant’s and Fichte’s own
attempts at rendering it into a final form. Hegel thus became convinced
that what he had only a few years before dismissed as merely “esoteric”
matters were in fact the heart of the matter, and that for him to do what
he had set out to do — to construct a line of thought that would guide
modern life to its realization — he had to alter completely his plans for
his future.
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The philosophical discussions were given added urgency by the in-
creasing tempo of events in France. Neither Hegel nor Holderlin had
ever given up on the French Revolution — both of them seeing it as an
emancipatory movement and both of them hoping that something like
it, without its accompanying violence, would also come to pass in
Germany. During Hegel’s stay in Frankfurt, this looked as if it might
come even sooner than either had anticipated. After the Austrians had
signed a treaty with the French at Campo Formio in 1797 to end
hostilities, direct negotiations between representatives of the Holy Ro-
man Empire and the French commenced at the town of Rastatt in
November 1797 and continued until April 1799. The German city of
Mainz, which had been continually occupied since 1797 by the French,
was during this period taken over by a set of “German Jacobins” led by
Georg Forster, which in turn made the threat of the Revolution coming
to Germany ever more palpable. After 1798, in fact, Mainz came to
belong entirely to France and remained a French possession for a
number of years. As the ranking minister of Homburg vor der Hohe,
Isaak von Sinclair attended the congress at Rastatt as the prince’s rep-
resentative and brought Hoélderlin along with him to the meetings. (Also
attending the conference at various times were Napoleon, Goethe, and
Metternich.) Even if Hegel and Holderlin had run out of topics in
philosophy and literature (which they had not), Rastatt alone would
have been enough to occupy their discussions. _

In Prussia, Friedrich Wilhelm II died in November 16, 1797, leaving
Prussia, one of the members of the coalition to defeat the Revolution,
disordered, in debt, and tottering on the edge of vanishing as a power
altogether. Napoleon had with the Abbé Sieyés staged a coup d’etat and
on November 9—10, 1799 (18—19 Brumaire on the revolutionary French
calendar), had made himself first consul of France; shortly thereafter
the Directory, which had been the ruling body of France for most of
the Revolution, was abolished. Modern life’s tempo was suddenly pick-

ing up.

Hegel’s Choice: Renewed Contact with Schelling

Although Hegel and Holderlin shared a lot in those days, there were
nonetheless always fundamental differences between the two in person-
ality and general outlook. Hélderlin was correct to see Hegel as a more
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“matter-of-fact” person than he was. While clearly quite philosophically
gifted, Holderlin nonetheless remained first and foremost a poet, capa-
ble of producing unmatched lines of haunting beauty and perfect, com-
plex meter. He had been influenced in Jena by the early Romantic talk
of the unity of philosophy and poetry, and he wanted, at least at this
stage of his life, to do both philosophy and poetry. He was, though, a
sensitive personality, not the more prosaic, “matter-of-fact” fellow that
Hegel was. He also came to depend on Hegel more than Hegel de-
pended on him, and that put additional, even perhaps eventually un-
bearable, strains on their relationship. Nonetheless, in the intensity of
their conversations on common interests, Holderlin and Hegel managed
to stake out a common position, with most of the influence at this time
coming from Hoélderlin. They did this despite the fact that Holderlin
was moving into his mature poetic period while Hegel was intensely
studying Kant’s Metaphysics of Ethics and the Scottish economists. (He-
gel even wrote a commentary during this period on Kant’s book, al-
though that manuscript has since been lost).”

The interests binding the two young men, though, were deep. Hold-
erlin has been called, rightfully, the first great “modern” European
poet, and Hegel’s strong interest in modern life were echoed by his
friend’s interest in creating a “new sensibility” that would help to usher
in the modern age. Holderlin’s conviction that it was the poet’s respon-
sibility to fashion a new language appropriate to the new age — and to
create a responsibility on the part of his readers to participate in fash-
ioning this “new sensibility” — had a profound effect on Hegel; it was
to lead him to make a decisive shift near the end. of his stay in Frankfurt
to abandon in his philosophical writings the more easygoing prose style
of his earlier years and to adopt instead his own analogue of Holderlin’s
notion of demanding that his readers actively participate in fashioning
this new way of assuming responsibilities to the world and to each
other. It was certainly Hoélderlin’s most ambiguous legacy to his old
friend that he convinced him to cast his philosophy in a form that
demanded of his readers that they take him on Ais terms. The sudden
and profound shift in the style of writing and the growth of a recogniz-
able “Hegelian” style of prose around the end of his Frankfurt stay and
during his sojourn in Jena were indications of the depth of influence
that Holderlin exercised on him — an influence that extended up until
Hegel’s death.”
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The results of Hegel’s own philosophical labors during this period
were, however, to his mind disappointing, and although he certainly
intended those pieces for publication, they did not appear until long
after his death. Hegel’s impasse in the development of his thought
during his Frankfurt period was, however, soon to receive a jolt from
outside. On January 15, 1799, his sister Christiane wrote to Hegel to
inform him that that their father had suddenly died. In March, Hegel
set off for Stuttgart, where he stayed for three weeks to help straighten
out his family’s affairs and work out the inheritance. He and his brother
took roughly equal shares (Hegel received 3,154 florins [i.e., Guilders],
24 Creuzers, and 4 Pfennigs; his brother received 3,354 Guilders, 24
Creuzers, and 4 Pfennigs), and they gave Christiane a bit more since
she had not had the opportunity for any higher education (4,000 Guil-
ders, 24 Creuzers, and 4 Pfennigs).8° After having settled the terms of
the inheritance, Hegel returned to Frankfurt, probably entertaining
seriously the idea that he would bring his activities as a Hofmeister to a
close and try once again to stake out a career as a writer. He worked on
his manuscript “The Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate” along with
several other texts on the same themes; and he did intensive studies of
Kant and of Scottish theories of the economy, trying to bring all of his
ideas about the emerging modern capitalist economy together with his
ideas about the reforming powers of a true religion. It was also becoming
quite clear to him that he was going to have to pursue a more rigorously
philosophical course than he had previously thought, and, although he
had some very general ideas about the direction in which he was moving
thanks to his conversations with Hélderlin, it was still not clear to him
what precise form his thought should take.

By 1800, yet another factor had entered the scene in Frankfurt. The
stress had become too great for Holderlin and Susette Gontard; they
loved each other but had become worn down by the impossibility of
their respective situations. On May 8 1800, Hélderlin and Susette
Gontard had their last meeting, and Hélderlin returned home to Niir-
tingen after the death of his brother-in-law. While in Niirtingen, he
wrote one of his most beautiful pieces, “Der Abschied” (‘““The Fare-
well”), in which he spoke to Susette (as Diotima) about the contradic-
tions in the practical world that had driven them apart and how one day
he hoped they would encounter each other again after their original
desires had faded away, at which time they could calmly walk in the
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garden taking in their lovely memories (making it nonetheless clear in
the poem how their desire for each other could never really cease).

By the autumn of 1801, Holderlin had managed to land another
position as Hofmeister with a German official in Bordeaux, France, and
set out on December 10 for Bordeaux, finally arriving there on January
28. In 1802, Susette Gontard, already suffering from tuberculosis, died
of measles contracted from her children; Hélderlin, unaware of this, ran
into some unexplained difficulties in Bordeaux and returned home.
Once there, he learned of Susette Gontard’s death, and his precarious
mental health only worsened. Very soon thereafter he began his rapid
slide into the severe schizophrenia that was to render him more or less
helpless for the rest of his life.

By 1800, it was thus more than clear that Hegel’s partner in philo-
sophical conversation and closest friend was leaving, and there is some
reason to suppose that the two friends were in fact already growing
apart. Holderlin was more and more undergoing a crisis in his life,
whereas Hegel was finally coming to terms with the world and getting
his own thoughts in order. The combination of Holderlin’s increasing
personal crises and the death of Hegel’s father almost certainly played
the leading role in Hegel’s reassessment of just where his life had been
heading and his taking stock of himself and his future. Although it
seems quite evident that Hegel had not been especially close to his
father, there is, on the other hand, also no evidence of anything like a
complete rupture between the two. There are no letters or accounts of
Hegel at the time being laid low by his father’s death or bemoaning the
event to anyone; but it is significant that Hegel waited until the March
following his father’s death in January to return to Stuttgart, where he
was needed to help consolidate and divide what was not exactly a large
estate. Hegel was not overwhelmed, and he did not feel he had to leave
immediately for Stuttgart. Hegel could not have helped being affected
by his father’s death, and being led into the kind of self-evaluation that
often accompanies such events. His decision to change the course of his
life occurred during that period; he finally decided that he had moved
around enough; the period of his life where he could put off decisions,
remain a Hofmeister, and continuously toy with ideas about making a
life for himself as some kind of ill-defined “popular philosopher” was
now over; he needed to become more serious; he needed a career.

After a trip in September of 1800 to Mainz to see at first hand the
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results of the Revolution as it been put into practice in Germany, Hegel,
now possessed of a small inheritance, decided to see if he could make it
as an academic philosopher. To do this, he summoned up his courage
and got in touch with his old friend Schelling, with whom he had not
corresponded since his Berne days. Schelling had since become quite a
figure; having been introduced into literary circles by Immanuel Nie-
thammer, a former seminarian at Tiibingen and an organizing figure
among the intellectuals at Jena, at the age of only twenty-three he had
become in 1798 an “‘extraordinary” professor at the same university as
Fichte, and, after Fichte’s dismissal from the university in 1799 on
spurious charges of atheism, had come to be seen by virtually everyone
there as Fichte’s legitimate successor at Jena. In his letter to Schelling
(dated November 2, 1800), Hegel informed him about his plans to move
to another location, citing Bamberg as a possible place, and asked him
for some advice about where he should stay in Bamberg, saying that he
was “determined to spend a period of time in independent circum-
stances, devoting it to works and studies already begun’ and noting that
he was not yet ready for the intensity and the “literary revels” of Jena,
that he was looking instead for a town where there are “inexpensive
provisions, a good beer for the sake of my physical condition, a few
acquaintances.” (Hegel even mentioned that he “would prefer a Catho-
lic city to a Protestant one: I want to see that religion for once up close”
— was he thinking of Nanette Endel?) After begging Schelling’s pardon
for bothering him about such trivialities, he noted that he “hoped that
we will once again find ourselves as friends.” Having said that, Hegel
rather portentously informed Schelling that “in my scientific develop-
ment, which started from more subordinate needs of man, I was inevi-
tably driven toward science, and the ideal of youth had to take the form
of reflection and thus at once of a system” — the death of his father
perhaps prompting that phrase about transforming the “ideal of youth” -
and also signaling to Schelling, perhaps a bit ruefully, that he, Schelling,
had been right all along about the importance of systematic philosophy.
Hegel had originally set out to involve himself in practical affairs as an
“educator of the people” who would accomplish his mission through
writings that would lead the people to a moral and spiritual renewal by
assisting them in the construction of a “people’s religion.” In light of
his failure to fulfill that project, Hegel remarked in his letter to Schel-
ling, “I now ask myself, while I am still occupied with it, what return
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to intervention in the life of men can be found.”® This was no doubt a
set of terribly emotional admissions for Hegel to make to Schelling. He
had stubbornly for several years held onto his conception of himself as
a man of letters despite what his close friends at the Seminary had no
doubt urged him to do. He had disparaged the intricacies and subtleties
of the post-Kantian movement as perhaps necessary parts of an “eso-
teric” philosophy that were nonetheless unnecessary for the more prac-
tical “application” of Kant’s philosophy; he had thus more or less
insinuated that Schelling was indulging in mere speculation, in the
“esoteric,” while he, Hegel, was working on more practical and imme-
diate “intervention” in the form of “popular philosophy.” Now he had
to admit to himself and to Schelling that his earlier ambitions had failed,
that he had got it wrong, that Schelling had been right all along. He
signed the letter in the familiar, “Wilhelm Hegel.”

The imploring tone of Hegel’s letter to Schelling is not hard to miss,
and Schelling replied in exactly the way Hegel had no doubt deeply
hoped he would: Instead of sending him some addresses in Bamberg,
he urged him instead to come to Jena and stay with him, and in January
1801, in a move that was to prove decisive for him, Hegel arrived in
Jena. He must have been both delighted and fearful of the prospect.
For Hegel, his stay in Frankfurt had been a mixture of the best of times
and the worst of times. On the one hand, there were reasons for a
certain despondency on his part: His attempt at entering the debate in
Wiirttemberg had been quashed; his own career was still going nowhere
— he was, after all, still just an unpublished Hofmeister, whereas Hold-
erlin was beginning to achieve some renown for his published poetry,
and Schelling’s career had been simply dazzling. Moreover, not only
was the Revolution not progressing well in France, sympathy for it in
the Holy Roman Empire was decidedly on the wane. His father’s death
at the end of this period had jarred him, prompting him to realize that
he had to provide himself with a career and not just live on youthful
daydreams of being a man of letters. He was now thirty years old with
not much to show for himself; his grand ambitions about being a
“teacher of the people” had produced no great publications, no public
recognition, and little money. The death of his father only brought
home to him how he had been living in a bit of a daydream, that he was
no longer the slightly pampered young intellectual at the head of his
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class but only a barely employed man approaching what counted then
as middle age.

His decision to go to Jena, though, gave him some reason for opti-
mism: He had been in lively company in Frankfurt, his new ideas were
beginning to take form, and he was still fairly confident about the kind
of social, moral, and religious renewal for which he longed and in which
he wanted to play an important role. Now he had a chance to go to, of
all places, Jena itself to pursue a career in letters and philosophy, a
chance to be an academic and not a Hofmeister. Nonetheless, as if it
were a reminder of just how beholden to others he still was, he once
again had to apply to the Wiirttemberg church authorities for permis-
sion to visit a “foreign” university.

The young man who always found it virtually impossible to talk
about himself, who always found it easier to speak in generalities than
in personal terms, who had mused to Nanette Endel that “I do not
know why I always fall into general reflections,” was of course quite
naturally emotionally attracted to the ideal of university life taking shape
in Jena. He had obviously decided, no doubt at first with some reluc-
tance, that such “intervention” in the life of men could come only by
his producing some writing “in the form of a system.” He had decided
that in order for 4im to become an “educator of the people,” it was first
necessary to become a philosopher following Fichte’s model and to join
the newly conceived Fichtean university within modern life. That de-
cision was not only to affect Hegel’s career, it also decisively changed
the very style in which he wrote. After having made that decision,
Hegel’s prose became much more “Fichtean” and wissenschaftlich; he
abandoned the free-flowing prose style he had chosen in his earlier
writings in favor of what he regarded as the more rigorous, “scientific”
mode of presentation — like Ho6lderlin, framing his thoughts in a kind
of unrelenting style that refused to allow the reader to fall back on his
own familiar use of language. The paradigmatically obscure Hegelian
use of self-created technical terms remained the most ambiguous of the
modernist ambitions he inherited from his old friend.

Still, although his ambitions remained high, he had been chastened
by his experiences in Frankfurt and by having to come to terms with
the death of his father; he belatedly came to the realization that he had
to throw himself wholeheartedly into becoming what Schelling already
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was: a systematic philosopher. No other decision Hegel was ever to take
was so decisive for him as that resolution to move to Jena and try his
luck at something at which, thus far, he had experienced no real success.

Jena: Hegel’s Transformation

In making the decision to go to Jena, Hegel thus also resolved to effect
a decisive transformation of his old project and his plan for his life. His
early identification with Bildung easily fit into the Fichtean model of the
university: If the university was the central institution of modern life,
and was to be staffed and run by “philosophical minds,” men of Bil-
dung, then people like himself rightfully belonged in the university and
in the field that was at the summit of university life: systematic philos-
ophy. His failure at practical “intervention” in the process of moral and
spiritual renewal could now be redeemed by following in the footsteps
of his friend Schelling.

Indeed, this decision was to give a definitive shape to the rest of
Hegel’s life. Although he was not to get a regular (what was called an
‘“‘ordinary”’) appointment at a university until 1817, when he was forty-
seven years old, he never abandoned the goal of securing such an
appointment after having committed himself to that ideal. After 1800,
he firmly believed that the university was the sole institution in which
he could achieve the objectives he had set for himself while at Tii-
bingen, and he was never again to waver in his conviction that not only
was systematic philosophy the unifying point of all the disparate faculties
of the modern university, but systematic philosophizing was a central if
not in fact the central activity of modern life.

FJena: The Modern University Takes Shape

The town and the university had become famous at the end of the
eighteenth century for their dazzling intellectual and cultural life, a
development significant not just for Jena itself but for all of Germany.
All universities in Germany were in a state of crisis by this time. They
were widely seen an antiquated, medieval institutions, corrupt to the
core, run by a professoriate that was increasingly seen as teaching
completely outmoded, useless knowledge, and fit only to be abolished
(as the French had in fact done immediately after the Revolution). Even
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worse, the universities were turning out young men with no prospects
for employment; there were simply not enough government and pastoral
positions for all the men emerging with degrees of Magister from the
German university system. Not surprisingly, student attendance at the
universities was also dropping off precipitously, and many universities
had become only expensive shells supported by increasingly uninter-
ested princes. They were objects of increasing scorn; Goethe, for ex-
ample, savagely mocked them in his play Faust. Because of this, many
old German universities in fact simply ceased to exist during this pe-
riod, and others were soon to pass away. Among others, Cologne
(founded in 1388) ended its life in 1798; Helmstedt (founded in 1576)
ceased to be after 1809; and Frankfurt on the Oder (born in 1506)
expired in 1811.%2 In fact, twenty-two German universities (more than
half of the previously existing number) ceased to exist during the Na-
poleonic period.®

Moreover, given the ways in which universities seemed to promote a
disorderly life among students and the nepotism and corruption that
plagued all of them, it increasingly seemed that not only were universi-
ties outmoded institutions, they were actually morally harmful institu-
tions for their youthful students. Universities thus seemed like the last
place from which an important cultural movement of any kind would
emanate, much less a movement as vibrant as had come out of the small,
unimportant backwater town of Jena, whose university had traditionally
been well known only for the exceptional rowdiness of its students.
Jena’s students were famous for their crudity, their habit of dueling,
their secret societies, their drunkenness, and their bullying of townsfolk
lower in station than themselves. The students at Jena — as contemptu-
ous of learning as any students had ever been anywhere at any time —
practiced the ritual of conferring on each other the title of Doctor
cerevisiae et vini (doctor of wine and beer), the ceremony for which
consisted in a candidate’s drinking as much beer as three other selected
opponents.® Jena was, to put it mildly, not known as a place where the
life of the mind flourished.

There were of course some exceptions in Germany to this model of
university life, but they were few and far between. The most significant
of these was Géttingen University, founded by the Hannoverian princes
in 1737 and dedicated to modern principles.®* The founders of G6ttin-
gen gave theology — traditionally the dominant subject in the university,
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and at many universities for all practical purposes the only subject — a
very subordinate position. Having seen the damage that religious dis-
putes had caused at Halle — an uncharacteristically prosperous univer-
sity that had declined sharply when the Pietists there managed to get
Christian Wolff (at that time the leading philosopher in Germany)
dismissed from his position on doctrinal grounds — the founders of
Gottingen were anxious to avoid the sectarianism that had often plagued
German universities. The corresponding academic freedom that re-
sulted from playing down the role of theology curiously enough even
made Gottingen the leader in Enlightenment biblical criticism. The
founders also consciously deemphasized philosophy, the other charac-
teristically central faculty of a traditional German university; unlike the
case of theology, however, that did not lead to its becoming a center of
philosophical thought.

Gottingen offered its professors both high salaries relative to other
universities and freedom of thought, and it sought to attract only famous
professors. It quickly excelled in what we would now call the social
sciences. Most importantly, Géttingen made a conscious effort to attract
a clientele not traditionally oriented to university life: the nobility. The
nobility had typically ignored university life, preferring instead to go to
a “knightly academy” (a Ritterakademie) where the emphasis was not so
much on knowledge as it was on becoming the German version of a
Renaissance gentleman.® Gottingen made a conscious attempt to attract
these types (who typically paid higher fees) and thus offered instruction
not only in law and social science (knowledge useful for running a
Land) but also in “dancing, drawing, fencing, riding, music, and con-
versation in modern languages.” Géttingen succeeded; even though
the nobility made up only two percent of the population, they composed
more than thirteen percent of the students at Gottingen.

Jena’s intellectual supplanting of Gottingen was due to some contin-
gent factors that put it in the position to answer some deeply felt needs
of the time. Jena had none of Goéttingen’s natural advantages. It was a
small, insignificant town whose population almost never rose above
4,500. The wealthy Hannoverians, linked to the English royal family,
lavishly supported their university at Goéttingen, but the Thiiringen
princes in charge of Jena were more or less indifferent to their own,
both in enthusiasm and in financial support. The salaries at Jena were
notoriously low, amounting to between 460 to 260 Thalers per year,
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whereas a student was assumed to need 200 Thalers a year just to
subsist.®® However, for completely accidental reasons having to do with
the history of Saxony (the Land in which Jena was located), the univer-
sity, unlike all the other German universities, was not answerable to one
individual noble for its patronage but instead to the four different
Thiiringen nobles of Weimar, Coburg, Gotha, and Meiningen. This
was fortunate for Jena; beholden to four different princes, it ended up
for all practical purposes answering to none; the respective nobles could
never meet or agree on anything, and they could not have cared less
about the university. Although this meant that none of the Thiiringen
princes was willing to give the university much support (or to increase
professors’ salaries), it also meant that the Jena professoriate could
achieve for themselves an unprecedented arena for freedom of thought
and teaching, all of which they began exploiting around 1785.

Jena was also fortunate because it lay in those territories protected by
the 1795 Treaty of Basel, which exempted it from the Napoleonic
decrees that had disrupted the activities of other German universities.
Largely because of this and the freedom of thought it offered to intel-
lectuals, in the period following 1785 Jena quickly attracted a series of
literary and scientific leaders who came to enjoy the liberty offered them
by the university, and it quickly developed an outstanding faculty in
medicine, theology, law, and of course philosophy. In 1784 (or maybe
as late as 1785), Christian Gottfried Schiitz began lecturing on the
philosophy of Immanuel Kant, and Jena (not Konigsberg, where Kant
lived) almost instantly became the center for the propagation of Kantian
philosophy. Schiitz founded a journal, the Aligemeine Literatur Zeitung,
which also quickly acquired a wide circulation across Germany and
became the chief organ for the discussion and dissemination of Kantian
ideas. The Jena professors were able to augment their meager incomes
by writing for the Aligemeine Literatur Zeitung, which also paid unchar-
acteristically high honoraria for published articles.

One of the most important elements in the development of Jena’s
university was the acquisition in 1775 of a far-sighted minister of culture
in Weimar who oversaw the university: Johann Wolfgang Goethe. When
he came to Weimar, Goethe was already a figure of immensely high
esteem in German life and letters and had also become quite a celebrity
— indeed, perhaps the first real literary celebrity, in the sense of being
an author whom people wanted to meet, and to hear him connect his
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personal experiences with his literary creations. Goethe took a keen
interest in the development of the university and appointed a capable
official, Christian Gottlob Voigt, to oversee the development of the
institution. He was able to convince the poet and dramatist Friedrich
Schiller to come to the university in 1789 as an “extraordinary” profes-
sor (so called because his position was not one of the officially funded
‘“ordinary” chairs). Although Schiller was to leave Jena to move to
Weimar in 1793, the joint prospect of being in the vicinity of two such
famous men (Goethe and Schiller) was enough to draw intellectuals to
Jena and, following in their wake, more serious students.

The coming of Schiller and then shortly thereafter of Fichte changed
the course of the university at Jena and helped to establish a more or
less “Jena view” of the world. In his inaugural lecture in 1789 on “What
Does It Mean and To What End Do We Study Universal History?”
Schiller sharply distinguished between what he called the Brotgelehrte
(literally, bread-scholars) and the philosophischer Kopf (the philosophical
mind), the difference being that between the student who comes to the
university to learn some skills in order to enter a profession (the Broz-
gelehrte) and the student who comes solely from the love of learning
(the philosophischer Kopf). Only the latter pursues a noble purpose and
really belongs in a university, and Schiller called on the students to
assume, each on his own, this responsibility for themselves. In 1794,
Fichte came to the university (also as an “extraordinary” professor) and
intensified the line that Schiller had already taken vis-a-vis the relation-
ship between the university and intellectual life. Fichte’s lectures
quickly became a sensation, and students began flocking to Jena to hear
him speak; soon his lecture halls were so packed that students stood on
ladders to peer in the windows when Fichte was lecturing.® Declaring
himself a “priest of truth,” Fichte argued that the scholar is both the
teacher and the educator of mankind, since only the scholar is able to
come to grips and articulate the truth that is the necessary condition for
all people to achieve their proper humanity.® Moreover, the apex of the
scholarly world is occupied by the philosopher, since only he can pos-
sibly grasp the unity that is implicit in all the other scholarly activities
of the university and hold the university together in its scholarly and
moral mission. Even more strongly than Schiller, Fichte called on the
students to assume such responsibilities for themselves.

In Fichte’s formulations, the university and, by implication, really
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only the university at Jena, was therefore to be the central institution of
modern life, the place where knowledge was to be unified and the
freedom of humanity was to be underwritten. In one fell swoop, Fichte
had transformed the idea of the university from that of the antimodern
institution per excellence, an outmoded, morally and intellectually bank-
rupt corporate holdover from medieval times, into the central institution
of modernity’s wishes and demands. In some ways, just as Fichte’s
philosophy was a radicalization of Kantianism, his ideas on the univer-
sity were a.radicalization of the Enlightenment conception of the Re-
public of Letters, according to which the central institutions of modern
life were comprised of the network of writers, publishers, booksellers,
and those who ran the Enlightenment salons.

Kant himself was a proudly self-proclaimed member of the Republic
of Letters, which, as the phrase at the time had it, claimed to know no
national boundaries, and in his piece The Conflict of the Faculties, Kant
had paved the way for Fichte by arguing that not only had the philo-
sophical faculty matured enough to break away from dependence on
other faculties (particularly the theological faculty), it could in fact now
assume preeminence among them since it and it-alone was a fully
autonomous study, not beholden to any other body for its core doctrines
(making it different, for example, from law, which was beholden to
what the legislators had enacted).

As always, Fichte radicalized Kant’s doctrine and laid the foundation
for the typically modern claims about the centrality of the university as
the gatekeeper for admission to the elite. Certainly before Fichte, few
people would have thought that the university was destined for anything
more than a subordinate status in the emerging new world of political,
economic, and personal freedom. Fichte’s calls for freedom and respon-
sibility and his charge to the university to become tke institution of
modern life had no less than a revolutionary effect on the students.
Many freely offered to disband their secret societies and devote them-
selves to the ideals of learning, offering also in the process to hand
themselves over to Fichte’s leadership. (Fichte’s rigidly moralistic per-
sonality led him to bungle things badly, leaving the students feeling
betrayed by him, which led them in turn to disrupt his lectures, throw
stones through his windows, and run him out of town; but after military
troops were dispatched to Jena from Weimar and the student insurrec-
tion was decisively quashed, Fichte was able to reestablish himself, and



94 Hegel: A Biography

his student supporters formed a short-lived Gesellschaft freier Minner —
Society of Free Men — to combat the old fraternities.)"

What is more striking is how the students rapidly accepted Fichte’s
claims and even demanded them. The generation of students attending
Fichte’s early lectures was, of course, more or less Hegel’s own genera-
tion. During the late and post-Enlightenment period in which they had
grown up, traditional religion had lost much of its hold on them. Many
felt that the established churches had become far more interested in
simply persecuting the unorthodox and protecting their privileges than
in being the leaders of any kind of spiritual or moral movement. Fichte’s
calls for the students to liberate themselves by assuming moral respon-
sibility offered them an alternative to the orthodox religion they had
rejected. They were now joined in a cause that went beyond their own
private interests; they were called to be participants in a common social
project that was to liberate them all collectively and individually.

Perhaps just as important, Fichte’s new conception of the university
gave intellectuals a new place in the world. Before the Revolution,
young men in France had flocked to Paris with dreams of becoming
“men of letters” only to discover that, contrary to what they had hoped
and expected, the Republic of Letters simply had no salaried positions
in it, and it was not therefore possible actually to make a living as an
‘“author.” Many of these disappointed young men began increasingly to
sympathize with the growing calls for a revolutionary transformation of
society. Fichte’s reconceiving of the role of the university, however,
effectively gave young German intellectuals (such as Hegel) an alterna-
tive to a free-standing career as a man of letters. They could instead
pursue their intellectual careers as salaried professors within the institu-
tion of the university rather than being locked out of an intellectual
career altogether. In effect, young men with modernizing ambitions
could within a modern, Fichtean university assume a salaried position
in the social order while remaining intellectuals.

Fichte’s reconception of the university turned out to be one of the
fundamentally modern stratagems for handling intellectuals, not just in
Germany but elsewhere as well. By making them into salaried profes-
sionals in charge of what was supposed to be ke crucial institution for
the modern order, the danger that they would instead turn into smol-
dering, resentful men and women working outside the accepted social
framework was put aside. After Fichte’s revolutionary reconceiving of
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the role of the university in modern life, the intellectual acquired the
ability — and maybe even an odd sort of duty — to imagine his or her
life henceforth as a Professor, not as a man or woman living outside
society in some idealized state of the Republic of Letters. In some ways,
the Professor became the salaried position within that idealized Repub-
lic.

Fichte thus managed to recast the image of the university from that
of a backward, outmoded institution inimical to all that was modern to
the focal point of modern life itself, the agent of social and moral
renewal; and philosophy was to be the pinnacle of that movement, the
point in the university where all those elements came together. Fichte
also succeeded in transforming the image of the professor from that of
a pedantic, narrowly focused, antiquated fellow fit only to be an object
of ridicule into that of a heroic, modern individual, the moral exemplar
of modern life — into, in Fichte’s phrase, the “priest of truth.”

Jena’s “Literary Revels” and the Birth of Romanticism

The intellectual efflorescence at Jena that had drawn in Schelling and
now Hegel himself had attracted not only academics. The Jena environ-
ment — and particularly Fichte himself — drew in others who were only
tangentially associated with the university. Fichte had put a great set of
personal and moral demands on his hearers, summoning them to accept
fully and individually the responsibility for their own actions and be-
liefs, but those demands had, almost paradoxically, been enthusiastically
received. The dogmatists, Fichte claimed, were incapable of under-
standing the deep truths of the post-Kantian idealist turn in thought
because they had yet to understand just how free they were; they simply
failed to see that the buttresses holding them up were only self-erected
props. Thus, no refutation of dogmatism (such as that offered by Kant’s
and then Fichte’s philosophies) could gain any foothold in their minds
because, as Fichte put it, they were incapable of understanding their
own radical freedom.’ Fichte called out to the audience at his lectures
to assume their own freedom, to realize it within their own lives and
reflections, and, implicitly, told them that those who continued to abide
by the old order were personally incapable of perceiving this truth
unless and until they somehow “converted” and came to grasp their
own freedom.
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Obviously, a troubling set of questions would have arisen for those
who took this message to heart. One was: How does one bring the
“dogmatists” around to understanding their own freedom? How does
one effect such a change of soul? In the context of Germany at the time,
this question had a real, deeply felt practical force to it. How was the
moral and spiritual renewal of Germany — the very idea of the revolu-
tion — to be brought about if it was to be accomplished by those who
continued to think of themselves as ‘“unfree” (and to rely on the ac-
cepted canons of tradition and church)? The answer that quickly
emerged came from a creative and brilliant misreading of what Kant
and Fichte were demanding: The power of the imagination, especially
as employed by self-possessed artists (those willing to break with the
accepted, given “classical” standards of art), would be the vehicle by
which people would be brought around to this spiritual change. The
Romantic artist (and not the classical artist slavishly following the so-
called classical forms) would be the vehicle for the dispensation of the
new order. By exhibiting freedom at work, art would become emanci-
patory and thereby also become political.

That Fichte’s rather abstract philosophical reflections would have
served as this kind of flashpoint for poets is not surprising. The idea of
the “imagination” as the unifying point between art and philosophy —
indeed, as the most important part or function of the human mind itself
— had been hovering over European thought for some time before the
upheaval of Kantian and Fichtean philosophy brought it to the forefront
of discussion. Because the moderns had taken themselves to be attempt-
ing to understand the nuances of the human mind (in opposition to
what they thought were their medieval predecessors’ preoccupation with
investigating the nuances involved in God’s creation of the world), the
idea of the human “imagination” had come to play a larger and larger
role for them. Thus, even Thomas Hobbes, the great proselytizer for
jettisoning the shackles of the Aristotelian/Scholastic past in favor of
the “new science,” elevated imagination to a high rank, claiming in a
late piece, “All that is beautiful or defensible in building . . . and what-
soever distinguisheth the civility of Europe from the barbarity of the
American savages, is the workmanship of fancy,” which Hobbes had in
earlier works identified with “imagination.”® The idea of “fancy” or
the “imagination” had gradually been welded into neo-Platonic themes
by the early eighteenth-century figure Anthony Ashley Cooper (the
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third earl of Shaftesbury), who in turn had attributed to the “imagina-
. tion” the ability to forge a unity of sensibility and reason, of emotion
and thought, which enabled us ultimately to be able to discern the
“mutual dependency of things.”**

Indeed, so much attention had been paid to the role of the “imagi-
nation” in human affairs that it is not surprising that it suddenly became
a central object in philosophical and literary discussions during this
period. Kant himself in his Critique of Pure Reason had claimed that it
was the faculty of the ‘“‘transcendental imagination” that united the
contributions of sensible intuition and spontaneous conceptual activity
into the unity of consciousness; Schiller had taken Kant’s claim even
further; and Fichte (typically) had completely radicalized it, claiming
that “the whole enterprise of the human spirit issues from the imagi-
nation, and the latter cannot be grasped save through the imagination
itself.”®> For Fichte, the imagination suddenly became t/e faculty of the
mind, the basis for all other activities. What had been an emerging
theme in European intellectual life was suddenly promoted by Fichte to
the status of the first rank. Freedom, the idea supposedly animating the
Revolution, was to be shown to be more deeply rooted in human life
than had previously been thought, and freedom was now linked firmly
with the exercise of the imagination.

This only charged the atmosphere all the more at Jena, spurring the
development of early Romanticism there. Two of the key figures in the
development of Romanticism, August and Friedrich Schlegel, both
lived in Jena for a period. August Schlegel moved to Jena in 1795
shortly after his marriage to Caroline Michaelis Bohmer, the daughter
of a famous theologian in Géttingen, whose previous husband, a small-
town physician named Bohmer to whom she had been married at an
early age, had died in 1788. Caroline Michaelis Bohmer Schlegel, an
accomplished intellectual figure in her own right, had led an emanci-
pated life that was to old-fashioned types quite simply scandalous; she
had been part of the German Jacobins in Mainz, had been imprisoned
by German authorities when they temporarily retook Mainz, and had
suffered social banishment from her hometown when it was discovered
that she had become pregnant following a short liaison with a younger
French officer named Jean-Baptiste Dubois-Crancé. August Schlegel,
who had become infatuated with her at an early age (she did not
reciprocate) offered to marry her, and despite her initial disinclination
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(she wrote to a friend that she stll found the prospect of marriage to
August Schlegel “laughable”), she finally decided after her imprison-
ment that marriage to him would, after all, be the safe and prudent
thing to do.

Friedrich Schlegel also moved to Jena in 1799 with his new wife,
Dorothea, herself also an intellectual in her own right; and she and
Friedrich Schlegel were linked together in their own well-known scan-
dal. The daughter of the famous philosopher, Moses Mendelssohn, she
had at eighteen entered into an arranged marriage with Simon Veit, a
wealthy banker in Berlin with no serious interest in intellectual matters.
When Friedrich Schlegel was in Berlin, he and Dorothea began an
affair, which led to her leaving her husband and divorcing him in 1798.
Friedrich Schlegel then published his famous novel Lucinde, a thinly
veiled autobiographical rendering of himself and Dorothea and the
union of physical and spiritual passion they found with each other. The
book itself caused a scandal — its portrayal of the union of sexuality and
love was a bit risqué for many temperaments at the time, including
Hegel’s own — and made its author famous and notorious. Both Schle-
gels thereby cultivated a sense of having unconventional marriages in
an age that was busy undermining all the old conventions.

The Schlegels quickly attracted a circle of like-minded people to join
them in Jena. August Schlegel had been invited to Jena in the first place
by Schiller to work on Schiller’s magazine, Die Horen, and on the
Allgemeine Literatur Zeitung. He became an “‘extraordinary” professor
at the university. Friedrich Leopold Freiherr von Hardenberg (known
better by his pen name, Novalis), who had been Friedrich Schlegel’s
friend, also came to join the circle at Jena, as did the early Romantic
Ludwig Tieck. (Hélderlin had met Novalis during his earlier stay in
Jena.) Schelling naturally fit into this circle, becoming the acknowledged
philosopher of the group. Friedrich Schlegel himself became an “‘ex-
traordinary” professor of philosophy (although his lectures on philoso-
phy were by everyone’s admission a bit of a disaster). A whole host of
other minor figures complemented the scene, and the intellectual energy
created by the group spurred the development of Romanticism. (Indeed,
the term “Romanticism” itself was coined and popularized by Friedrich
Schlegel.)

Friedrich Schlegel joyously referred to the university at Jena as a
“symphony of professors.’® August and Caroline Schlegel’s house was
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the center of activity: Dorothea Schlegel wrote to friends in Berlin,
.“Such an eternal concert of wit, poetry, art, and science as surrounds
me here can easily make one forget the rest of the world.””®” Others such
as the Romantic theologian Friedrich D. E. Schleiermacher were more
or less honorary members of the group even though they did not live in
Jena. Together, Friedrich and August Schlegel edited a journal, Athen-
dum, which had a short life but which became one of the founding
works of the early Romantic movement.

If anything, the early Romantics took Fichte’s lectures on the free-
dom of the “I” in positing the “Not-I” as providing a springboard for
the new movement, although the early Romantics hovering around the
Schlegel circle gave it a twist that Fichte himself would not have
condoned. Friedrich Schlegel proclaimed in one of his “fragments” for
Athendum: “The French Revolution, Fichte’s philosophy, and Goethe’s
Meister are the greatest tendencies of the age. Whoever is offended by
this juxtaposition, whoever cannot take any revolution seriously that
isn’t noisy and materialistic, hasn’t yet achieved a lofty, broad perspec-
tive on the history of mankind.”” Schlegel was to use Fichte’s idea
about the freedom of the “I” to develop his own theory of “irony,”
which in turn was used to undermine the familiar distinction between
ancient and modern art (a distinction that had already come under
attack from Lessing). Fichte (by following and radicalizing Kant) had
shown that all people are radically free, that nothing can count for the
“I” unless he actively lets it count; Schlegel argued that a true artist
would not let any inherited forms count for him except insofar as he,
the artist, “let them” count.

Schlegel thereby proposed replacing the older distinction between
classical and modern art with what he argued was the more fundamental
distinction between classical and Romantic art: Romantic art was to be
characterized by the artist’s ironic distance from his own works, by his
refusal to let himself and his works be completely absorbed into some
external (““classical”) ordering. That this new distinction was not just
the older distinction in different words was evinced by Schlegel’s in-
cluding Shakespeare as one of the paradigmatic “Romantic” artists, an
artist who was never completely “absorbed” in his plays. The Romantic
artist could not let his creative imagination be ordered by rules (such as
those of classical tragedy) that he himself did not posit. Indeed, as
guided by the imagination, the artist was subject to no rules he did not
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impose on himself, and ironic distance from even those rules meant that
the artist could never be completely absorbed or wholly revealed in his
works.”

The Romantics took Fichte’s idea of the self-authorization of the “I”
seriously but gave it an existential twist that went far beyond anything
that Fichte himself would have envisioned. Fichte had argued that the
intrinsic revisability of all our judgments was linked to our complete
freedom to make such revisions, that only the “absolute I’ could deter-
mine for itself what was to count epistemically, morally, and aestheti-
cally. Thus, the full and “boundless” spontaneity of the subject of
thought and action could only be se//~bounded. Romantics such as
Friedrich Schlegel took this “self” to be not Fichte’s “absolute I’ but
the real, existing self of the poet and critic, the self which can ironically
both detach itself from its immediate environment, look on everything
as something it could either accept or reject, and still situate itself in
terms of a striving for the ‘“absolute” that remains only an infinite
“ideal,” not something ever achieved.!®

This in turn seemed to them to call for a more personal approach to
art. For the Romantics, the exploration of the self, of the personal world
of emotions and sensuality within the context of a rather abstract,
holistic conception of ‘“Being,” was more important than the abstract
determinations of the categories of knowledge that Fichte had sought.
Those people for whom the older ties of religion had weakened but who
were still looking for something that could redeem their lives found in
Fichte’s call to actualize their own freedom a summons to. explore
themselves and in doing so to usher in a new world of freedom and
reconciliation.

The Romantic movement that was born in Jena (partly out of Fichte’s
lectures) was the product of a number of different personalities and,
despite its professed ideals of unifying philosophy and poetry, was not
particularly inclined to the kind of systematic philosophical thought that
Fichte championed. Friedrich Schlegel, for example, found the para-
doxical aphorism and the “fragment” to be the ideal manner of express-
ing his ideas on irony and on the essential incompleteness of all experi-
ence, of the constant forward movement of self-consciousness in the
very activity of its more backward-looking recollections. As a move-
ment, Romanticism tended to oppose itself to all previous schools of
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thought, and hence it is notoriously difficult to ascribe any unity to the
.Romantic movement since it self-consciously resisted any systematiza-
tion or fixed and final categorization of itself.

Nonetheless, the Jena Romantics tended to have four related ideals.
First, they tended to believe in the unity of knowledge, not as the
Enlightenment had — as a structured tree with various branches — but
as a set of fragments developing itself from an inchoate whole, which
could therefore not be a matter of “logic” but only of experience and
imagination. Second, they fervently upheld the ideal of “subjective
inwardness,” Innerlichkeit, the notion of the irreducibility and usually
the primacy of subjective experience, all the while holding to a “realist”
view of the world, refusing to hold that “Being” itself could be exhaus-
tively comprehended in such subjective experience. They thus rejected
Fichte’s idealist notion of the I's fully comprehending the Not-I, hold-
ing instead that the background for any comprehension of experience
necessarily includes a large element of uncomprehended (and maybe
even incomprehensible) experience and that the function of art and
theory is to call our attention to the relative open-endedness of the
horizons of conscious life. Third, most of them reacted against the
Enlightenment disenchantment of nature by calling for a kind of re-
enchantment of nature; but they also wished to do this without return-
ing to anything like traditional or orthodox religion. (That the break-
down of the Romantic program would lead some — such as Friedrich
Schlegel himself — to convert to Catholicism is not in this respect
surprising; certainly Hegel did not find it surprising.) Fourth, and
implied by their other views, they championed what they took to be the
Fichtean notion of the primacy of the imagination over the ‘“mere”
intellect.

In all these respects, the Romantic movement in Jena responded to
exactly that to which all the rest of Fichte’s admiring students re-
sponded: the breakdown of what had been traditionally authoritative,
the sense that modern life was up for grabs, the search for something to
replace the now-exhausted reconciling force of the older religion. The
world of freedom first formulated by Kant and radicalized by Fichte,
which the French Revolution had promised but which to many now
seemed to be betrayed, was a world in which everything that had
counted was in the process of being newly established or reestablished.
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Thus, Friedrich Schlegel could write to his friend Novalis that he
intended ‘““to write a new Bible and follow in the footsteps of Moham-
med and Luther.”!"!

Some Romantics thus began to speak in poetic terms about death,
denying its opposition to life and seeing it instead as the culmination of
life. The Romantic interest in death was, however, not some kind of
life-denying fascination with mortality but an attempt to affirm life
itself. The Romantics seemed to think that what makes life worth living
is what redeems death, but since the older ways of redeeming human
mortality had lost their authoritative grip on people, it was necessary to
create a new understanding of the relation of life and death that was
itself reconciliatory. Thus, Novalis and Schlegel began offering the idea
that death was part of life, was its completion, and that it gave the living
a reconciling reason for their life. This quickly got out of hand, how-
ever, as the Romantic concern with seeing what might redeem life took
on more and more the character of a fascination with death per se.
Novalis’s seductive Hymns to the Night, written after his young fiancée,
Sophie von Kiihn, died at thirteen, speak of death as the fulfillment of
life: “What once sunk us into deep sorrowfulness / now draws us
onward with sweet longing™'® Even Friedrich Schlegel in Lucinde spoke
of the two lovers longing for death in the section of the novel called
“Yearning and Rest,” since death would detach their union from the
contingencies of the world and render it eternal.

The incendiary personalities that made up the Jena Romantic move-
ment, however, soon found multiple reasons to squabble with each
other. The Schlegel brothers, typically quarreling with all the others
connected with the editorial board of the Allgemeine Literatur Zeitung,
had resigned from the board in the autumn of 1799; this in turn had
led Christian Gottfried Schiitz — the influéntial editor of the journal, an
important philologist who was a key figure in Jena’s promotion of the
ideals of Greek art and life — to publish an article in the journal that
more or less accused the Schlegel brothers of mental instability.!% All
of this internal squabbling finally led to the Romantic circle’s full dis-
solution by 1803. The ideas that they set into motion, though, were to
be significant for Hegel’s development; he took over some of them
himself, all the while attempting to distance himself from what he saw
as their extravagances and having very strained personal relations with
many members of the movement.
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Jena’s Decline, Hegel’s Entry

Hegel was certainly drawn by Jena’s fame and was personally attracted
to the Fichtean ideal of the university. Although he was always much
better disposed to the Classicism coming out of Goethe’s Weimar than
to the specific kind of Romanticism that found its birth in Jena, his
sojourn in Jena was to involve a personal struggle about how to combine
these intellectual movements within his own thought. Nonetheless, the
young man from an up-and-coming family in Wiirttemberg, always
touchy about his status in the world, would have found the more or less
bourgeois environment of Jena more to his taste than the aristocratic
pretensions of Gottingen. In Géttingen, the riding stables were among
the largest and most conspicuous buildings; in Jena, the professors lived
like paupers but engaged in constant conversation and had a sense of
themselves as engaged in the common project of creating modern life
from the ground up. Unlike Gottingen’s semiaristocratic mission to
produce “well-rounded” people, Jena’s intellectuals were self-
consciously edgy, more interested in Bildung. Moreover, Goethe’s own
increasing interest in the content of classical models and in the emerging
natural science of the day helped the Jena university to become a center
of new learning and not merely a place for the transmission of outdated
knowledge.

Unfortunately for Hegel, the university that had spawned this intel-
lectual explosion had already begun to fall apart even before he arrived.
Although the university had become a magnet for intellectuals, not all
people in the university were particularly thrilled by the new colleagues
surrounding them. The older “ordinary” professors felt especially
threatened by the newcomers. The incomes of the “extraordinary”
professors was not dependent on that of the guildlike structure of the
medieval universities (as were those of the ‘“ordinary” professors) but
came directly from the government itself. The sudden upsurge in the
number of more distinguished ‘“‘extraordinary” professors thus was not
only a threat to the status of the older, established “ordinary” profes-
sors, it was also a threat to their continued governance of the university.

The appointment of Schiller is a case in point about the emerging
tensions in the structure of the university at Jena. Because of his book,
the History of the Secession of the United Netherlands from the Spanish
Government, Schiller had been called to Jena to serve as a professor of
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history. However, the “ordinary” historians scoffed at the fact that
Schiller had no formal historical training, and they scoffed even more
at the fact that he was not capable of delivering his lectures in Latin
(surely a prerequisite for a historian). One ‘“‘ordinary” professor of
history at the university, Christian Gottlob Heinrich, led an uncompro-
mising campaign against Schiller’s appointment, and Schiller finally had
to have his title changed to “extraordinary” professor of philosophy
instead of history. (Denying Schiller an appointment to the history
faculty was, unfortunately for Professor Heinrich, the only thing of note
he ever did.) The two “ordinary” professors of philosophy, however,
Justus Christian Hennings and Johann August Heinrich Ulrich, were
no more happy than the historians about the new appointments and
tended to resist the intrusions of the new Kantian and post-Kantian
philosophy with as much vehemence as the historians had rejected
Schiller.

Thus, Fichte’s success at the lectern, which had caused student
enrollments at the university to shoot up, served only to anger the old
guard at Jena. Moreover, since students paid fees to individual profes-
sors to attend their lectures, the old guard saw the students’ attendance
at Fichte’s lectures as cutting into their incomes.

Fichte soon gave them a wider target at which to aim. In a well-
intentioned but presumptuous act, Fichte scheduled some lectures on
Sunday momming at the same time as church services in town. (Fichte
firmly believed that the moral content of his lectures absolved him of
any charge of interfering with piety.) This provided the springboard for
those resentful of the newcomers to undermine Fichte, who was already
rumored to be a dangerous Jacobin because of his 1793 published
defense of the French Revolution. Fichte also helped to edit a journal
(the Philosophisches Journal einer Gesellschaft Teutscher Gelehrten, i.e., the
Philosophical Fournal of a Society of German Scholars) together with
Immanuel Niethammer, a transplanted Swabian who had also been a
student at the Tibingen Seminary and who after first being on the
philosophical faculty at Jena had shifted to the theological faculty. (Nie-
thammer had been good friends with Hélderlin at the Seminary and
had tried to further H¢lderlin’s career as a philosopher when Hélderlin
was at Jena; he was later to play a crucial role in furthering Hegel’s
career.) When Fichte published a piece in the journal on the ethical
basis of religion, insisting all the while that such religion required
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practical postulates about the existence of God, he was accused of
atheism by the old guard. A series of articles began to circulate that
accused Fichte of this and, by implication, imputed Jacobin sympathies
to him. Karl August, the duke of Weimar, was particularly upset with
his minister, Goethe, for not keeping a more watchful eye on what he
regarded as the subversive tendencies surrounding ‘his” university.
Goethe himself, who could not have cared less about Fichte’s alleged
atheism even if it were true, was incensed at what he saw as Fichte’s
obdurate imprudence and did nothing to help him. After Fichte bun-
gled the whole affair by assuming a strikingly haughty and moralistic
stance towards the obviously and patently unfair charges against him,
Christian Gottlob Voigt, Goethe’s aide in charge of the university,
refused to defend him further. By March 27, 1799, the decision was
made to remove Fichte from his professorship, and at meetings on April
14 and 25, the decision was finalized.

The old guard was overjoyed with Fichte’s dismissal, particularly
Professor Ulrich in philosophy (who dismissed the students’ calls for
Fichte’s reappointment as the moral equivalent of calls for the construc-
tion of a bordello).’ When other professors threatened to leave if
Fichte were dismissed, the university authorities wrote it all off as
empty threats. However, as the number of students attending Jena
suddenly began to sink after Fichte’s dismissal, the “extraordinary”
professors who had made Jena’s fame suddenly began to become more
aware of Jena’s provinciality and its abysmally low pay. They had felt
themselves compensated by Jena’s unprecedented freedom, but Fichte’s
dismissal showed how precarious that freedom actually was, and, to add
to their unease, as “‘extraordinary” professors, the newcomers did not
have secure positions or incomes but were wholly dependent on the
benevolence of the officials of the government in Weimar. At the same
time, the university at Halle was rebuilding itself, and after 1803, the
university at Wiirzburg (which had just come under Bavarian control)
had been declared free from clerical control, thus offering the newcom-
ers a way out of the Jena malaise. In the midst of all this turmoil and
new competition from other places, Karl August, the duke of Weimar,
only made things worse by deciding to build himself a new palace, and
money that might have been spent on competing with Halle and Wiirz-
burg was instead directed to the construction of the palace (the work on
which, according to Voigt, employed 400 people). Karl August was
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spending 4,000 Thalers per week on the construction of the palace,
almost none on the university, and the result was that the most promi-
nent among the professors began looking for better offers elsewhere.

Hegel would have known about the decline of Jena as he arrived in
1801 to join Schelling, and he thus arrived with some anxiety but with
confidence that he was finally at a place that was proper for a person of
his station and his ambitions. On January 21, 1801, Hegel arrived and
took up residence at Schelling’s place at “Klipsteinishchen Garten.”
The only likely picture of him at this time (a silhouette) shows him
sporting the very fashionable “Titus” haircut (probably best known as
Napoleon’s haircut), a style identified with “modernity” (and sometimes
with the Revolution), which he was to keep all his life.!% (A silhouette
of him during his university period shows that he probably never
sported the more traditional, long-haired, braided look of the generation
immediately preceding his own; indeed, he seemed to have had an
unkempt, rather spiky, “revolutionary” haircut during his university
years.)

Having got his bearings, Hegel moved shortly after his arrival to a
garden apartment directly beside Schelling’s place and set himself to
working to have himself named an “‘extraordinary” professor at Jena.!%
For the time being, though, he had to make do with being a Privatdozent
— a private, unpaid lecturer — at the university, and, indeed, his hopes
of becoming an “extraordinary professor’ were to be disappointed until
1805. The position of Privatdozent was not altogether a happy one; not
paid any salary by the university, the Privatdozent charged fees for
lectures and thus was dependent for all of his income on how many
paying students he could coax to hear him profess; had Hegel not had
his small inheritance to'live on during this period, being a Privatdozent
would not even have been an option for him, since no Privatdozent
could live on the meager fees gained from lectures. However, even to
obtain this hardly elevated status, he had to convince the philosophical
faculty (which, it must be remembered, comprised more than what
would be included in a twentieth century “philosophy department”)
that his degree from Tiibingen was a sufficient license for him to be a
teacher, and he had to submit a ‘“habilitation” thesis (part of the tradi-
tional German university system in which a kind of second dissertation
is required in order to obtain the right to give lectures) and defend it.

He therefore immediately set about preparing a short Latin thesis,
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the materials for which he had apparently brought with him from
_ Frankfurt.!” There was a bit of a mix-up between Hegel and some
members of the faculty about how and whether he was entitled to
defend a thesis, but the matter was finally decided in his favor, and on
his birthday, August 27, 1801, Hegel defended a short habilitation
called, “On the Orbit of the Planets.”'® Hegel’s defense took the form
of his defending some theses, with some official “supporters” of his
view and some official “opponents” to his view present. Hegel’s “op-
ponents” were Schelling himself — not much of an “opponent,” since
Hegel was defending some more or less Schellingian theses — and
another Swabian, Immanuel Niethammer. On his own side as a “sup-
porter” he had Schelling’s brother, Karl. Needless to say, Hegel passed
his defense. With that, Hegel’s life in Jena more or less officially began.

The thesis gave rise to one of the oldest Hegel legends, that in his
habilitation thesis he had a priori deduced the impossibility of there
being anything between the planets Jupiter and Mars, only for it to turn
out that an Italian astronomer at virtually the same time had empirically
discovered the existence of some asteroids in exactly the area where
Hegel had supposedly declared that it was a priori impossible for them
to be. As with many legends about Hegel, this one is untrue. The basis
of the legend lies in Hegel’s discussion at the end of the thesis about
various disputes concerning the mathematical descriptions of the dis-
tances of the planets from each other. He began the discussion by
making the quasi-Schellingian remark, “There remains a bit to be added
about the ratios of the distances of the planets, which to be sure appears
only to belong to experience. But the ratios cannot form a measure and
a number of nature which are alien to reason: Experience and the
knowledge of natural laws bases itself on nothing other than that we
believe that nature is formed out of reason, and that we are convinced
of the identity of all natural laws.” He then added that different re-
searchers approach that “identity” differently: After giving mathemati-
cal expression to a natural law and then finding that not all observations
fit the equation, some come to doubt the veracity of the preceding
experiments and try to smooth things out, whereas some are convinced
that if the equation says something is there, then it simply must be
there, and since ‘“‘the distances of the planets from each other suggests
a ratio of a mathematical series, according to which for the fifth member
of the series there exists no planet in nature, it comes to be suspected
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that between Mars and Jupiter a certain planet must really exist, which
— indeed, unknown to us — makes its way in space, and is zealously
sought in research. Because this series is arithmetical and does not even
follow a numerical series that the numbers produce out of themselves,
i.e., out of potencies, they have no significance whatsoever for philoso-
phy.” He then discussed various Pythagorean speculations about the
force of such numerical series, about how they were taken up by Plato
in his Timeaus as the arithmetical series in terms of which the demiurge
had constructed the universe, and he noted, “if in case this series yields
the true order of nature, then it is clear that between the fourth and the
fifth place there is a large space and no planet will be missing there.”
He never endorsed the idea that Plato’s numerological series offered
anything like the true description; but he did not explicitly say it was
wrong, and thus the legend began. The context makes it clear, though,
that in the circumstances surrounding a hastily written thesis, he was
only throwing this out as one possibility and not one he seriously
entertained.'®

He began immediately offering lectures during the winter semester of
1801—02; the public announcements of the lectures show him offering a
course on “Logic and Metaphysics” and two courses with Schelling, an
“Introduction to the Idea and Limits of True Philosophy’ and a “Phil-
osophical Disputorium” in which students were obliged to defend cer-
tain theses every week. One student — a Mr. Bernhard Rudolf Abeken,
later to be the rector of a Gymnasium in Osnabriick and to remain on
friendly terms with Hegel — reported in his memoirs how little talent he
had in philosophy and how against his better judgment he joined the
class, only to find himself being forced to defend theses such as “History
repeats itself ideally in art; the project of a history of art would be
therefore to show how the unity in art corresponds to the multiplicity in
history” and “Epic and tragedy stand to each other as identity and to-
tality; lyrical poetry stands in the middle and exhibits doubledness (Du-
plizitdt)” — all very clearly Schellingian themes of the time.!!

Hegel decided to write his own textbook for such a class, and the
Cotta publishing company — a prominent firm (in fact, Goethe’s pub-
lisher) located at that time in Tibingen — announced in a small notice
on June 24, 1802 that they would have such a book on “Logic and
Metaphysics” from Dr. Hegel. In the meantime, Hegel’s Magister de-
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gree had somehow blossomed into a Doktor, apparently with the ap-
_ proval of the Jena examiners.

Unfortunately, the announced book never appeared, although Hegel
was working feverishly on such matters during his initial stay in Jena.
During that first year, he wrote and published his first short book: T#e
Difference between Fichte’s and Schelling’s Systems of Philosophy, which
appeared in September 1801, shortly after his habilitation defense, and
which was taken by everyone to be a polemical defense of Schelling’s
philosophy against Fichte’s philosophy— a striking thesis, since Schel-
ling had until then been widely taken to be an orthodox defender of
Fichte’s ideas.!’! The publication of the book was timely. Although
Schelling certainly wanted to establish himself as the obvious successor
to Fichte, he had to contend with the great following that Fichte still
had at the university. Not only had Niethammer’s journal shifted from
one emphasizing discussions of the Kantian philosophy into basically a
journal disseminating the Fichtean philosophy, the university still had a
devoted and popular Fichtean lecturing on Fichte’s philosophy: Johann
Baptist Schad, who like Fichte had been born into exceedingly modest
circumstances — he was the son of Catholic farmers and had originally
studied to be a priest — and who had taken his doctorate in philosophy
at Jena and lectured on Fichte’s thought from 1799 until 1804 to large
and sympathetic audiences.!? Schad made no attempt at developing any
original thoughts, contenting himself with simply developing in more
popular form Fichte’s philosophy. Despite the unoriginal light Schad
cast on things, he was nonetheless a representative of the remaining
Fichtean influence at the university that made it difficult for Schelling
to establish himself as the next logical step in the progression of post-
Kantian thought that was beginning to take shape at Jena. Hegel’s essay
was therefore clearly a boost for Schelling’s career.

It is also clear that although Hegel had finally committed himself to
publication, he was again not fully satisfied with the results of his
efforts. Nonetheless, he managed to turn out an astonishing amount of
work during this period. Shortly after the Difference book had appeared,
he and Schelling embarked on editing a critical journal together. The
success of journals coming out of Jena, such as the Schlegels’ Athendum,
Niethammer’s and Fichte’s Philosophisches Fournal einer Gesellschaft
Teutscher Gelehrten, and above all Schiitz’s Allgemeine Literatur Zeitung,
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had convinced J. F. Cotta to inaugurate another critical journal. The
Allgemeine Literatur Zeitung had been the main organ for the dissemi-
nation of Kantian philosophy, the Philosophisches Journal einer Gesell-
schaft Teutscher Gelehrten had become the journal disseminating the
idealist/Fichtean philosophy, and the Athendum had disseminated the
new ideas of Romanticism. Schelling began negotiating with Cotta to
bring out a new journal, which (although he did not say this) would
clearly be oriented towards disseminating the Schellingian point of view.
At first, he had planned to do this together with Fichte, but as the
philosophical differences between them began to sharpen and as Hegel
suddenly arrived on the scene, Schelling changed his mind and sug-
gested to Hegel that he and Hegel coedit the journal, to be called the
Kritische Journal der Philosophie (Critical Journal of Philosophy). Hegel
published a variety of lengthy essays in the journal, all of them having
a Schellingian cast. Indeed, this association with the Schellingian point
of view was to hover over Hegel’s reputation to some extent for the rest
of his life. Although the essays were unsigned, most people could detect
from Hegel’s notorious writing style and sharp polemical asides which
ones had been written by Hegel.

As work on the journal progressed, trouble began brewing between
Hegel and Schelling. In letters to others, Schelling showed himself to
be distancing himself at a fairly early stage from Hegel, even going so
far as to attribute gaffes and infelicities in his own essays to failures on
Hegel’s part to polish them up adequately before publication.!'* In
Schelling’s mind, no doubt, Hegel was an old friend whom he was
helping out but who had no claims of his own to raise, whose role was
simply to be a good soldier in the newly launched Schellingian move-
ment in philosophy. That Hegel might have had his own views to work
out that might not themselves be simple elaborations of the Schellingian
point of view seems not to have occurred to Schelling. As far as Schel-
ling was concerned, %is own point of view was their shared point of
view. Hegel was thus put in an uncomfortable position: To continue to
serve as a loyal servant in the Schellingian cause was perhaps to abandon
his own ambitions; yet to abandon the Schellingian cause was to subject
himself to the risk of having no livelihood whatsoever and to disappoint
an old friend who had come to his aid. He was, moreover, quite sensitive
to any insinuation that he was merely a factotum or apologist for
Schelling’s views. For example, when it was announced in a newspaper
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in Stuttgart that “Schelling has now fetched a stout warrior to Jena
from his fatherland Wiirttemberg, through whom he gives notice to the
astonished public that even Fichte stands far below his own viewpoint,”
Hegel felt compelled to denounce this in an issue of the Critical Fournal
of Philosophy.''* However, Schelling continued to see himself and Hegel
as working on a “common project,” which for him amounted only to
Hegel working on /s (Schelling’s) project. The tensions continued to
mount between the two friends.

In addition to the growing tensions between himself and Schelling,
the bright lights of Jena that had beckoned Hegel were growing dimmer
and dimmer. The decline of the university and of the town of Jena as
an intellectual center was each year accelerating and making itself felt.
When Hegel came in 1801, this decline, although under way, was not
yet in clear sight. To be sure, Fichte had been driven out of Jena, but
Schelling had taken his place, and he and Schelling were editing a
potentially important journal together. However, rather suddenly, just
as there had been a mass movement of intellectuals to Jena in the last
part of the eighteenth century, there occurred a rapid mass exodus of
talent from Jena at the beginning of the nineteenth century. By 1803,
none of the key members of the Romantic movement were any longer
living in Jena. In 1802, the noted Kantian-inspired jurist Paul Johann
Anselm von Feuerbach moved to Kiel. When in 1803 the university at
Halle offered the outstanding sum of 1,400 Thalers to Professor Justus
Christian Loder — an anatomist and surgeon on the medical faculty,
who commanded immense moral authority and was thus known as the
“true chancellor of the university” — he of course accepted the offer
despite Goethe’s entreaties to him to stay and, adding insult to injury,
took his invaluable collection of anatomical “specimens” with him."*
After Loder announced his departure in 1803, Christian Schiitz an-
nounced a few weeks later that he too was moving to Halle, and, adding
to Jena’s woes, that he was taking the Allgemeine Literatur Zeitung with
him.

Worse, Hegel’s friend Schelling was the subject of one of the great
scandals of the period in Jena and, because of the scandal, felt he had
to abandon Jena and take a position elsewhere. In 1798, Schelling made
the acquaintance of Caroline Schlegel, August Schlegel’s wife. He was
twenty-three, she was thirty-five and had a history of falling for men
who were younger than she. It is more than apparent that Caroline
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Schlegel possessed an independence of mind and spirit that attracted
many of the men around her but simply frightened most of the others;
for example, although Goethe liked her, Schiller referred to her as
“Dame Lucifer.” Schelling was a frequent guest at the Schlegel’s house;
as things happen in these situations, it was not long after that Caroline
Schlegel and Schelling began a genuine affair of the heart. With this
state of affairs obvious to absolutely everyone, Caroline, August Schle-
gel, and Schelling all met in Berlin in 1802 and amiably worked out an
agreement about what was an obviously touchy situation; with Goethe’s
intervention, Caroline managed to get a divorce (with August Schlegel’s
full cooperation), and she and Schelling were married in 1803.

That in itself would have been enough to cause a minor scandal.
However, before their affair had begun, Caroline had sought to have
her daughter from her first marriage, Auguste Béhmer, engaged to
Schelling. In 1800, the daughter became ill, and, according to the
rumors that circulated all around Jena, Schelling’s and Caroline’s at-
tempts to cure her using the techniques of the “philosophy of nature”
that Schelling was propounding had directly caused the fifteen-year-old
Auguste’s death. Another rumor, circulated mostly by the wife of the
theologian Heinrich Eberhard Gottlob Paulus, and Friedrich Schlegel
himself, was that Caroline had deliberately killed her daughter in order
to have Schelling for herself. (Caroline and Dorothea Schlegel seemed
to have felt a particular animosity toward each other.) The insinuations
against Schelling and Caroline even made the pages of the Aligemeine
Literatur Zeitung, prompting Schelling to file a lawsuit against the edi-
tor, Christian Schiitz. August Schlegel took Schelling’s side in this
matter, supporting his lawsuit against Schiitz and defending him and
Caroline against the rumors of murder.

Hegel, who never had an easy time with independent women, also
had a particular dislike for Caroline, and this put a great strain on
Hegel’s relations with his old friend. Hegel valiantly tried to keep up
the relationship with Schelling; after learning from Schelling that he
and Caroline had been officially married (in a ceremony in Wiirttemberg
presided over by Schelling’s father), Hegel wrote to congratulate him,
joking that “I should at least send a sonnet marking the occasion, but
you are in any case already used to making do with my prose, which
does not permit one to be any more expansive in such matters other
than a handshake and an embrace are.”!'¢ But the tensions were not to
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be papered over so easily; Hegel quite simply disapproved of Schelling’s
wife. Although relations between Hegel and Caroline were officially
polite and cordial, Caroline sensed Hegel’s dislike and reciprocated in
kind. She derisively remarked in one of her letters to a friend on
February 18, 1803 about how in Jena society Hegel “plays the Gallant
and the general Cicisbeo” (the latter term coming from the Italian,
originally meaning a cavalier who accompanies married women but by
1800 a term of derision and mockery).!"’

After Schelling’s departure from Jena and the cooling down of their
friendship, Hegel’s feelings about Caroline became more open. In a
letter to Immanuel Niethammer’s wife in 1807, Hegel remarked that
the wife of a new friend of his was also a friend of Caroline Schelling,
and he added a bit scornfully, “her friendship with Mrs. Schelling
might perhaps — depending on oze’s judgment of the latter — add some
timidity to one’s curiosity to get to know her.”""® Hegel’s negative
attitude toward Caroline Schelling also surfaced in some remarks he
made after her death in a letter to Immanuel Niethammer. He said that
many “have enunciated the hypothesis that the Devil had fetched her”
(hinting that he shared their low opinion of her) and made his own
views about her fairly explicit, saying of Niethammer’s wife that God
should “preserve her as befits her merit ten times longer than” Caroline
Schelling.!® Hegel was hardly playing the “gallant” in that case.

In 1803, another option opened up for Schelling himself. Yet another
coalition against the French had met the same fate as the earlier coali-
tions, and in the aftermath of its defeat, the map of the Holy Roman
Empire had been redrawn in 1803 more or less according to French
design; the result was that Wiirzburg had come under Bavarian control
— the Bavarians were allied with the French — and the enlightened,
modernizing Bavarian administration had founded a new “nonclerical,
modern” university in Wiirzburg, which immediately began to draw the
Jena luminaries to itself. The scandal and the rumors of murder left
Schelling in 1803 with no real choice after his marriage to Caroline
except to accept the offer from the newly organized university at Wiirz-
burg and forsake Jena. Nor was Schelling the only one who felt the
need to get out. In addition to Schelling, the prominent theologian
Paulus, the philosopher-theologian Immanuel Niethammer, and the well
respected (Kantian) jurist Gottlieb Hufeland all left for Wiirzburg. In
1806, the jurist Thibaut left for Heidelberg. Hegel, no luminary at the



114 Hegel: A Biography

time, was not invited. Schelling’s departure ended Hegel’s employment
at the Critical Journal of Philosophy, since without Schelling to coedit
the journal, it immediately folded. Hegel was left with no paying job,
and both the city and the university at Jena were, so it seemed, in a
state of rapid collapse.

Worse personal news followed. Schelling, writing to Hegel in July
1803 about a meeting with Hélderlin, remarked on how shocked he was
at the complete breakdown of Holderlin’s mental capacities since he had
last seen him, commenting that “the sight of him quite shook me: he
neglects his appearance to the point of disgust; and though his speech
does not greatly indicate a state of insanity, yet he has completely
adopted the outer manner of those in such a state.” He then suggested
that Holderlin return to Jena (apparently something Holderlin had
expressed a wish to do) and that Hegel agree to take care of him, even
though Schelling warned Hegel that to take care of Holderlin at that
point he would have to “rebuild him from the ground up.”'* Hegel
was shaken by the news; but at that point, Hegel was barely capable of
supporting himself, and he was thus reluctant to act on Schelling’s
suggestion, although he clearly wanted to do so. No doubt recognizing
Schelling’s description of Hoélderlin from the last time he had seen him
in Frankfurt, Hegel told Schelling that Hélderlin ““is beyond the point
where Jena can have a positive effect on a person,” adding “I hope that
he still places a certain confidence in me as he used to do, and perhaps
this will be capable of having some effect on him if he comes here.” !
Hegel was obviously more than a little anxious himself about Hélderlin’s
illness and wished to avoid the whole issue. Holderlin had been his
close friend at the university and in Frankfurt; now it seemed he was
slipping away, beyond his help.

Hegel managed nonetheless to hang on in Jena, and he even acquired
more students after Schelling’s departure. In 1804 he was named an
“assessor”” of the Mineralogical Society of Jena, and he even made some
forays into the surrounding Harz mountains to gather specimens. He
was also made a member of the Westphalian Society for Natural Re-
search. But this was small consolation for an aspiring scholar who was
facing both the collapse of the university around him and his own ever-
shrinking prospects for finding some salaried position elsewhere. After
hearing rumors that there might be some new salaried appointments in
philosophy at the university, and that J. F. Fries (Wwhom Hegel detested
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and who detested Hegel) might get one of them, Hegel plaintively wrote
to Goethe in 1804 practically begging for one of them: “I am thus
reminded that I am the oldest Privatdozent in philosophy of those
currently here’” and “I fear being held back from working at the
university according to my abilities should the high authorities grant
such a distinction to others” (that is, to Fries).!*> He did not, however,
receive the appointment he wanted. He also wrote letters to just about
anybody who might, just might, be able to put him forward for a
salaried position. All these too were to no avail.

Among those who met him at Jena, Hegel seemed to inspire two
kinds of reaction: he was either highly admired and even idolized, or he
was disparaged. Reports from Hegel’s admirers describe him in only
the fondest terms, but others did not have such high opinions of him.
Whereas K. F. E. Frommann (the bookseller and one of Hegel’s good
friends in Jena) remarked that Hegel was “praised and beloved” by
those who heard his lectures in the winter of 1804~1805, Friedrich
Schlegel in an 1804 letter from Paris to his brother August Schlegel
remarked that “still more nauseating to me are the Hegelites (Hegeleien);
only with great difficulty will I read something again from these peo-
ple.”123 Hegel in this period displayed the characteristics that for his
whole life caused people to line up with him or dismiss him for his
arrogance. He had a self-assurance that many found attractive and many
others found off-putting; but he also manifested a genuine concern for
his students, going out of his way to help them and taking great interest
in helping one particularly sickly student. In another case, a young
Catholic student from the Netherlands, Pieter Gabriél van Ghert, be-
came interested in Hegel’s philosophy but could not speak German well
enough to understand the lectures; Hegel not only helped him with his
German but also had him over to his aparament for slower conversations
about the points being made. The result was that van Ghert became a
life-long friend and devotee of Hegel’s philosophy, maintaining his
allegiance to Hegel long after he had become an important person in
the government of the Netherlands. Curiously, Hegel thought until
1817 that van Ghert was Protestant and was surprised to learn that his
friend was in fact Catholic. Despite attracting followers, even disciples
who took every utterance and every grimace as the sign of something
profound (a practice that immensely rankled some of Hegel’s contem-
poraries), Hegel himself always seemed to take a slightly ironic, dis-
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tanced, sometimes even bemused attitude toward such disciple-like be-
havior, which the student-disciples, however, simply interpreted as
more evidence of his “deep interiority.”!*

Hegel had come to Jena full of enthusiasm and touched by a bit of
anxiety. Always the sociable sort, he had quite rapidly made friends in
Jena and had participated in the heady intellectual discussions that were
the milieu of Jena at the time. He became especially good friends with
Karl Ludwig Knebel (a retired Prussian officer and kind of free-floating
dabbler in intellectual matters), Thomas Johann Seebeck (a scientist
with a particular interest in Naturphilosophie and Goethe’s theory of
colors), the bookseller Frommann and his family, at whose house he
indulged his life-long passion for playing cards, and with Immanuel
Niethammer and his wife. After Niethammer moved to Wiirzburg,
Hegel began a long correspondence with him, inquiring in almost every
letter about possible jobs; by 1805, as Hegel’s situation was worsening,
he was even borrowing money from Niethammer.

At first during his stay in Jena, Hegel ordered quite a bit of wine; his
orders reveal tastes that clearly went beyond his limited income (tastes
presumably acquired during his stay in Frankfurt as Hofmeister to the
wealthy wine merchant Gogel). There are records of several orders for
Medoc and, quite striking for a poor academic, for Pontac. Pontac was
the wine of the de Pontac family in Bordeaux, who were the first to
make a wine recognized by the name of the ancestral chateau of the de
Pontac family, Haut-Brion, then as now recognized as one of the pre-
mier wines of the world. The odds are, however, that Hegel’s orders
for Pontac were for the more generic Pontac wines, which are now
called St. Estéphe, then as now still not a bad choice. Hegel was not,
moreover, the first philosopher to be enchanted by the wines of Haut-
Brion; John Locke had made a special trip there on May 14, 1677, to
marvel at how such a wine was made.'?* Hegel had more than a passing
interest in wine, and his students often picked up that interest in
imitation of the “master.” His tastes in wine also tended to exceed his
budget.

But as time went on, Hegel’s circle of friends shrank as everybody
picked up and left for other universities. Hegel came to be more and
more isolated, and his wine orders shrank in both volume and quality.
Faced with the collapse of everything around him, with inflation rapidly
eating away at what little was left of his inheritance, and with the fact
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that he did not have a salaried position or any real prospect of one,
Hegel seems to have gradually and quite understandably begun to sink
into a kind of slow, mounting depression. He was coming to the end of
his ambitions to be a philosopher or literary figure of any sort, and it
was not clear what else was open to him. His father had almost certainly
wanted him to pursue some other career (such as his brother had); but
Hegel had followed his mother’s wishes and decided to be a man of
learning; now it was beginning to look as if his father had been right
and his own act of self-assertion had failed. The conflict in his own
emotions was no doubt almost too much to bear.

However, although Schelling’s departure in 1803 had meant the end
of his work on the journal, it had also freed Hegel to develop his own
thoughts. Thus, although he was rapidly running out of money, he was
nonetheless no longer beholden to Schelling, no longer forced into the
public role of the loyal Schellingian churning out essays for the journal
intended to propagate Schellingian philosophy, however much his own
published views had begun to diverge from Schelling’s. On his own,
with his whole future, so it seemed, on the line, he had to establish
himself by writing his own book and establishing his own presence in
the philosophical and literary community. It would have been terribly
easy for him to have given up at this point or to have simply gathered
up the extensive manuscripts that he was producing during the period
180o1—05 and quickly published them, in hopes that such a book would
land him a salaried position at Jena or elsewhere. That he did not, that
he held out until he had prepared what he thought was good enough to
send out to the world as the Hegelian system, displays the ability for
focused, hard work that had always characterized him and that contin-
ued to characterize him for the rest of his life. Hegel brought his
family’s very old-fashioned but proud sense of personal integrity with
him; he was simply not going to present to the public a work in which
he himself could not believe. It also shows his supreme self-confidence
that he was capable of such a project, a trait that people less friendly to
Hegel were always to characterize instead (and not entirely wrongly) as
his arrogance and obstinacy.

That he did this during a period of intense personal difficulty and
deep depression was all the more remarkable.
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Texts and Drafts:
Hegel’s Path to the

Phenomenology from
Frankfurt to Jena

Part One
Philosophy in Frankfurt:
Hegel’s and Hoélderlin’s New Position

The Background: Kant’s Transcendental Idealism

I N THE Critique of Pure Reason, Kant had taken up Hume’s challenge
to the very authority of reason itself. Hume, a key figure in the
Scottish Enlightenment, had quite ironically thrown much of Enlight-
enment thought into doubt: The idea that there was an order to the
world that “reason” could discover — unaided, on its own — was under-
cut by Hume’s powerful arguments for the claim that there was in fact
no necessary order to our ideas other than the ways in which they were
combined in our minds according to habit and the laws of association.
In light of Hume’s criticisms, Kant had tried to redeem reason’s claims
for itself, arguing that there were indeed rationally necessary rules for
the combination of ideas, and that these rules could be derived from the
conditions for an agent’s coming to be conscious of himself. In one of
the most important and darker passages of the Critique of Pure Reason,
Kant claimed that for any “idea” or ‘“representation” (Vorstellung, in
Kant’s German vocabulary) to be a representation of mine, I had to be
able to ascribe it to myself, to be able to say of it (roughly put) that it
was a representation of mine, something that I actively ook as mine by
virtue of ascribing it to myself.! An “idea” or “representation’ that I
could not ascribe to myself would, of course, be unthinkable; it would
be, for all practical purposes, a “representation” that would not even
exist for me. It therefore followed that all “ideas,” “representations,”
had to fit the conditions under which they could be ascribed to myself
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as a self-conscious agent (that is, as an agent who is not only aware of
“representations” but who is also capable of becoming aware that such
“representations’ are his “own,” belong to “his” experience of things).

Kant’s notoriously difficult argument was meant to buttress some-
thing like the following claims. First, there are ways in which our
“representations” must be combined; it cannot all be just a matter of
habit and association; we make judgments on the basis of those repre-
sentations, and judgments can be right or wrong, unlike associations of
ideas, which merely happen or do not. Second, those modes of combi-
nation depend on what is necessary for beings like ourselves to become
self~conscious; it follows that the necessary ways in which we combine
our “representations’ fully constitute the structures in which the world
can experientially appear to us, and Kant calls these structures the
necessary “categories” of experience. Kant called these categories “tran-
scendental” in something like the following sense: Although Hume was
correct to assert that we do not experience any kind of “power” of
causality but rather regularities of events, categories such as “causation
according to necessary law’’ are nonetheless the conditions without which
we could not have experience of objects at all. Such categories “tran-
scend” experience in the sense that they are not capable of being
empirically validated, but as the necessary conditions of experience, they
are “transcendental,” part of the necessary ‘“‘structure” of our experi-
ence.

The complex act of identif ying oneself as the same subject of experi-
ence of an objective world of objects in space and time distinct from
those experiences of it — that act, Kant argued, was neither a “given”
nor a matter of ‘“habit” or “association.” Just as much as this self-
consciousness was necessary, it was, as Kant put it, therefore also “‘orig-
inal,” underived from anything else: It could not be a matter of applying
“criteria” to discover that we are the same “I,”’ the same point of view
in all our experiences. Kant drew the conclusion that the activity of
combining these representations can therefore only be that of full spon-
taneity, an activity that does not rest on anything else but itself — it is,
as Kant put it, a “self-activity,” a Selbsttirigkeit.> The unity of self-
consciousness could not be produced by the objects of experience, since
our various “representations” had already to be combined for there to
be objects for us at all. As spontaneous, this activity of combination was
“self-bootstrapping’’; there was no further agent behind the agent, no
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man behind the curtain, who could be doing the combining for us. Each
agent had to combine his own experience himself according to the rules
of combination universally valid for all rational agents.

Kant in effect took himself to have shown how we were capable of
combining two different and apparently exclusive views of ourselves
into one overall conception of ourselves. Although we necessarily viewed
ourselves as material beings iz the world, we also necessarily viewed
ourselves as subjective points of view on that world. The necessity for
seeing ourselves as a unified, subjective point of view oz the world had
to do with the transcendental conditions of experience in general; for
there to be any conscious experience, we had to unify all our represen-
tations into one consciousness, and that was possible only if we both
unified those representations into an overall representation of an objec-
tive world populated by material substances interacting according to
deterministic causal laws, and we unified those representations as being
the representations of one unified consciousness, one subjective point of
view. The unity of consciousness itself, however, as the transcendental
“I,” never appeared in that objective world but was instead a transcen-
dental condition of the experiential appearance of that world itself. That
we necessarily think of ourselves as subjective points of view that do
not appear in the objective world — as embodied beings we make our
appearance in that world alongside other material objects, but as subjec-
tive points of view we do not — was, Kant contended, to be made
intelligible not only by reflection on what was necessary for experience
in general but also by the distinction between what he called phenomena
(roughly, the world as appearing to us in experience) and noumena (the
world as consisting of unknowable things-in-themselves, things that
cannot be experienced).

In a footnote to his argument, Kant drew a revolutionary conclusion
that seemed to some readers to contradict other things that he said in
the book. He said that the necessary unity of self-consciousness “is
therefore that highest point, to which we must ascribe all employment
of the understanding, even the whole of logic, and conformably
therewith, transcendental philosophy. Indeed this faculty of appercep-
tion is the understanding itself.””* (Hegel was much later in his Science
of Logic to call these statements the “profoundest and truest insights”
to be found in Kant’s first Critique.)* That is, Kant seemed to be saying
that all the principles of knowledge should be derivable from the con-


Ricardo


Hegel’s Path to the Phenomenology 121

ditions necessary for a rational agent to become self-conscious. Kant,
however, had explicitly denied that, claiming instead two striking
things: first, that the rules of combination had to be applied to what he
called “intuitions” (such as sensory ‘“givens”), the necessary structures
of which were themselves simply given and not derivable from the
conditions of self-consciousness itself; and second, that these principles,
although necessary for any experience of objects at all, could not be said
to give us knowledge of “‘things-in-themselves,” of what things were
“really like” independent of all our experience of them.

Invoking a realm of unknowable things-in-themselves, Kant meant
something like the following. Metaphysicians had disputed for centuries
about what the ultimate structure of reality was; some said it was all
one thing — for example, one substance — of which thought and exten-
sion were only different “modes”; whereas others said that it was
composed of eternal Forms, which were more real than their phenom-
enal instantiation, whereas still others claimed that reality was a set of
noninteracting, self-contained monadic entities divinely arranged so that
their internal movements just happened to correspond to the internal
movements of the others.

In Kant’s terms, these were all differing conceptions of what reality
was like in-itself. In denying that we could ever have knowledge of
things in-themselves, Kant was in effect claiming that we were required
to take a fully agnostic position toward such metaphysical conceptions.
We could with full justification claim that the world necessarily had to
appear to us as a world of physical, mutually independent substances
interacting with each other in space and time according to necessary
causal laws (since Kant thought he had shown in the rest of his Critique
that such categories were the necessary conditions of self-
consciousness). But as to whether this appearing world of physical
objects in causal interaction with each other was “really” in-itself a
manifestation of eternal, supersensible forms or was a set of self-
enclosed monadic entities was unknowable; all such claims about the
metaphysical structure of reality in-itself were completely, fully, totally
ungrounded and, moreover, could never be grounded, since human
knowledge was necessarily limited to the way the world had to appear
to us and to the “transcendental” conditions of that appearance. Human
knowledge could not extend itself with any legitimacy whatsoever to
what metaphysically existed in-itself. When it tried to do so, it merely
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ended up authorizing a series of mutually contradictory propositions,
which Kant labeled “antinomies.”

Many in Germany quickly understood that Kant’s denial of knowl-
edge of things as they were in-themselves had potentially explosive
consequences. First of all, it implied that there could be no theoretical
knowledge of God, since God was precisely the kind of metaphysical
entity about which Kant said we could in the literal sense k70w nothing.
But in Germany, since the authority of the myriad German princes was
almost always bound up with their being the heads of the churches in
their respective Linder, Kant’s demonstration that we could not know
about these supernatural things was taken to suggest that we also could
not know whether the authority of the princes was in fact legitimate.
Many of the great “rationalists” of the German Enlightenment had
relied on their proofs of the existence of God to shore up claims for the
authority of enlightened absolutist princes. Although Kant’s work
seemed to answer the charges raised by Hume’s attack on the authority
of reason as claimed by the “rationalists,” it simultaneously undermined
the “rationalists’ ”” own claims by demonstrating that reason could never
pretend to have knowledge of things-in-themselves.

Kant’s protests that his work had shored up the new science in a way
that only cleared the way for faith did nothing to assuage the fears about
its undermining of princely authority. Most of the princes did not want
their authority merely taken on “subjective” faith; they wanted their
authority in its full, robust form as based on something demonstrably
true. Kant’s austere theoretical philosophy therefore quickly became an
object of intense public discussion, for it quickly came to appear to
many as belonging to the same “revolutionary air” that was all-too-
threateningly hovering over the princely domains of the Holy Roman
Empire.

Reinhold, Jacobi, and the Battle over Kant's Legacy in Fena

By the late 1780s, the word was out that going to Ko6nigsberg to study
with Kant was wasted effort; Kant was busy, he was old, and he was
obsessed with finishing his project before he died. That provided the
opening for the small university town of Jena to establish itself as the
real home of Kantianism. Indeed, the first person ever to give public
lectures on the Kantian philosophy (besides Kant himself) was Christian
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Gottfried Schiitz, the founder and editor of the Aligemeine Literatur
Zeitung, who had been lecturing on the subject at Jena since 1784, three
years after the appearance of the Critique of Pure Reason. Soon Kant’s
works were being studied at Jena, and soon the jurist Gottlieb Hufeland
was giving a Kantian twist to the study of jurisprudence at Jena, and
the theologian Karl Christian Erhard Schmid was lecturing on the
Critique of Pure Reason in the winter semester of 1785. Moreover, the
Allgemeine Literatur Zeitung itself quickly became one of the chief organs
for the propagation of the new Kantian revolution in philosophy, and
Jena thus became the center of the debate over that revolution.

Jena’s prominence as the center of the new Kantian line of thought
was reinforced by the publication in 1786 of Karl Leonhard Reinhold’s
Letters on the Kantian Philosophy (Briefe diber die kantische Philosophie).
Born in Vienna on October 26, 1758, Reinhold had been a Jesuit
novitiate until the order was dissolved in 1773, after which he attended
a college from which he acquired the right to teach philosophy.* Rein-
hold himself came of age during the reign of Josef II of Austria, one of
the paradigmatic enlightened despots of the age, who, in attempting to
set the Austrian state on a firm, rational, bureaucratic footing, among
other things abolished many traditional privileges for the Catholic
Church, issued edicts of toleration for non-Catholics and for Jews, and
expelled the Jesuits from all parts of the Holy Roman Empire, all the
while setting up a political police that arrested dissenters from his
policies. '

Reinhold himself moved to Leipzig in 1783, where he converted to
Protestantism, then to Weimar in 1784, where a year later he made a
very judicious marriage to the daughter of Cristoph Martin Wieland,
the great German writer and man of letters. His marital connections led
him to become coeditor with Wieland of the Teutsche Merkur, a promi-
nent journal. Reinhold quickly became well known as one of the “pop-
ular philosophers” writing about Enlightenment themes, and in 1785,
spurred on by Schiitz’s article on Kant, he began a thorough reading of
the Kantian philosophy. The result was his Letters on the Kantian
Philosophy, in which he tried to show in a clear, “popular” fashion how
Kant had resolved the great debate between reason and faith.

The conflict between faith and reason, brought to the forefront by
Jacobi and experienced intensely by Reinhold in his own upbringing,
provided the background for Reinhold’s encounter with Kant. Very
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roughly, Reinhold argued that Kant’s significance lay in his having
demonstrated once and for all that faith and reason were not opposed
to each other. Since Kant had shown that the proofs of God’s existence
actually rested on practical and not theoretical reason, there was nothing
to fear from modern science or speculation. Moreover, since Kant had
also shown that reason cannot venture to make pronouncements about
“things-in-themselves,” he had thereby demonstrated that the rational-
ists would also have to admit the reality of “faith.”’® As Reinhold
explained matters, one could be both modern and religious, provided
only that one was a Kantian. Jacobi’s worries about the deleterious
consequences of the extension of “reason” to all areas of life seemed to
have been decisively answered.

Reinhold’s book catapulted the discussion of Kantian philosophy to
the forefront of German life and brought with it the meteoric rise of
Reinhold himself as the recognized leading exponent of the Kantian
philosophy. This led to his procuring the position of ‘“‘extraordinary
professor” at Jena in 1787 and later to his becoming an “ordinary
supernumerary professor’ (ordentlicher tiberzihliger Professor) in 1792.
His lectures, famous for their lucidity and rhetorical flourish, became a
magnet for students. By 1788, more than 400 students (an unheard-of
number for that time, particularly at a backwater such as Jena) showed
up for his summer semester lectures on Wieland’s Oberon. Reinhold had
overnight become the new star of German intellectual life.

However, during this same period, Jacobi had gone further in his
criticism of Kant’s philosophy.” Jacobi argued that the vaunted Kantian
distinction between “appearances” and “things-in-themselves” only led
to an even deeper and more corrosive skepticism, to the idea that we
could not know what things were really like, and that the reassurances
of so-called practical reason could not be enough to convince us other-
wise. Coining a new term, Jacobi threw down the challenge: The con-
sistent application of reason to human affairs could only lead to “nihil-
ism,” to the notion that nothing really mattered.

Further, Jacobi accused Kant’s philosophy of being inconsistent and
self-defeating. Kant held that things-in-themselves cause certain repre-
sentations (intuitions) passively to arise in us, to which our spontaneous
synthesizing activities then apply a categorial form; but Kant also held,
as Jacobi pointed out, that causality was one of the categories that we
arrived at in the application of this form to those intuitions, and that no
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‘““category of the understanding” could apply to things-in-themselves;
Kant thus necessarily applied a category of appearances to things-in-
themselves in direct contravention of his own theoretical strictures. All
this showed, Jacobi argued, that no philosophical theory can do without
some ‘“‘given,” something that simply has to be taken as accepted, and
this was as true in epistemology as in religion.

Jacobi’s arguments clearly struck at the heart of Kant’s project, and
how seriously one took them depended on how one interpreted the
Kantian project. What made Jacobi’s attacks all the more distressing for
Enlightenment figures was that Jacobi himself was considered to be a
progressive figure of the times. Jacobi was a physiocrat (that is, he held
that agriculture was the basis of a country’s wealth, and he was in favor
of free trade), a passionate defender of free speech, and a proponent of
a form of constitutional government for the Holy Roman Empire that
would be resemble that of England.® Nonetheless, he also thought that
the unqualified application of standards of ‘“‘reason” to all human con-
duct only led to a mechanized view of the world in which there was no
room for human freedom, which inevitably led in turn to the excesses
of Josef II in Austria and to the French Revolution.’

Jacobi’s wholesale attack on the Kantian system itself compelled
Reinhold to the conclusion that what needed rehabilitating in Kant’s
philosophy were not its conclusions but its very foundations, its first
premises. Taking his newfound fame to heart and no longer content
with merely being a mouthpiece for Kant, Reinhold began working out
his own thoughts on how to complete the Kantian philosophy by pro-
viding, as he put it, the missing premises for the true foundation of
Kant’s thought. The result of this project, and Reinhold’s failure at it,
was epochal for the development of German idealism.

If the Kantian philosophy were to be put on a sure footing, so
Reinhold argued, then its basic principles had to be derived from some
principle that was itself absolutely certain, a principle that one could not
throw into doubt once one had come to understand it, and that would
in its wake thus secure the claims of the Enlightenment. What was at
stake, Reinhold argued, was not the “letter” of the Kantian philosophy
but its “spirit,” not its “results” but its very “premises.”

To that end, Reinhold argued that since Kant’s philosophy was
primarily a philosophy of consciousness, we needed a fundamental ac-
count of how this consciousness is constituted. Such a basic account


Ricardo

Ricardo

Ricardo


126 Hegel: A Biography

would itself constitute an Elementarphilosophie (a philosophy of the “ba-
sic elements” of consciousness), and the most fundamental “element”
or proposition of the Elementarphilosophie would be what Reinhold
called the “principle of consciousness” (Satz des Bewufitseins): “In con-
sciousness the subject distinguishes the representation from the subject
and object and relates it to both.”*® This was taken by Reinhold to be
an indubitable “fact” of consciousness, something that can serve as the
foundation for all further philosophy. The Reinholdian picture of con-
sciousness thus came to be that of a “‘subject’ standing in relation to an
“object,” with a “representation’ standing between the subject and the
object; for Reinhold, this subject actively relates the representation to
the object (that is, takes it as a representation and not just a piece of
“mental stuff”’) and at the same time ascribes the representation to itself
and distinguishes itself from that representation. On the basis of that
conception, Reinhold went on to “deduce’ the nature of the distinction
between the form and content of representations and the rest of what
he took to be necessary to the Kantian critical apparatus. With that deft
move, Reinhold’s fame only increased; students flocked in greater num-
bers to Jena to hear Reinhold, the “purified Kant,” expound the Ele-
mentarphilosophie from his lectern.

Fichte’s Radicalization of the Kantian Project

Reinhold’s so-called discovery of the true basis — the premises, as it
were — of the Kantian philosophy quickly ran into a devastating objec-
tion from G. E. Schulze in a widely read book at the time, Aenesidemus
(published in 1792). Schulze pointed out that Reinhold’s characteriza-
tion was clearly involved in an infinite regress: The subject doing the
relating must be conscious of itself, and since all consciousness, on
Reinhold’s definition, involves a representation, the subject doing the
relating must have a representation of itself, which in turn requires
another subject to relate it to itself and the first subject, ad infinitum.
Given the widespread view that Reinhold’s accounts were only Kant’s
views made more precise and readable, Schulze’s review might also have
proved devastating to the Kantian project as a whole — except for the
intervention of another young philosopher, Fichte, who in a review of
Aenesidemus came to the conclusion not that the critical philosophy was
to be abandoned but that it needed a better foundation than Reinhold
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had given it, namely, an account of self-consciousness that was not

. representationalist in character and therefore did not rely on the Rein-
holdian idea of the notion of “representation” being the fundamental
concept in philosophy.!

The results of Schulze’s book and Fichte’s response were catastrophic
for Reinhold’s career; his star sank as rapidly as it had risen, and
Reinhold was never again to regain the prominence he briefly enjoyed.
Paid the absurdly low salary typical of the professoriate at Jena, Rein-
hold accepted a better offer from Kiel in 1794 and left Jena for good
just as his reputation was beginning a rapid slide downhill. Away from
Jena, he came to abandon the Kantian critical philosophy entirely and
to adopt a theory of philosophy as equivalent to logic, all of which
pushed him even further toward the philosophical periphery at the time.

Fichte arrived in Jena as Reinhold departed, and he quickly sup-
planted Reinhold as the great star in the German intellectual firmament.

~ Although at first Fichte seemed to accept certain basic Reinholdian
claims — in particular, the claims about the need to arrive at an indubi-
table starting point for philosophy, the related distinctions between the
“premises and the conclusions,” and between the “spirit and the letter”
of Kant’s thought, and the need only to “complete” Kant’s philosophy
— in fact he was to effect a wholesale shift in the nature of the debate,
moving it away from Reinhold’s worries and in the direction of asking
how it was possible in the first place for there to be the kind of self-
determining subjectivity that Kant claimed was necessary.”? Fichte
stopped asking how we ‘“constitute” a web of experience and started
asking instead about the authority for the norms by which we make
judgments about that experience.

Fichte’s principles are notoriously obscure, and Fichte spent many
years trying to work them out before finally abandoning altogether his
project of completing Kantian idealist philosophy. Fichte’s principles
are, in their barest outline, something like the following. The first
principle was the Kantian principle of the necessity of self-
consciousness, which Fichte characterized as the principle of “I = I”
(and which he sometimes characterized as the I's ““self-positing”). The
second principle was Fichte’s version of the Kantian notion that the
unity of self-consciousness required some material to synthesize; Fichte
characterized this necessity as the principle of the “Not-I": The “I”
(the principle of the necessary unity of self-consciousness) is said to
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“posit” the not-I (that is, the necessary unity of self-consciousness
requires some material that is not itself part of self-consciousness for its
synthesizing activities to combine, and it must posit this material as
something ‘“other” than itself, something “given” to it)."

The third principle (which even Fichte himself had trouble stating
and which went through numerous revisions) went something like this:
Since the necessary unity of self-consciousness (Fichte’s “I = I”) itself
necessarily requires something other than itself, but since it is necessary
that 7z posit something as not-posited by itself, as “given,” it finds itself
in a “contradiction” between holding that everything is a “posit” by
the “I” and that among the things that the “I”” must posit is that not
everything with normative force is a “posit.” Because, Fichte argued,
an agent cannot abide such a contradiction at the heart of his self-
conception, he must eternally strive to overcome this contradiction by
showing how any apparent “not-I” (a brute “given’ serving as a norm
of judgment) is actually not just a “given” but can in fact be shown to
be constructible out of what counts as the necessary conditions of self-
consciousness itself.*

To put Fichte’s conclusion in another way: None of the “givens” of
experience possess any certainty, any unrevisability; their status as ob-
jects of knowledge is a status bestowed on them by our own self-
grounding activity.! Even the status of a relatively simple experience,
such as “something looks red,” which just seems to be “given” to us, is
a status that we bestow on that experience: It “looks” red to us because
we construe it in terms of color concepts, in terms of something like,
“the way things that really are red look in certain lighting conditions,”
and so on.

Indeed, articulating the third principle gave Fichte so much trouble
that during his development of it over the course of several years, he
came to hold that the “I” could never theoretically demonstrate the full
constructibility of the “Not-I" out of itself but must instead take it as a
practical and infinite task to be achieved, thus leading himself to assert
that the demands of practical reason were prior to the claims of theoret-
ical reason — that “dogmatism” (the acceptance of the “Not-I” as a
brute “given”) could not be overcome theoretically but only practi-
cally.!¢

Fichte radicalized the Kantian idea of the “spontaneity” of the sub-
ject in synthesizing his experiences — the idea of a spontaneity that lay
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at the heart of all experience and theoretical knowledge — in a way such
. that even the notion of our own experiential passivity is something that
“we” spontaneously “posit” for ourselves, and he took to describing the
awareness of this radical, self-positing spontaneity as “intellectual intu-
ition,” a kind of nonrepresentational awareness of our own activity of
representing.'” In Fichte’s hands, the joint ideas of the revisability of all
our experience and our freedom in doing so — our “boundless” sponta-
neity which can only be se/f~bounded — became the hallmarks of what it
would actually take to complete the Kantian project. The opposite view,
that of taking the world as externally acting upon us and generating
beliefs and actions in us, was characterized by Fichte as “dogmatism.”!8
Fichte’s obscure but nonetheless powerful and highly original develop-
ment of Kantian philosophy away from all reliance on “givens” quickly
transformed what had been an Enlightenment ideal into something else:
a Romantic exploration and celebration of freedom itself.

Schelling and the Romantic Turn in Idealism

If Fichte set the tone, Schelling helped to raise the stakes (and the
embellishment of the language in which it was described) of philosoph-
ical idealism. Schelling was the quintessential Romantic. Experimental
in temperament, always focused on the large view rather than the fine
details, throwing off brilliant insights along the way, Schelling quickly
became “‘the” philosopher for the Romantic circle that had formed at
Jena, especially after Fichte’s spectacular dismissal from the university
surrounding the charges of his alleged ‘“atheism.” During that early
period in Jena, Schelling’s thought developed rapidly, his publications
were coming out as fast as he could write them, and each one, so it
seemed, took a stance slightly different from the earlier ones. After his
own rise to fame later in Berlin, Hegel was to offer a withering obser-
vation on much his old friend’s output during this period: “Schelling
conducted his philosophical education in public.”"

In the period from roughly 1794 to 1800, Schelling went through his
rapid development. Beginning as a Spinozist, he quickly became a
Fichtean; in 1795, he published Of the I as the Principle of Philosophy or
On the Unconditional in Human Knowledge, in which, although still
appearing Fichtean in his overall argumentation (he still spoke of the
“I’s” positing a “Not-1,” and so on), in fact he began to depart from
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Fichte’s thought in important ways. He then began to see the problems
in Fichte’s own system, and by 1800 had published his System of
Transcendental Idealism in which he articulated his own distinctive Ro-
mantic post-Fichtean form of idealism. Schelling drew out what he took
to be the central principle of Fichte’s development of idealism and
phrased it in a way that was to appeal to his Romantic admirers: “The
beginning and end of all philosophy is — freedom!”?°

Just as Fichte had radicalized Kant, Schelling radicalized Fichte.
Fichte had spoken of how the “I” necessarily posits for itself a “Not-I"
to account for its own activity; but Fichte’s “I,” Schelling argued,
remained conditioned by something else. What was at stake, even on
Fichte’s own terms, was the status of the ‘“unconditioned” in our
activities of self-positing, and Schelling took to calling this uncondi-
tioned totality at first the “absolute I” and later simply ‘“Being.”*
Likewise, Schelling radicalized Fichte’s notion of “intellectual intui-
tion,” claiming that apprehension of the full, unconditioned freedom of
the ““absolute I” was such a nondiscursive “intellectual intuition” and
drawing the conclusion that since the “ultimate goal of the finite I is
therefore an expansion toward identity with the nonfinite,”” the “ulti-
mate goal of all striving can also be represented as an expansion of
personality to infinity, that is, as its own destruction.”?* Fichte’s “infi-
nite task” of overcoming all reliance on any “given’ had suddenly been
given a much more religious, even existential and Romantic twist.

However, Schelling himself became worried within a very short time
about some of his own conclusions, and began working out what became
known as the “philosophy of nature” (Naturphilosophie). Schelling thus
embarked on his ambitious and greatly influential project of showing
how the nature studied by the physicists was itself possible only if there
was a “Nature” to be uncovered a priori by the philosophers that made
it possible.?

One of the key notions in Schelling’s philosophy of nature (which
was crucial for the development of Hegel’s thought in his early writings
in Jena) was his idea that nature divides itself into various “potencies”
(Potenzen). (The term Potenz was taken from the mathematical use of
“power,” as when one speaks of 4 being 2 to the “second power.”)*
Schelling’s general idea was roughly the following: An investigation of
nature finds that nature necessarily divides itself up into various op-
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posed “potencies” out of a primordial unity that contains a primordial
opposition (Ur-Gegensatz) within itself. One of the guiding images at
work in Schelling’s reflections, as in so many other writings of the
period, was that of the magnet: The magnet has positive and negative
poles, but the poles are not self-subsistent; they exist only in terms of
being united within the whole magnet. If one cuts a magnet in half, one
does not have two magnet parts, one with a positive pole and one with
a negative pole; one has two magnets, each with positive and negative
poles. Each pole therefore can exist only when united with its opposite.
Schelling called this union the “indifference point” (for example, the
point at which the magnet is neither positive nor negative). Each “po-
tency” involves opposites that attract each other (like the positive and
negative poles of a magnet), and nature progresses from simple to
complex forms by multiplying its “potencies’’; when the opposites come
together, they multiply each other’s “potencies,” and the result is a
new, higher, more “potent” natural form. Nature is inherently produc-
tive and develops of itself all these stages by virtue of its productivity,
being spurred on by self-produced ““checks” in nature that oppose such
expansive, productive forces. (Schelling in fact tried to work out a kind
of algebra for this conception of oppositions and potencies in nature, a
formalism taken up by his less inspired imitators but which he himself
soon discarded.)

The various alleged “indifference points™ to be found in nature are,
however, all unstable; they are not genuine “indifference points,” since
a genuine “indifference point” would mean the cessation of all devel-
opment in nature. The only true “indifference point” would be the
“absolute” itself out of which all the other various oppositions (and
therefore “potencies”) of nature develop, but, as he put it, the “absolute
indifference point exists nowhere, but is, as it were, distributed among
several individual points,” which in turn ensures the boundlessness of
the universe.?

In asserting all this, Schelling denied the validity neither of experi-
mental empirical science nor of empirical investigation — his focus was
always on what he saw as the false picture of nature presented by
atomism and by the purely mechanical understanding of matter — nor
did he advocate any kind of spiritualist conception of nature. He would
have nothing to do with those who postulated a “vital force” to explain
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the way life emerges out of “dead” matter.26 His point was always that
the study of the “potencies” revealed the a priori presuppositions about
nature involved in the empirical scientific study of nature. '

Thus, so Schelling argued, post-Kantian idealism must pursue a
double-edged strategy to avoid the skeptical charge. On the one hand,
it must pursue the construction of the “Not-I” out of what the “I”
finds necessary for its own self-identity, which culminates in a system
of Kantian-Fichtean transcendental idealism. On the other hand, we
must also develop a Naturphilosophie that shows how nature’s own
dynamics require that it develop some “point” at which it can reflect
on its own productive processes. At the end of both developments —
transcendental idealism and Naturphilosophie — there is an “intellectual
intuition” of the absolute, of a natural human creature nondiscursively
intuiting the activity of nature’s freely determining itself to produce
exactly those ‘“points” at which nature comes within human self-
consciousness to a full consciousness of itself.

The absolute itself is therefore that unity that unites the subjective
“I” and nature itself, and, as the condition of everything else, it can
only be the object of an “intellectual intuition.” Schelling took himself
to have shown that the division between ‘“subject” and “object” can
only be the self-display of the absolute itself, which is itself neither
subject nor object, and as neither subject nor object, cannot be the
“object” of discursive thought or sensible intuition. Schelling almost
immediately thereafter began calling this “absolute” the “absolute Iden-
tity,” and his philosophy became known as “Identity philosophy.”

But if the absolute is the object of neither thought nor sensibility,
then of what faculty is it the object? Schelling concluded in his System
of Transcendental Idealism that it could only be the “object” of imagina-
tion, and in particular, of artistic imagination. The artistic genius, as it
were, ‘“‘shows” us what cannot be ‘“‘said.” In art we achieve the genuine
“intellectual intuition” that shows us the unity of self-conscious life and
nature, that shows us that we really are the way we must be if we are to
be the free agents that we must think of ourselves as being. The hidden
conclusion in all of this was of course the idea that those who did not
“see” this, who did not have this kind of “intellectual intuition,” were
those who were incapable of understanding and appreciating art in the
first place. “Intellectual intuition” thus turned out to be available to the
philosopher and the artist — who in these terms are conceived not so
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much as the “priests of truth,” as Fichte had described the philosopher,

. but more as a small circle of apostles of the absolute — and unavailable
to those who are so mired in the finite that they cannot “see” what
are the so-called necessary presuppositions are of their own self-
consciousness.

Schelling’s aesthetic turn in his understanding of the intuition of the
‘““absolute” was combined, not unsurprisingly, with a very anticommer-
cial understanding of the relations between modern society and such
philosophical truths. As Henry Crabb Robinson, an English student at
Jena (and one of the first to bring the “new philosophy” to English
attention), put it in a letter to his brother in 1802, Schelling simply
dismissed all empiricist English philosophy, indeed even England itself,
with the assertion, “it is absurd to expect the science of beauty in a
country that values the Mathematics only as it helps to make Spinning
Jennies and & Stocking-weaving machines. And beauty only as it rec-
ommends their Manufactories abroad.”?’

Holderlin’s Philosophical Revolution and
His Influence on Hegel

Although Schelling’s views obviously had quite an influence on the
development of Hegel’s own philosophy, the genuine impetus for He-
gel’s development of his own views was his encounter in Frankfurt with
Hoélderlin’s thoughts on Fichtean idealism. It is quite clear that in 1795,
Holderlin belonged to an animated circle in Jena involved in serious
conversation about Fichte’s idealism and its relation to Kant. The best
surviving evidence of Holderlin’s own entry into that debate consists of
a short fragment of two pages titled (not him but by his editors)
“Judgment and Being” (“Urteil und Sein”).?® Although Holderlin never
published it — the very existence of the piece itself was not even known
until 1961 — Holderlin almost certainly discussed the ideas in it with
Hegel, and it was those ideas that decisively turned Hegel away from
the direction he had been taking at Berne. As Hoélderlin reconstructed
things, Fichte’s three principles could be understood as falling into a
schema of unity, sundering of the unity, and restoration of the unity (of
the “I,” the “Not-I,” and the infinite progress). Holderlin argued,
however, that the initial principle itself (the principle of self-positing
self-consciousness, which Fichte characterized as “I = I”’) could not in
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fact be the “absolute beginning” because self-consciousness already
involves a “division” of itself from itself: The self (the ‘“subject” of
awareness) becomes aware of itself as an “object” of awareness. The
first principle, therefore, cannot be “absolute,” since it already contains
an “opposition” within itself.

Holderlin was proposing, as it turned out, something vaguely similar
to what Schelling was about to propose at the same time (although it is
unclear if Holderlin was aware at that point of Schelling’s own at-
tempt).? Holderlin argued that the way in which Fichte had separated
the “subject” from the “object” — that is, the way in which he had
radicalized the Kantian project — made it impossible to see how such a
separated “‘subject” and “object” could ever get back together again.
Fichte’s solution — that it was the subject’s own activity that did this,
that the “subject” was the “absolute” ground of this — seemed wrong
because the “subject” itself did not appear even to itself to be absolute
but rather to refer to something else which was deeper and more
fundamental than itself. The separation of ‘“‘subject” and ‘“object,”
Holderlin concluded, was only the expression of a much deeper unity,
which Hoélderlin called (following Spinoza and Jacobi) “Being.”’* “Con-
sciousness,” in Holderlin’s treatment, as a relation of “subject” to “ob-
ject” could not itself be basic; it had to derive from a yet more basic
unity, a more basic apprehension on our part of something that, prior
to all our particular orientations, served to orient us in general. Before
we can deliberate on anything, we must already be oriented toward
some terms that guide that deliberation and which are not themselves
established by deliberation; that fundamental standpoint within our own
consciousness out of which we orient ourselves was the “one,” “Being,”
that of which we are experientially aware but of which we cannot be
explicitly, fully conscious, since consciousness already presupposes a
split between ‘“‘subject” and ‘“‘object,” between our being able to dis-
criminate between our subjective experience of something and the object
of that experience (between, for example, our experience of a tree and
the tree itself). This “one” forms a kind of “horizon” of our conscious-
ness without itself being an object of that consciousness, and the key to
all of this lay in our own judgmental activities, in our own attempts at
articulating judgments that “get it right” about ourselves and the
world.™!

This implied that Reinhold’s and Fichte’s search for a “first princi-
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ple” in philosophy was itself already doomed, since there could be no

_such first principle; instead, there could only be a prior, holistic prede-
liberative orientation within some “whole” that included our conscious-
ness and its objects within itself. Fichte’s notion that the “I”’ must posit
the “Not-I” was thus also doomed: It assumed that one side of the
relation had to do all the work, as it were, when in fact we begin with a
unity of thought and being that precedes all reflection on it. Neither the
“subject” nor the “object” has any “original” determinateness on its
own that would serve to ground or establish the determinateness of the
other; if “realists” make the mistake of thinking that the “world”
bestows determinateness on thought, ‘“‘subjective idealists” such as
Fichte make the mistake of thinking that thought imposes all the deter-
minateness on the world. Neither “subject” nor “‘object” is primary or
originary, and we must accept that we are always in touch with the
world in all its general outlines. This acceptance necessarily precedes all
our reflection, including even our various skeptical doubts about it.
That we have a sense of the “whole” that includes us, even if we cannot
at first articulate it (except perhaps poetically), was the implication of
Holderlin’s reflections.*

Holderlin’s reflections on Fichte and on the development of idealism
in general had no less than an explosive impact on Hegel. In Berne, as
Hegel had set himself to completing the Kantian program by applying
it, he had dismissed Fichte’s and Reinhold’s works as being merely of
interest to theoretical reason alone. Hegel’s own concern up until that
point had been rather straightforwardly with the idea of the self-
imposition of the moral law, with how that might be ‘“applied” to
history to show how Christianity had become a positive religion, and
how mankind had, in Kant’s words, thereby imposed a form of tutelage
on itself. In all these cases, though, Hegel’s diagnosis of the problem
had landed him at a theoretical dead end. Now, under the influence of
Holderlin, he saw how his project of applying the Kantian idea of self-
imposition to specific social problems (particularly those connected with
the Revolution) had in fact begged the question of what constituted
self-imposition in the first place, indeed, had begged the question about
all our judgmental activities. Fichte had shown that the theme of self-
determination, if taken seriously, had to be developed on its own, and
by virtue of his own difficulties in working out his system, had shown
that it was not a self-evident idea that could simply be “applied.”
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Holderlin had now indicated to him not only that Fichte’s own philos-
ophy had deeper problems within itself, but also that something like
even a history of Christianity could not be understood outside of some
deeper understanding of the kind of prereflective situating that goes on
in conscious life before more determinate plans and projects are laid
out. Hegel also came to see under Holderlin’s guidance that idealism as
it had been developing could not be written off as ignoring the more
experiential aspects of human life; at the heart of conscious life itself
was an element of spontaneous activity that was not simply the appli-
cation of underived conceptual form to given sensuous content. “Sub-
jective religion,” as a way of orienting people’s “hearts,” required some
account of how we orient our conscious lives in the first place, and
Holderlin had shown that a full account of that was still outstanding.

As Hegel absorbed Holderlin’s radical ideas, it became clear to him
that his whole project of staging a career as a Lessing-like “educator of
the people” was coming to a crashing end, since he had been wying to
“apply” a set of ideas that were themselves already deeply in conflict
with each other. If he really wanted to do what he set out to do, he
simply was going to have to do things differently, and that realization
shifted Hegel’s course onto the path he was finally to take.

“The Oldest System Program of German Idealism”

Around this time Hegel wrote out a short manuscript which has come
to be known as “The Oldest System Program of German Idealism.” (It
is usually dated 1797.) The essay is very short and contains little argu-
ment; instead, it contents itself with simply announcing various lines of
thought and with indicating in a sketchy way how they might possibly
fit together in some future development. Although the manuscript is in
Hegel’s own handwriting, it is by no means clear that it his own
creation, and the question of its actual authorship has always remained
a matter of controversy. In fact, it was originally attributed to Schelling,
although for a while much scholarly opinion shifted to the view that
attributes authorship of the piece to Hegel himself; the author, however,
is most likely Holderlin.

There are several things that make the manuscript problematic as a
Hegelian text, which we unfortunately cannot go into here. Nonetheless,
whoever its author may be, “The Oldest System Program” was either
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written or copied out during a crucial transition in Hegel’s own devel-
~opment and in the development of German idealism in general, and
even if Hegel was not the author, the piece still reflects many ideas and
concerns he had during that period and is a reliable piece of evidence
as to the direction of his own intellectual development. Having taken
Holderlin’s criticisms of Fichte to heart, Hegel would have seen in this
piece how his Bernese program would have to be modified in light of
his newfound interest in the most basic conceptions of idealist philoso-
phy. The author of the manuscript speaks, for example, of how he
wishes to “set down the principles of a Aistory of humanity and expose
the whole miserable human work of state, constitution, government,
legislation, etc.”’’* Hegel’s interests in Berne in combining, as it were,
Gibbon with Kant had expanded in Frankfurt into combining Gibbon
and idealist philosophy in general into a more ambitious history than
even Gibbon himself would have envisaged. The author of the manu-
script announces some theses dear to Holderlin (which Hegel, Schelling,
and Holderlin all no doubt themselves took from Schiller, perhaps even
from Shaftesbury), namely, that “the Idea that unites all is the Idea of
beauty,” that the “philosopher must possess just as much aesthetic
power as the poet,” that in forging a unity of poetry and philosophy,
“poetry (Poesie) acquires a higher dignity, it becomes again what it was
in the beginning — the teacher of humanity.”*

The author also speaks, in terms that at least Hegel himself never
again repeated, of a “new mythology . .. [which] must stand in the
service of Ideas, it must become a mythology of reason.”*¢ The notion
that modernity had to break with the past and that it would be the
destiny of philosophers and poets to create a correspondingly new sen-
sibility, a “new mythology” — an idea already powerfully at work in
Holderlin’s poetry — to match the new times thus linked up with some
of the ideas earlier found in Hegel’s “Tiibingen Essay,” namely, the
project of creating a “people’s religion’ that would actually move peo-
ple’s hearts in the direction of moral and spiritual renewal. What had
earlier been a call for “subjective religion” had transmuted itself into a
call for a “new mythology,” a new sensibility to be created by philoso-
phers and poets. Hegel’s own version of radical modernism, ignited by
Holderlin’s influence, was thus expressed forcefully, and in its earliest
form, in the manuscript (again, whoever its true author may be). Just as
Holderlin was led to create new mythological landscapes and a new
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form of language to help create that modern sensibility, and to refuse to
employ the jargon common to his time in order to adopt the kind of
modernist stance on life that he considered necessary to the expression
of that sensibility, Hegel concluded that for his philosophy to be the
kind of modernist, rigorous Wissenschaft he intended for it to be, he had
to create a new vocabulary that would force the reader to think for
himself, that would avoid convention so as not to lull the reader into
simply accepting past conceptions of things. (Indeed, it was shortly after
Hegel wrote out this piece — again, leaving it open who the actual author
may be — that his prose style began its decisive shift; that choice of
obscure vocabulary, it turned out, was to be one of Hegel’s most endur-
ing and most dubious legacies.)

The most important aspect of “The Oldest System Program,” how-
ever, is that it is a step on the way toward what its editors named it: a
system program. In Frankfurt, Hegel’s line of thought was rapidly shift-
ing away from attempts at completing the Kantian philosophy by “ap-
plying” it to pressing social issues and toward issues of what it would
take to work out the internal dynamic of the complex of ideas associated
with the notions of self-consciousness and freedom. He was increasingly
concerned with the issue of what was entailed, as the author of “The
Oldest System Program” puts it, in our thinking of “the first Idea
[being] naturally that of myself as an absolutely free being” and with
how we were to think about nature, society, history, and philosophy
itself if such an “Idea” were to have any effective basis in our lives.’”
The “system program’ notes that there can be no corresponding “Idea
of the state,’ since “what is called the Idea can only be an object of
freedom,”’ and that is clearly inapplicable to anything mechanical; the
state thus cannot serve as the realization of freedom because, as the
manuscript states, “the state is something mechanical” — a clear refer-
ence to the conception, widespread in philosophical and cameralist
thought in Germany in the eighteenth century, of the state as a “ma-
chine” and a clear indication that the kind of “modernist” sensibility at
work in the piece looked to poetry and philosophy, not conventional
political reform, to create the “new sensibility” for modernity.*

Holderlin had apparently convinced Hegel at this point that freedom
was possible only when human action was structured in terms of prin-
ciples whose outcome was a “beautiful” state of affairs, and that the
realization of the ideal of “beauty” would somehow provide the answer
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to the problems provoked by Kant’s and Fichte’s works.’* The manu-
scripts Hegel produced in Frankfurt while under Holderlin’s influence
are, by and large, unsuccessful attempts to blend those various interests
together into a coherent whole.* It was not until he got to Jena that he
was able to develop those ideas originally inspired by Hoélderlin into his
own distinctive vision.

Christianity, Modern Life, and the Ideal of Beauty:
“The Spirit of Christianity”

Under Hélderlin’s influence, Hegel was motivated to work up a com-
pletely new manuscript on the subject that had provoked him in Berne:
whether Christianity could be a “modern” religion — that is, whether it
could become a genuine “people’s religion” and thereby serve as a
vehicle for social and moral renewal. The essay is known under the title
“The Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate.”# The ideas at work in “The
Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate” were in some ways continuous with
those of “The Positivity of the Christian Religion,” but new themes
and concepts were introduced, old ideas underwent a transformation,
and a new conclusion appeared.*

The “Spirit of Christianity” is animated by the central notion that
the “fate” of a people cannot be understood as the result of contingent
factors in their historical development nor in terms of forces imposed
from outside a people’s collective self-understanding. It is rather the
logical outcome of the “principles” inherent in their common life, the
logical development of the commitments undertaken by a people about
what ultimately matters to them.

The theme allowed Hegel to reflect again on which kinds of commit-
ments to what ultimately matters are compatible with a modern under-
standing of freedom and which are incompatible with that understand-
ing. In that light, Hegel returned to the differences between Judaism
and Christianity to make his point. The “spirit” of Judaism, he argued,
must be characterized as that of servility and alienation, since it under-
stands the “law” as being imposed on it by an alien, divine being (an
“infinite Object,” as Hegel put it). Hegel explained this in a Fichtean
idiom colored by Hoélderlin’s notion of the unity of “subject” and
“object”: Because the Jewish nation conceived of itself in terms of the
“antitheses” of itself and nature and of itself and the rest of humanity,
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the only “synthesis’™ available to them was the abstraction of a God who
was beyond nature and humanity and who was simply their “master.”+
The result was a “spirit” that wedded itself to bondage, that embodied a
self-incurred subservience: As Hegel puts it, the claim that “there is
one God” becomes equivalent to “there is one master, for whom we are
the bondsmen.”# Judaism could therefore never be a religion of free-
dom, for its “spirit” could never allow it to achieve the “synthesis” that
would be necessary for understanding freedom as self-legislation, as
involving more than the imposition of laws by an alien being. (At this
period in his life, not surprisingly, Hegel shared the widely prevalent
view in Germany that the Jews would continue to be maltreated until
they abandoned Judaism; as he put it, the Jews “will be continually
maltreated until they appease it by the spirit of beauty and so sublate it
by reconciliation.”)*

However, in the “Spirit of Christianity,” Hegel also took issue with
his earlier, by and large Kantian identification of the essence of Chris-
tianity with a pure “religion of morality.” Departing from his Bernese
conception, Hegel instead argued that Kant’s own conception of the
self-imposition of the categorical imperative was only a form of “self-
coercion,” only another expression of the alienation of people from
nature and from each other. Although the Kantian conception of mo-
rality as autonomous self-legislation by rational agents makes up for the
deficiencies in the notion of being dominated by an alien “other” (by
the Jewish God, for example) and thus marks an advance over Judaism,
it still does not overcome the idea of domination in general, for, as
Hegel puts it, “in the Kantian conception of virtue this opposition [that
between universal and particular, objective and subjective] remains, and
the universal becomes the master and the particular the mastered.”*
The great Kantian split therefore between “inclinations” (coming from
the natural self) and the “rational will” merely raises domination to
another level rather than overcoming it.¥’

The “spirit” of Christianity, on the other hand, was understood in
terms of Jove, which supposedly transcends both the allegedly slavish
obedience of the Jews and Kant’s rigid moralism.*® Jesus preached an
ethic of love and therefore of true freedom; in the ethic of love, we do
that which answers to our particular, embodied lives while at the same
time performing our universal duties. In love, there is no domination:
“Its essence is not a domination of something alien to it . . . it is rather
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love’s triumph over these that it lords it over nothing, is without any
hostile power over another:”* Kant had held that love cannot serve as
"the basis of morality because it could not be commanded; Hegel turned
this around, arguing that this was precisely its superiority to the rigid
Kantian notion of “self” domination.

This conception of the “spirit” of Christianity, of course, required
Hegel to offer some explanation as to how love is supposed to actually
to overcome these hostilities, some account of that in which love’s
alleged superiority consists. The answer came from Hegel’s newly ac-
quired, Hoélderlin-inspired conception of the way in which a subject can
said to be free. The imposition of any duty cannot come from the
individual agent’s imposing a “law” on himself; it must come instead
from the individual’s integrating himself into a loving relationship with
some ground deeper than his own finite subjectivity, with something
which is both himself and yet more than his own individual life, what
Hegel called the “infinite,” meaning that which is self-bounding and
not bounded by something “other” than itself. Love does not need the
opposition of duty and inclination; the lover is inclined to do things for
the sake of the beloved all the while finding it right that he do so. Love,
not self-coercive Kantian autonomys, is thus the true basis for the ethical
virtues.

However, love as a subjective phenomenon cannot be satisfactory or
self-sufficient; as Hegel put it, although “morality sublates domination
within the sphere of consciousness; love sublates the barriers in the
sphere of morality; but love itself is still incomplete in nature.”*® In
another fragmentary manuscript dating from roughly the same period
as the composition of “The Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate,” Hegel
spoke of something that he called “infinite life,” which he identified
with God, and he there claimed that religion is the elevation of “finite
life to infinite life.”*! In yet another manuscript of the same period, he
said that “this love, when made by the imagination into essence is
divinity.”s?

Hoélderlin’s influence in Hegel’s thought at this time was thus quite
evident. Love consists in a deeply experiential going beyond one’s own
restricted, personal point of view, in transcending one’s own finite “I”
in the direction of an other, and it brings out the deeper unity among
the various points of view, a unity that precedes all consciousness of
division; this process of self-transcendence, however, has its logical
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stopping point in the idea of one’s uniting with “infinite life” (an
activity that Hegel identified with worship itself), and it results in a
vision of “beauty,” which is identified with “truth.”’* Such infinite,
divine life is Hegel’s surrogate for Holderlin’s idea of “Being”: It is
more basic than any of the seemingly basic oppositions of self and other,
lord and master, or mind and nature that we experience as finite beings,
and it underlies them. Therefore, Hegel concludes, ‘“subjective” love
cannot be self-sufficient; it requires completion in religion, which is
itself the synthesis of “reflection” and love: When love as something
subjective and personal manages to become something objective yet still
remain fully personal, one then has religion. This objective love is, in
turn, described as “infinite life,” something in which the individual
living agent participates, understanding it as the basis of his own finite
life.

In “The Spirit of Christianity and Its Fate,” Hegel concluded that
we are each individually free when we act according to principles that
follow from the free spirit of the people to whom we belong, for only the
“spirit” of the people as a whole, not the isolated individual, can be
fully self-determining in the relevant sense. In the daily world of every-
day life, ethical duties and particular virtues will inevitably come into
collision with each other; but the “spirit” of a people in which love is
the principle overcomes those contingent collisions. Or, as Hegel
phrased the matter, “only when it is simply the one living spirit which
acts and restricts #zself in accordance with the whole of the given situa-
tion, in complete absence of external restriction, then and only then
does the many-sidedness of the situation remain, though the mass of
absolute and incompatible virtues vanishes.””s*

Of course, the question this raised was: What then is the “fate” of
Christianity? Is it the religion that Hegel had been seeking, that would
be capable of providing a spirit of freedom for its adherents and thus
be capable in a reformed state of leading a people to social and moral
reform? Hegel’s answer turned out to be negative. Although, as he put
it, there can be “no Idea more beautiful than that-of a nation (Vo/k) of
people related to one another by love,” nonetheless the wor/d in which
Jesus lived made it impossible for him to realize that goal. The Roman-
Jewish world of Jesus’ time was corrupt, and thus “Jesus could only
carry the Kingdom of God in his heart. .. in his everyday world, he
had to flee all living relationships because they all lay under the law of
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death, because men were imprisoned by Judaism.”** Jesus (characterized
in the essay as a “beautiful soul”) found himself in an impossible
dilemma: He could either abandon what was most deeply true about
himself (his dedication to a religion of love), or he could flee the world
and live a life without worldly pleasure, which itself was only a ‘“‘one-
sided,” unsatisfying resolution of the issue. Likewise, Jesus’ followers
had to cut themselves off from the world, and thus the love they
professed became only an ideal; as they became more numerous, it also
became impossible to maintain the affiliations of love that had been the
intended basis of Christianity. Instead of “infinite life,” the idea of the
individual uniting himself with something both continuous with himself
and yet deeper than his own individual life, the image of the risen Jesus,
distant and transcendent, necessarily became the dominant image of
Christianity, an image of longing for a redeeming love that Christians
in principle could not experience in this life. What had been the ideal
of “‘elevation to the infinite” in love increasingly became a “positive”
religion based on the authority of a teacher and on belief in 2 God who
became increasingly and necessarily conceived not as an object of love
but merely as a master who commands.*

Christianity was thus necessarily led to create an insurmountable
opposition between God and the world, and the “fate” of Christianity
was that what was originally intended to overcome the relationship of
dominator and dominated, of lord and bondsman, necessarily reintrod-
uced such dominance into itself. In the form it had come to assume,
Christianity, as the religion of Jesus, simply cou/d not become the mod-
ern religion that Hegel had earlier hoped that it would be. The “fate”
of Christianity is that it never could have really been or become a
religion of freedom since it was never able successfully to unite “finite
life” with “infinite life,” despite its initial promise to do so. What had
been the story in Berne of the unfortunate loss of freedom, of Christi-
anity’s becoming a positive religion despite the intentions of its founder,
now in Frankfurt became a story of “tragic destiny,” of its being
inevitable that Christianity could never become a religion of freedom,
however exalted and (for its times) otherwise justified its founder may
have been in assuming the stance he did.

If Christianity cannot be the modern religion that will lead to moral
and spiritual renewal and thus to social reform, and if religion is neces-
sary for this end (a view Hegel continued to hold), it followed that some
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other form of religion had to be the vehicle for this reform. But could
this new religion be based on what the “Oldest System Program” calls
a new “mythology of reason”? Or — and this must have been clear to
Hegel — would that be only another version of the ill-fated, almost
laughable “cult of reason” attempted in France by Robespierre and his
followers?

Driven to that conclusion but not happy with it, Hegel at least briefly
toyed with the idea of investigating what would be entailed in the idea
of founding a new religion — what would it take, what would it look
like, would it even be possible? — and he even wrote an extremely short
piece provocatively labeled, “Religion, founding a religion.”s” Hegel’s
essay clearly illustrated the unresolved state of his own thoughts at the
time. On the one hand, little can done within the spirit of a people if it
is not already free. If one is brought up in an unfree “spirit,” then in
order to be free, one must break out of it and integrate oneself within
another “spirit,” something that itself is not possible on the purely
individual level. On the other hand, he also wanted to integrate these
ruminations about freedom and the “fate” of a form of “spirit” into the
scheme of thought recently inspired in him by Holderlin: We can
transcend the inevitable oppositions of life only by elevating ourselves
to the infinite, by coming to identify ourselves with the “infinite life”
that lies at the basis of our own finite lives, and we can only do that if
the “spirit” to which we belong enables us to have a self-understanding
that makes such identification possible. Hegel was thus at this stage of
his thought somewhat at odds with himself. He still held a belief in an
essence of humanity (Kantian in Berne, Hoélderlin-inspired in Frank-
furt) that is variously expressed in different periods in history or in
different “spirits” but which remains constant over time, yet at the
same time he also wanted to hold that our humanity takes its determi-
nate shape in light of the “spirit” and its associated “fate’ in which we
form our self-understandings, which itself seems to imply that our
“humanity” can historically also take very different shapes. In Frank-
furt, Hegel was still not sure just wkat he thought. His essay on “The
Spirit of Christianity and its Fate” thus became one more (in his eyes)
failed attempt to come to terms with the complex set of issues about
modern life that was troubling him.
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Part Two
Jena: Texts and Drafts

Hegel’s arrival in Jena signified his entry into the very center of the
movement of post-Kantian philosophy, of all the exuberant attempts to
go “beyond Kant” in philosophical discussion. However, even before
his arrival, quite a number of young intellectuals, under the prodding
of Immanuel Niethammer, had begun a quiet move “back to Kant.”
This “re-Kantianization” of philosophical discussion, however, still re-
garded as unacceptable Kant’s various ‘“dualisms,” his conception of
experience as the application of conceptual “form” to neutral sensuous
‘“‘content,” and his conclusions about unknowable things-in-themselves.
Hegel’s friend Holderlin had participated in those early discussions, and
Hegel himself arrived in Jena with a position that had already been
decisively shaped by his friend’s own arguments and conclusions about
those issues. He was, however, immediately drawn into Schelling’s orbit
and found the appeal of Schelling’s own understanding of these issues
attractive; but he was also quite definitely influenced by the atmosphere,
still alive in Jena, that encouraged returning to Kant to see if within
Kant’s own works there was a way out of Kant, using Kant himself. If
anything, Hegel’s attempt to find his own voice by combining Holder-
lin’s influence with the ideas coming out of Schelling’s formidable talent
for speculative philosophy was one of the prime motivations for his
development in his early years in Jena. '

1797—1800: Rethinking the Problem of “‘Germany’

Hegel brought with him to Jena a manuscript that he had started in
Frankfurt, which dealt with the problem of the status of the Holy
Roman Empire in the age of the French Revolution. He drafted a good
part of the essay near the end of his stay in Frankfurt and began work
on it again in his first year at Jena, but then, as he had done with “The
Positivity of the Christian Religion” in Berne and with the “Spirit of
Christianity” in Frankfurt, he put it aside without ever attempting to
publish it. Although quite philosophical, the essay — known as “The
German Constitution” — was also very topical, and Hegel most likely
decided not to publish it because his intensive work on establishing his
credentials in systematic philosophy left him no time to make any
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further revisions to a piece that political events in Europe were quickly
rendering obsolete.

The Rastatt conference, begun in 1797, began to bring home both to
otherwise hopeful and to skeptical Germans how ineffectual and prac-
tically useless the old Holy Roman Empire had become. In the past, the
smaller political units of Germany (such as the Landgravate of Homburg
vor der Hohe and the many relatively small imperial cities) had always
rested their claims to independence on the laws of the Holy Roman
Empire and had counted on its support to prevent them from being
swallowed by their larger, more aggressive neighbors. However, in the
wake of the growing evidence of the empire’s ineffectiveness against the
French, they had acquired good reasons to fear for their existence, even
though few could imagine that in a few short years almost none of them
would continue to exist as independent political entities. These smaller
political entities were surrounded by the French (who seemed unstop-
pable), the Prussians (who had demonstrated that they respected no
territorial rights when they saw conquest to be in their interests and
thought they could get away with it), and by the Austrians (who also
had good reasons to extend their political domain). Indeed, to the
various independent principalities, it was not at all clear just which of
them — Prussia, Austria, or the French — was the greatest danger.

When the Rastatt congress was still in session, war broke out again.
The Habsburgs in Austria had formed a new coalition with England,
Bavaria, Franconia, and Wiirttemberg; once again feeling threatened,
Russia and France declared war. However, on December 3, 1800, the
Austrian forces were completely routed by the French in a forest not
far from Munich. In February 1801, the Austrian emperor, Franz I1, in
the name of Austria and the Holy Roman Empire had no other real
choice than to accept the treaty proposed to him. The Treaty of Luné-
ville — signed on February g, 1801, only a few weeks after Hegel’s
arrival in Jena — forcefully brought home the complete political impo-
tence of the Holy Roman Empire. Because of some difficulties, however,
the Reichstag (the official representative body, as it were, of the Holy
Roman Empire) was forced to conclude the details of the treaty, and
this delayed a final settlement on the issues for a few years. Finally, the
Report of the Imperial Deputation (Reichsdeputationshauptschiuff) of
1803 — about a year after Hegel had ceased work on “The German
Constitution” — proclaimed exactly what many of the smaller political
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units had come to fear: The map of the Holy Roman Empire was totally
_ redrawn, and the smaller political units by and large disappeared, swal-
lowed up by their more powerful neighbors. Moreover, it was evident
to all clear-eyed observers that these results came from France’s simply
dictating the terms of the treaty to the representatives of the Holy
Roman Empire, with the old Reick having little room to maneuver.

Hegel began work on the essay “The German Constitution” while
the Congress of Rastatt was in session, and he continued to work on it
during the outbreak of war between France and the new coalition
against it. Although it was abundantly clear to him that the creaky old
machinery of the Holy Roman Empire was breaking down, even he was
no doubt a bit taken aback at just how rapidly the whole empire
managed to fall apart between 1801 and 1803.

He began the essay (in a forward composed some time after the major
body of the essay) with the striking thesis, “Germany is no longer a
state.”>® He went on to explain that his reason for this assertion was
that for anything to count as a state, it must be able to mount a common
defense, and Germany had shown that it could not perform that task.®

But Hegel meant much more by a “state” than merely some body
possessing a monopoly on force within a territorial unity. From his days
at Tiibingen through Berne and Frankfurt, Hegel had been attracted to
what he took to be a Greek ideal of a way of life that would unite
religious, social, and political life within itself. A way of life (or “spirit,”
as he had come to call it in Frankfurt) had to be something that could
give its participants some orientation, a point to living. In arguing for
the overarching importance of a ‘“common defense,” Hegel was not
therefore arguing that the state should somehow assert itself. (Hegel was
not a “statist” in that essay.) He argued instead that only when a state
has united its citizens in a common project with which they can freely
identify can it lay claim to their full and uncoerced allegiance.®' Ger-
many was “no longer a state” because it no longer constituted such a
common point of view for ‘the Germans”; it was not any kind of body
in whose collective ends they could see their own ends reflected, and it
was for that reason incapable of rousing them to a common defense.

In developing that analysis of contemporary German political life,
Hegel was still operating within the ambit of the issues that had moti-
vated his unsatisfying attempts at outlining the conditions for a modern
religion, asking what could provide the basis for moral, spiritual, and
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social reform in modern times. Originally, Hegel had asked this question
of Christianity, only to find it wanting. Now Hegel asked the same
question of the Holy Roman Empire — could it be the basis of moral,
spiritual, and social reform or must something new replace it?

The background to the issue that Hegel was raising in the essay had
to do with the failures of the Holy Roman Empire in the face of the
challenges put to it by the French Revolution. On the one hand, the
behavior of the members of the Holy Roman Empire clearly illustrated
that the individual German principalities did not have any particular
allegiance to the Holy Roman Empire. The smaller states were largely
unenthusiastic about joining the imperial war effort, and the great pow-
ers (Austria and Prussia) showed no solidarity at all with each other,
each dropping out of the war from time to time to conclude their
separate short-lived peaces with France.5? The French had proved to be
militarily overwhelming in part because of their ability to raise large,
spirited, devoted conscript armies, whereas the princelings of the vari-
ous German states neither could nor wanted to do any such thing. (Karl
August of Weimar — on whose watch Goethe had built up the university
at Jena — succinctly summed up the matter: “I would rather pay my
last ecu to the elector of Saxony to have a couple of his good regiments
march than to arm five hundred of my peasants.”)®® The distrust that
the princelings of the Holy Roman Empire felt toward the common
folk, such distrust that they were unwilling to arm them, was recipro-
cated; the common folk had no desire whatsoever to go off and fight for
their princes; to most of them, one oppressor was as good as the other,
and they felt no particular loyalty to any one of them.

The French, on the other hand, had rallied the people by means of
the Revolution to the cause of the nation of France. The conscripts of
the French army had come to believe that they were fighting for the
Revolution and for France, which for them was not the abstraction that
the distant duke or king was for the professional German solider. This
identification with the “cause” (and the way in which the French
combined this large army with superior tactics and with new ways of
handling the problems of logistics) made the French unbeatable against
the old-fashioned armies of the Reick, whose discipline came from long
training and from the fear of failure instilled in them by their com-
manding officers (usually through harsh measures). To Hegel’s way of
thinking, the mass conscription and the spirited fighting of the French
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soldier were closer to the Greek ideal of citizenship than was the out-
. moded, dull professional soldiering typical of the armies of the Holy
Roman Empire. Revolutionary France offered its members something
that elicited their full allegiance, gave them an orienting point and
something to redeem their lives. The Holy Roman Empire only offered
its men modest pay for service and the threat of severe punishment if
they failed at their duties.

In that situation, the question that had to be raised was fully analo-
gous to the key issue that Hegel had raised in his earlier essay “The
Positivity of the Christian Religion.” In that essay, the question was not
“Is Christianity a positive religion?” but rather “Could Christianity
become a people’s religion?” Likewise, the central question for the essay
on the “German Constitution” was not: /s the Holy Roman Empire a
state in the sense that it elicits allegiance to itself on the part of its
members, that it offers them something worth living and dying for? It
was instead: Could the Holy Roman Empire become such a state? To
understand the possibilities open to the Holy Roman Empire, Hegel
argued, one had to understand its spirit — the defining norms that
articulated what ultimately mattered to the German people — in order
to determine “Germany’s” possible faze.

On Hegel’s account, the defining norm for the German “spirit” had
to do with “freedom.” Original Germanic freedom involved the individ-
ual’s refusal “to be restricted by the whole; his limitations he imposed
on himself without doubt or fear.”®* However, as the Germanic peoples
and the Roman peoples mixed at the end of the Roman Empire, this
freedom was transformed as the various states in what was eventually to
become Europe became ever larger.® The combination of Germanic
“freedom” and the ever-increasing size of the political units of Europe
resulted in the development of feudalism, in which groupings of indi-
viduals as estates came to be represented in the state. The system of
original Germanic freedom thus developed into the system of represen-
tation, which in turn became ‘“‘the system of all modern European
states.””® Weaving his understanding of Gibbon into his analysis of
Germanic freedom and the principle of representation, Hegel claimed
that this marked an “epoch in world history. The nexus of the cultiva-
tion and formation of the world has led the human race beyond oriental
despotisms, through a republic’s world-dominion, and then out of the
fall of Rome into a middle term between these two extremes. And the
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Germans are the people from whom this third universal formation of
the world-spirit was born.”*’

Unfortunately, Germany, which gave the idea of modern representa-
tive government to the rest of the world, was incapable itself of fully
realizing that ideal. Because its “principle” was that of “abstract free-
dom,” the Germanic nation continued its cleavage to the way of life
embodied in the hometowns of the Holy Roman Empire with their set
of accumulated and fiercely defended arcane rights and privileges. This
attachment to the individual and the hometown made it impossible for
Germany to be really free, since the continued existence of these self-
contained, very traditional, supposedly “free” communities “does not
rest on their own power and force; it is dependent on the politics of the
great powers.”®® Thus, the fate of German “freedom” was that it nec-
essarily turned into a loss of freedom, into merely apparent and not
actual, efficacious freedom. German freedom, as evidenced in the free-
dom of the individual and the hometown to adhere to their traditional
ways of doing things, necessarily became entwined with a freedom-
undermining dependence on the goodwill of the great powers.

In rejecting the claims of the hometowns to be adequate embodiments
of “Germanic freedom,” Hegel rejected large portions of his father’s
world and his own Stuttgart youth. Indeed, he reserved his most scath-
ing comments for his own youthful hero and the hero of his father’s
generation, J. J. Moser, the great Wiirttemberg lawyer who had argued
that the validity of the laws of the Holy Roman Empire rested on the
foundation of what tradition had established, who had done the most to
write out those laws, and who was the champion of the “constitutional
settlement” in Wiirttemberg in 1770. (Although Moser is not explicitly
mentioned, the object of Hegel’s scorn has always been clear to com-
mentators.) Against all those lawyers and followers of Moser who were
continuing to argue that the Holy Roman Empire was still a state
because of the existence of imperial law and of the so-called traditions
of imperial law, Hegel argued that the Holy Roman Empire was a state
only in “thought” and not in “actuality.”® Since the Holy Roman
Empire could neither enforce its laws, nor defend itself according to its
laws, it could not be said to be an actual, effective state, however much
it may have looked like one in Moser’s law books.

Hegel thus firmly rejected the Moser-inspired celebration of tradition
in the “good old law” of Wiirttemberg. His attraction instead to the
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Revolution in France has to do with the way its very modernity had

. cast aside such appeals to tradition and substituted instead the ideal of
actualizing freedom within the institutional structures of a modern
political order. The vaunted “freedom” of the hometowns, so dear to
so many German political thinkers at the time, had, Hegel suggested,
simply rotted away because of the incoherence at the heart of German
hometown life.

The issue then clearly was: Given that this is the fate of Germany, is
there anything to be done about it? Must Germany transform itself into
something else? Or, analogous to the question of whether Christianity
could become a modern religion, could “Germany” remain “Germanic”
in the conditions of the modern world? Or does “Germany’ necessarily
have the same fate that Hegel at the time ascribed to ancient Greece or
to the Jews — that, having played its role on the world stage, it now is
fated to sink gradually into oblivion?”° .

For Germany to be a true state, it would have to unite its people in
such a way that they could come to identify with it. To do that, it
would first have to have as its objective “the immutable maintenance of
rights.” Second, for such Germanic freedom to be possible in the
modern world, a people must “be bound to a state by law.””! Third,
this legal formation of a people would clearly require representation:
‘“people must share in the making of laws and the management of the
most important affairs of state . . . without such a representative body,
freedom is no longer thinkable.””? The problem was that all these
conditions had been made virtually unrealizable because of the fact that
the modern German principalities were composed of essentially contra-
dictory sets of rights rooted in the restricted and self-undermining
world of the hometowns. Where there are such contradictions, there
can be no solution, for there is nothing higher to which one can appeal
than the spirit of the state itself, which, if riddled with such contradic-
tions itself, cannot resolve the contradictions of its parts.”? (War itself,
Hegel notes, cannot decide which rights in the contradictory pairs are
legitimate; it can only decide “which of the two rights is to give way.””)™
Is such freedom possible when the form of life is so clearly shaped by
the structure of the hometowns?

Two factors shaped Hegel’s response to this question and made his
own results unsatisfactory even for himself. First, Hegel’s sympathies
had always been with the more moderate Girondist wing of the Revo-
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lution, but the experience of the Terror had led him to have second
thoughts about the Revolution’s direction, even if he still believed in its
necessity and its ultimate justification. He thus clearly denounced what
he called the French Jacobin “freedom frenzy,” which in the name of
freedom tears down all the structures that actually make freedom pos-
sible.” It was therefore out of the question simply to try to copy the
Revolution in Germany. Second, when he came to describe the social
conditions in Germany that he thought might make the realization of
modern freedom possible there, he was left with nothing except to draw
on some of the basic structures of the Wiirttemberg society of his youth.
In his original Tiibingen and Berne writings, he had argued that any
division of society into ‘“estates” was a threat to freedom, since it
necessarily fragmented what was really an organic whole; older now, he
argued instead for their necessity for an adequate realization of freedom
and “organic wholes.””¢

His conclusion was that the Rousseauian “general will” could thus
only be made effective within a state having a form of representative
government, in which representation is effected by various mediating
structures and not within the ‘“freedom frenzy” of Revolutionary direct
democracy (which itself can only lead to factionalization and confu-
sion).” The freedoms of the hometowns with which Hegel was familiar
(and in which he grew up) had given Germans, so he thought, the
correct idea of representative government and a core set of mediating
institutions to actualize that idea, but those hometowns had undermined
their own freedoms by making it impossible for the Holy Roman
Empire to be a genuine state. They themselves were doomed, since they
could only continue to exist within the protecting structure of the Holy
Roman Empire, which was itself doomed. For what was still alive in
hometown life to survive, it had therefore to meld with the ideals of the
French Revolution, even if not with the specific development of that
revolution.

The question for Hegel was therefore: How can such representation
be accomplished in Germany, given the corrupted condition in which
Germany finds itself and given the way in which “Germanic freedom”
had institutionalized itself in the structures of hometowns and not in a
true state? Once again, just as he had in his earlier essays on Christian-
ity, Hegel found himself at an impasse. He described what he took to
be the conditions under which freedom could be achieved, but he had
no clear idea about how any of that could be actualized. He rejected
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Prussian leadership for the maintenance (or restoration) of the Holy

. Roman Empire — Prussia was in such a state of both decay and increas-
ing centralization that it could not in any way serve as the natural center
for preserving the independence of the estates — and he toyed with the
idea that Austria, where he thought that the estates had managed to
hang on to their independence, was the only real hope for a rejuvenated
Holy Roman Empire. Hegel was clearly trying to find a middle way
between the ongoing struggles among the forces leading to centralization
in Germany (which Prussia adequately symbolized) and the old, decen-
tralized, overlapping ruling authorities, that is, the structure of Herr-
schaft in the Holy Roman Empire, the complex orderings by which
groups and individuals exercised authority over others.”® But how, he
wondered, was this to be accomplished?

Just as he had no answer to his earlier question about how a “people’s
religion” could be established, in 1801 he also had no real answer to
how a proper German state could be brought about. Indeed, the only
possible, thinkable solution necessarily involved the imposition of state-
hood by force. Since the Germans were all too corrupted by their
stubborn adherence to the debased consequences of “Germanic free-
dom” — to the structure and assumptions of the life of the hometowns —
all that remained as a possibility was that some wise leader, a “Theseus”
of Germany, would somehow compel the Germans to unite and “treat
themselves as belonging to Germany.””® (Hegel praised Machiavelli for
having this kind of insight about how modern states can be formed.)*

But even Hegel himself could see that this solution was essentially no
solution at all; it was at best merely a hope that things would turn out
right, that the proper “Theseus” would come along and would institute
a modern representative republic of sorts and not some worse tyranny.
Even worse, the “fate” of Germanic freedom, of the structure of home-
town life, seemed destined to vanish unless this sort of “Theseus’ were
miraculously to appear.

1801-1802: Hegel Comes to Terms with Schelling

The Difference Essay: Kant, Schelling, and “‘Authentic Idealism”

Hegel’s first published foray in the debate about post-Kantian philoso-
phy was a short book, The Difference between Fichte's and Schelling’s
Systems of Philosophy, which appeared in September 1801, less than a



154 Hegel: A Biography

year after his arrival at Jena. This small monograph defined Hegel for
the next several years in the public eye: To the philosophical public, he
had emerged on the scene rather suddenly as a follower of Schelling
who had drawn a line between Fichte and Schelling in support of
Schelling’s understanding of what was required for the post-Kantian
project. Despite that general reception, however, the work was not a
purely Schellingian effort. In his efforts to mold himself into a system-
atic philosopher, he began by defending Schelling’s own ideas and
terminology in a different way than Schelling himself had done, bring-
ing to bear on this task his own, very similar ideas that he had worked
out in his conversations with Holderlin in Frankfurt. The result was a
highly original, “Hegelian™ text that nonetheless offered itself to the
public as a piece of “Schellingian” philosophy. It also showed that
Hegel was hard at work during this period on the most fundamental
issues in the development of post-Kantian idealism and was always more
than merely a political or religious thinker.

Schelling was widely viewed by the philosophical public at the time
as simply carrying forward Fichte’s philosophy. Hegel surprised his
readers by arguing that Schelling and Fichte disagreed at the most basic
level on exactly what it would take to carry forward Kant’s project
without falling into" what were perceived as Kant’s own dogmatisms.
Reinhold had proposed that what Kantianism needed was a clear state-
ment of its highest and first principle, which he claimed to have pro-
vided with his “principle of consciousness,” and Fichte had to a certain
extent (in Hegel’s reconstruction of the line of post-Kantian thought)
only taken that approach one step further. In Hegel’s construction of
the progress made in post-Kantian thought, Reinhold and Fichte had
not fully liberated themselves from certain Kantian “dogmatisms,”
whereas Schelling had fully done so.

In particular, both Reinhold and Fichte assumed that the Kantian
distinction between ‘“‘conceptual form” and “intuited content” was
valid. However, in Schelling’s and Hegel’s eyes, Kant had already inti-
mated in his later Critique of Judgment a way out of the various impasses
created by his notions of unknowable things-in-themselves and contra-
dictory conceptions of ‘“‘unconditioned totalities” by developing a notion
of an “intuitive intellect,” a form of understanding that did not apply
concepts to pre-given material from the senses but understood the
sensory particulars in light of a prior grasp of the “whole” that was
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constructed by “reason.” Kant seemed to be suggesting, that is, that
. prior to the application of conceptual form to sensuous givens, there
had to be an orientation to a whole that preceded and made intelligible
the later, more derivative application of such conceptual form to sensu-
ous content. Reinhold (and by implication, Fichte), in effect, had stayed
mired in Kant’s original formulations and had therefore been led to
their conclusions that Kantianism only required a clearer statement of
its “first principle” as the ultimate condition for the possibility of there
being experience of objects, which meant that they still dogmatically
accepted Kant’s dualism of conceptual form / nonconceptual content
that would make such a search for “first principles” appropriate at all.%

In Hegel’s presentation, therefore, the difference between Fichte and
Schelling was a fundamental difference in what they understood the
post-Kantian project to be about. Fichte, by seeking a first principle,
was inevitably led to seeing the “I” as that principle, and he thus could
only understand the “Not-I"" as something posited by the “I’’; he was
thus a “subjective” idealist. Realism is simply the flip side of subjective
idealism, understanding the “first principle” to lie on the side of the
object, not the subject. As Hegel explained it, “‘dogmatic idealism posits
the subjective as the real ground of the objective, dogmatic realism the
objective as the real ground of the subjective.””® The endless oscillation
within modern philosophy between realism and idealism, however, is
only indicative of something deeper, of a set of shared presuppositions
that neither the realists nor the idealists articulate, and for which Kant’s
notion of the conflicted nature of consciousness was the clue. Within
our ordinary consciousness of ourselves and the world, there are neces-
sarily two opposing points of view. When we regard ourselves “theoret-
ically,” objectively, we see ourselves as bodies in space and time subject
to the same causal laws as other bodies; when we regard ourselves
“practically,” subjectively, we see ourselves in terms of what we ought
to believe, that as, as freely subject to norms. The subject of conscious-
ness can thus take both a purely personal, subjective point of view on
himself, seeing things from “within” his own experience; and he can
take a detached, purely objective point of view on himself, seeing him-
self, as it were, from the outside. We see ourselves from the “inside”
when we think of ourselves only in first-person terms as having a point
of view on the world around us. We see ourselves from the “outside”
when we think of ourselves as objects iz a world of other objects (for
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example, locating ourselves on a map, seeing ourselves as others see us,
or thinking of ourselves in third-person terms). That is, we see ourselves
as a subjective point of view on the world and experience ourselves as
spontaneous and free from that subjective point of view; we also see
ourselves objectively, not as a point of view oz the world but as another
object in the world. As Hegel noted, “The opposition [between realism
and idealism] is in consciousness, and the reality of the objective, just
as much as that of the subjective is founded in consciousness.””®?

Hegel diagnosed the futility of such a search for “first principles”
that would resolve the modern debate between “realism’ and ‘‘ideal-
ism” as having to do with what he called “reflection.” In the technical
sense that Hegel used it, “reflection” designated an approach to philo-
sophical thought that takes one of the basic oppositions in consciousness
(the subjective or objective point of view) and then holds it fixed and
uses it as a basis for constructing or criticizing the other point of view.
The purpose of true philosophy is to show that the kind of ‘“‘reflection”
that takes itself to be necessarily driven to the antinomial oppositions of
Kantian philosophy is actually implicated in something that precedes
such opposition and without which such opposition would not be pos-
sible. Both Hegel and Schelling called that the “absolute,” which Hegel
identified with reason itself. Moreover, just as Kant in the Critique of
Pure Reason had said that “reason has insight only into that which it
produces after a plan of its own,” Hegel says in the Difference book that
“reason comes to know itself and deals only with itself so that its whole
work and activity are grounded in itself.”**

Hegel contrasts reason with “the understanding.” ‘““The understand-
ing” is a faculty conditioned by the world, but reason is a faculty that
takes the conditioned findings of “‘the understanding” and weaves them
into an wunconditioned account of subjectivity and objectivity, of the
personal and the objective points of view. “The understanding” must
work on things given to it, whereas reason works only on materials it
has given itself, “after a plan of its own”; reason is self-bounding and
therefore “infinite,” whereas ‘‘the understanding” is bounded by things
outside of itself and therefore “finite.” Reason aims at a grasp of the
‘“unconditioned totality’’ that must include and resolve the oppositions
of “the understanding” within itself.

When “the understanding” tries to grasp something fundamental
about a way of life, it inevitably ends up positing the kinds of opposi-
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tions that also appear in the unending debates between “realism’ and
“idealism.” When this happens, the form of life has become, to use a
term that is increasingly crucial for Hegel, entzweit, “disjointed,” “‘sev-
ered,” “ruptured,” within itself. Hegel’s conception of this kind of
rupturing, disjointing, Entzweiung, was already at work in his unpubli-
shed essay on the need for Wiirttemberg reform written while he was
in Frankfurt — “That the Magistrates Must be Elected by the Citizens.”
In that essay, he had spoken of the way in which the “yearning . . . for
a more pure, more free condition had moved all hearts and severed
(emtzweit) them from actuality.”® This kind of disjointing — Entzweiung,
splitting in two — creates the need for philosophy. As Hegel puts it,
“When the might of union vanishes from the life of people, and the
oppositions lose their living connection and reciprocity and gain inde-
pendence, the need of philosophy arises.” The failure of philosophy
(and its alliance with reason) to perform this task is indicative of a form
of life whose fate is gradually to deteriorate and pass away, as happened
with the Greeks and Romans.?” For Hegel the implication in all this is
clear, even if he does not state it: The issue of whether modern life can
succeed in Germany and in general depends on the possibility of philos-
ophy’s showing mhether that way of life is indeed a possibility for us.

The need for philosophy thus arises out of a need for social life to
overcome or heal its internal ruptures. It most certainly is not the need
for some new, alternative authority that would replace the older author-
ities that have lost their hold on people. Philosophy, that is, does not
replace the older system of religion with its “system.” In an 1802
reproach to the notorious defender of modern skepticism, G. E. Schulze
— who had argued that philosophy had historically failed to produce a
proper ‘“‘system” to guide people — Hegel responded by ridiculing
Schulze as having “presented the relation between philosophy and the
public as that between a [state] administration and a people; the philos-
opher would hold the office of Pastoral Duty for the People’s Reason
and would have taken the duty upon itself to construct for the people a
constitutional philosophy and to administer the People’s Reason.”’® The
implication was obvious: philosophy can and should aspire to no such
thing.

The kinds of “disjointing” that philosophy treats thus depend on the
way of life itself and what “counts” for it. As examples of dualisms that
were important in the past, Hegel lists ‘“spirit and matter, soul and
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body, faith and intellect, freedom and necessity,” which, as he notes,
“used to be important” but which have been supplanted in our time by
the opposition between subjectivity and objectivity.®

In trying to heal those ruptures, philosophy does not propose new
and alternative explanations of the phenomena so much as it tries to
shift the nature of the questions being asked about what ultimately
counts, what is normative for us — as Hegel put it in the journal he kept
during his years in Jena, “The questions which philosophy does not
answer are answered in that they should not be so posed.”® In the case
of the rupture between the “subjective’” and the “objective” points of
view, philosophy therefore had to ask if there was necessarily a view-
point that included both of them and in terms of which they both are
derivative.

Both the subjective and the objective points of view are, however, our
points of view, and the opposition between them is an opposition within
“us.” Consciousness, as a subjective awareness of an objective world,
can in fact only be possible if the same agent can assume both points of
view within himself. The point of view of consciousness presupposes
therefore that the conscious agent have a grasp on something that is
itself neither subjective nor objective, a unity of thought and the world,
or conceptual form and sensuous content, that is prior to any such
division between them. The ‘“‘absolute” is thus the unity of subject and
object, the unity of thought and being that underlies all our disrupted
consciousness of ourselves and our world.

The dispute between realism and idealism thus had to be over the
deeper ground and unity of what Hegel in the Difference essay called
the “subjective subject-object” and the “objective subject-object.” The
unity of those points of view — what Hegel calls a ‘“‘subject-object” —
must include within itself a conception of how our subjective experience
relates to a world of objects. However, there are two ways of miscon-
struing this “absolute,” paralleling the oppositions of “realism” and
“idealism.” A “‘subjective subject-object,” as he calls it, would be a
conception of objects as constructed out of subjectivity; an “objective
subject-object” would have to be a conception of how the character of
our experience is determined by the way in which objects interact with
our minds. Any conception of the world as being somehow a construct
or a “posit” out of our experiences thus has to be a “subjective subject-
object; any conception of what is normative for our experience as
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deriving merely from the causal product of our interactions with nature
or a grasp of some extra-mental item that determines in turn how we
are to judge it would have to be an “objective subject-object.”

Since we find ourselves in our own conscious lives always embodying
both the objective and the subjective points of view, the temptation is
always to try to eliminate the incompatibility by constructing one point
of view in terms of the other. Fichtean idealism, for example, attempts
to construct the world out of the subjective positings of the “I,” and
thus embodies the strategy of constructing everything out of a “subjec-
tive subject-object.” All materialists do exactly the opposite. (In the
Difference essay, Hegel actually defends materialism against Reinhold’s
objections, arguing that Reinhold has failed to take seriously the intel-
lectual motivations that would make someone into a materialist.) Schel-
ling, on the other hand, has seen that both points of view are necessary
to account for conscious life, “so that the absolute presents itself in each
of the two subject-objects, and finds itself perfected only in both to-
gether as the highest synthesis in the nullification of both insofar as they
are opposed.”® In Schelling’s terminology, the “absolute” must be
therefore the “indifference point’ of the subjective and objective points
of view.

Hegel thus supplied a kind of argument for the absolute that was
only adumbrated in Schelling’s formulations but which, so Hegel
thought, was nonetheless implicit in such formulations. He also supplied
what he no doubt took to be the missing argument for the necessity of
“intellectual intuition.” That we can entertain the opposition of the
subjective and objective points of view in one consciousness could not
be explained by either the subjective or objective point of view itself;
therefore, the explanation had to be in terms of something that included
each as factors within itself, and this could only be the intuitive awareness
of the activity of which both points of view are themselves constituted.
It is an imtuition in that it has an “object” (our experience of the unity of
the two points of view) of which it is aware, namely, the activity that
constitutes the two different points of view; and it is intellectual in that
it is not sensuous while still being an awareness within conscious life of
the constitution of these two points of view. Schelling’s division of
philosophy into transcendental philosophy (which explores things from
the subjective point of view) and Naturphilosophie, which explores things
from the objective point of view, is explained as being rooted in the



160 Hegel: A Biography

unity of the intuition of the absolute, of the self-limiting activity that
makes up the two points of view.

In putting it in this way, Hegel was subtly trying to pull Schelling
back toward Kant via the ideas he had worked out with Holderlin in
Frankfurt. At the outset of the Difference essay, Hegel claimed that
Kant’s “Transcendental Deduction of the Categories” is indeed the
authentic (echter) idealism in its spirit, not its letter.”? That spirit had to
do with what the post-Kantians had taken to calling “pure speculation,”
whereas the letter had to do with the oppositions set by “the under-
standing” from within the Kantian system itself. Even there, however,
Hegel characterized ‘“‘speculation” in very Kantian terms, as the “activ-
ity of the one universal reason [directed] on itself” which thereby
“‘grasps its own grounding within itself” — thereby echoing Kant’s own
claim that “reason must in all its undertakings subject itself to criticism
.. . [and] reason depends on this freedom for its very existence.”*

“Faith and Knowledge”: Kant’s Way out of K ant

It was one thing to analyze the fundamental oppositions in philosophy
as stemming from a misunderstanding by the “reflective understanding”
about the unity of the absolute. Hegel, however, had larger targets in
mind. One year following the publication of his Difference essay, Hegel
again took up the related themes of how fundamental oppositions sur-
face within a way of life and their relation to philosophical thought in
an extended essay in the Critical Journal of Philosophy published in 1802
called “Faith and Knowledge or the Reflective Philosophy of Subjectivity
in the Complete Range of Its Forms as Kantian, Jacobian, and Fichtean
Philosophy.”* In that piece, he argued that there was more at stake
than just a set of merely theoretical philosophical errors, that in fact the
culture (Kultur) of his own time had come to be based on reflection, and
that Kant’s, Jacobi’s, and Fichte’s “philosophies have to be recognized
as nothing more but the culture of reflection raised to a system. This is
the culture of the ordinary human understanding.”® The errors of
philosophy were only expressions of a deeper malaise in the culture
itself %

In putting matters this way, Hegel was also throwing into question
something he had long held dear, the value of Bildung. If to become
“cultivated” and ‘“formed” were features of the ‘“culture” of the time,
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and the culture of the time was itself fraught with ruptures within itself,
. then acquiring Bildung — doing the kind of thing his parents had done
and which he had been raised to do — would by itself not be enough.
Bildung required something beyond what it had traditionally included,
namely, the kind of systematic philosophy Hegel was now advocating.

The modern “culture of reflection” is in fact the “culture” whose
basic characteristics have been expressed by the philosophies of Locke
and Hume, according to which the task of philosophy can be only to
have “the world assessed and from now on explained from the stand-
point of the subject.”” At its best, “reflection’ can produce only a more
or less coherent ordering of the assertions emerging from taking one of
those points of views as fixed, not a resolution of the fundamental
division between them.?® The result is a proliferation of “systems” of
philosophy, each with its own degree of plausibility, and no apparent
way of settling the disputes among them.

In positing one of the sides of the subject-object dualism as more
basic than the other, as explaining somehow how the other acquires its
determinateness, both such Lockean and Kantian “reflective” philoso-
phies invariably degenerate into some form of psychologism. That is,
they inevitably lead to some kind of theory about how the “operations
of the mind” are structured by certain laws such that the mind performs
these operations on some discrete bit of experiential data so as to
produce the experienced world. If, after all, one operates with the
picture of the world (of the set of things-in-themselves) as interacting
with a subject (either by causing intuitions, as Kant says, or by causing
some even more generally conceived Anstoff, some “check” or “im-
pingement,” as Fichte says), and one goes along with the picture of
“mind” (or the “I”’) “processing’ the “data” according to its own set
of laws to produce the world of appearance (which can never be said to
be the same as the world-in-itself), then of course it makes sense to ask
for the laws governing this kind of operation. Philosophies of reflection
are thus led to some picture of one set of principles being applied to
some given data to produce a product that is somehow the unity of
both; the paradigm becomes that of application of a scheme to some
given content rather than development of both from something else.

Hegel argued that Jacobi’s thought formed an especially interesting
case because Jacobi wished to deny the Kantian and Fichtean picture of
the mind’s “processing data” or “applying” forms to some given con-
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tent while holding onto the basic picture of subject and object that
drove Kant and Fichte to their own conclusions. Rejecting both Kant
and Fichte as transcendental skeptics, Jacobi is simply left with'a great
divide between subject and object which he bridges by the deus ex
machina of positing that we just immediately know that there is a world
external to our experiences and a God that answers to our need for
Him. (In both cases, Jacobi calls this immediate knowledge “faith.”)
Jacobi, however, could only come to this conclusion if in the first place
he took ‘‘the [transcendental] imagination and self-originating reason as
something arbitrary and subjective, and . . . sensuous experience as eter-
nal truth.”®® That is, Jacobi is led into his doctrine that we just krnow
that there is a world out there because he psychologizes Kant’s and
Fichte’s points.

Hegel’s point was that one could not simply write off Jacobi’s strategy
as only a psychologistic misunderstanding of Kant and Fichte, since
their philosophies inevitably require such a reading. Since we cannot
say what things-in-themselves are, we are inevitably led back to the idea
that it is “we” (or the ‘“‘transcendental I”’) that put the relations of
causality onto “givens,” and once we begin to reflectively focus on what
we mean by saying that we put these constructions on things, “tran-
scendental idealism has passed over into this formal or more properly,
psychological idealism.”’® That is, the idea that we transcendentally
apply the categories to the givens of experience quickly passes over into
the idea that the categories are simply something that we Aumans just
“project” onto experience.!® Thus, “Kantian, and more particularly
Fichtean philosophy are forever sliding into this psychological ideal-
ism.”1%2 This is the consequence of “explaining the world from the
standpoint of the subject.” Kantian and Fichtean idealisms are thus
essentially “dualisms” and are “nothing more than an extension of
Lockeanism.”1%

In saying all that, though, Hegel proposed what he saw as Kant’s
own way out of Kant’s troubles. Despite his dualism of “concept” and
“intuition,” Kant had come to the conclusion that there could be no
“unsynthesized intuitions” of which we could be conscious, that is, that
there is nothing in experience that is simply “immediately given,” of
which we can be aware without having to be in possession of any
conceptual faculties or that we can know without having to know any-
thing else: As Hegel puts it, indirectly quoting Kant himself, “The
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Kantian philosophy has the merit of being idealism because it does
show that neither the concept in isolation nor intuition in isolation is
anything at all; that intuition by itself is blind and the concept by itself
is empty.”'** Both concepts and intuitions are “moments” within the
whole that is consciousness. They are not independent elements that
must be somehow brought together and combined in order for con-
sciousness to come to be. Furthermore, Kant himself seemed to ac-
knowledge as much when he argued that the synthetic unity of con-
sciousness was original, that is, underived, and formed the basis of
everything found within consciousness. Hegel makes the point thus:
“The original synthetic unity must be conceived, not as produced out
of opposites, but as a truly necessary, absolute, original identity of
opposites.”!% The “opposites” here are concepts and intuitions, which
are ‘“identical” because they are only constituents of a whole, which
Hegel identifies with “the absolute and original identity of self-
consciousness.”1%

On Hegel’s view, Kant argued otherwise only because he was in the
grip of a “reflective,” dualistic picture of the mind as consisting of
separate elements that had to be psychologically combined instead of a
picture of the mind as having various “moments” within its overall
organic unity. Thus, Kant was led to argue that transcendental philos-
ophy must supply the rule of application for its concepts, that is, its
categories, and it must do this a priori.'” In making that move, Kant
thus shifted the focus of transcendental philosophy away from the unizy
of experience as oriented to a “whole” and toward the application of
categories to the “given.” The application of the categories to the givens
of sensuous intuition, however, requires some kind of interplay between
the two faculties, that is, some kind of mediation between the pure
categorial concepts (the “scheme”) and the empirical intuitions (the
“content”) to which they are “applied.” Kant, of course, concluded that
time had to be that intermediary, since it is both pure (a priori) and
empirical (it is a form of intuition, that is, a form in which objects can
be “given” to us); and since all representations appear in what Kant
calls “inner sense,” everything appears in time. Kant calls this inter-
mediary the schematism, with the schema being a system of rules that
applies the category to an object of sense and which thereby gives the
otherwise empty category its determinateness, or its ‘“‘meaning’’ (Bedeu-
tung). The schema is set up by the faculty Kant calls the productive
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imagination, and Kant himself notes that how it does this — apply the
rules — is a mystery.'%

Hegel scoffed at the very idea that Kant needed to have any such
doctrine of schematism, arguing that the only reason for introducing it
had to do with his “reflective” conception of the mind as “processing”
discrete data in the first place. Indeed, if one pursued Kant’s line of
thought vis-a-vis the notion of an original, underived unity of self-
consciousness instead of his idea of consciousness as divided into dis-
tinct faculties of concept and intuition, then the productive imagination
itself would be seen not as an intermediary but as the original unity
itself: “This power of imagination is the original two-sided identity. The
identity becomes subject in general on one side and object on the other;
but originally it is both. And the imagination is nothing but reason itself
... as it appears in the sphere of empirical consciousness.”!%

What in Kantian idealism had therefore looked like a division into
two distinct faculties of spontaneity and receptivity (of “‘the understand-
ing” and “intuition”) really involved an original unity in which spon-
taneity was already at work in what only seemed to be the sheer given-
ness of experience. It is not so much that we receive contents in our
experience of the world as we take up our experience in a kind of
spontaneous activity. Thus, the model of “reflection” — that we apply a
formal ‘“scheme” to a sensible ‘“content” — does not actually fit what
Kant says about productive imagination. In taking up a content, we are
not applying anything to a “given” so much as we are actively orienting
ourselves in experience by attending to various manifestations of the
world to us or by actively taking up certain incentives to action by
determining our will in accordance with them. Hegel identifies this
“taking up” as the appropriating of the manifold of sense as spontane-
ity.!® However, this spontaneity is not simply free, unattached activity,
as if one had an inert world on one side and a free-spinning spontaneity
on the other side. Rather, it must be conceived as an active taking up of
something, of a way in which the world manifests itself to us by virtue
of our taking up its manifestations to us.

In the Difference essay, this was called “intellectual intuition,” but,
significantly, Hegel does not put that term to such use in “Faith and
Knowledge,” although a similar idea is at work there. In “Faith and
Knowledge,” Hegel is more concerned to show how Kant in particular
is driven by the logic of his own thoughts to something like a doctrine
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of “intellectual intuition,” and to show how the logic of Kant’s philos-
ophy also indicates a way out of dependence on “intellectual intuition.”

In this light, Hegel focuses particularly on Kant’s 1790 Critique of
Fudgment, especially §§76—77 of that work.!"! Kant argues there that we
necessarily require a conception of a purposive whole for two kinds of
judgments even if we can never infer that any such purposive whole
actually exists.'”? Those judgments are those concerning, for example,
organisms whose parts can only be understood in terms of their serving
some function in the whole that is the organism; and those judgments
about the beauty of certain natural objects and human artifacts.

What especially caught Hegel’s eye was Kant’s claim that since, first
of all, we cannot do without the concept of purposiveness, and, second
of all, we cannot say the world is actually purposive, we are led to the
regulative idea of an intuitive intellect, in his terms, to “a complete
spontaneity of intuition . . . a cognitive power different from and wholly
independent of sensibility,”'!3 which requires us to ‘“conceive of an
understanding that, unlike ours, is not discursive but intuitive, and
hence proceeds from the synthetically universal (the intuition of a whole
as a whole) to the particular, i.e., from the whole to the parts.”!'* That
is, we are led to the regulative idea of an intellect that actively takes up
a teleological whole and elicits out of that whole what the parts must be,
even if we cannot say that such an intuitive intellect actually exists.
Kant added to this the extraordinary claim that we could regard thereby
the “substrate” of the material world as a thing-in-itself and “regard
this thing-in-itself as based on a corresponding intellectual intuition
(even though not our own). In that way there would be for nature,
which includes us as well, a supersensible basis of its reality, although
this basis would necessarily remain beyond our cognitive grasp.”'* In
the second introduction to the Critique of Fudgment, Kant added that
“judgment . . . provides nature’s supersensible substrate (within as well
as outside us) with determinability by the intellectual power ... This
judgment makes possible the transition from the domain of the concept
of nature to that of the concept of freedom.”!!¢

Hegel seized on Kant’s idea that he had provided a link between
nature and freedom in the reflective judgment, saying that Kant had
found the “middle term” between the two, indeed, their “identity.”!"
However, he charged Kant with failing to show that this idea of an
intuitive intellect could only be regulative, a conception that although
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necessary for us to have, could not be said to actually exist. This was,
Hegel argued, most clear in Kant’s own explanation of judgments about
the beautiful. The experience of the beautiful, on Kant’s analysis of it,
is intrinsically normative: As Kant puts it, “When we make a judgment
declaring something to be beautiful . . . we cannot base it on experience;
for it seeks to justify us in making judgments that contain an ought: It
does not say that everyone wil/ agree with my judgment, but that he
ought t0.”""® (Kant makes the same kinds of claims about teleological
judgments.)!*®

The difference between teleological and aesthetic judgments, Kant
says, is that the former are objective while the latter are subjective. By
this Kant means that in making teleological judgments, I judge that an
object is as it ought to be in fulfilling its purpose. (Kant’s cited the eye
as an example of such an object.)'?® If I judge it merely in terms of
mechanical laws, I make no such normative judgment: A defective eye
violates no rules of physics; its defectiveness lies in its failure to achieve
the purpose of seeing. On the other hand, when I make an aesthetic
judgment that something is beautiful, I make a judgment that others
should judge it as I do, that is, that the object ought to be judged as I
judge it.

In teleological judgments, therefore, I judge that the object ought to
be a certain way; in aesthetic judgment, I judge that the object ought to
be judged in a certain way.'! Furthermore, I do not claim that the object
that is being judged is defective if somebody fails to judge it as it ought
to be judged; I am judging that my judging the object to be beautiful is
as it ought to be, and that my judging (or the other’s judging) is defective
if it is not as it ought to be. I cannot state a rule for this, except to say
that others ought to judge as I judge (a normativity that Kant calls
“exemplary’ necessity).'? Kant (infamously) called this “purposiveness
without a purpose,” by which he apparently meant that although my
judgment is normative (purposive), it has no specific rule to guide it (it
is without a purpose).'

Yet in making the self-referential (exemplary) normative judgment
that others ought to judge as I do (and hence come to feel the same
aesthetic pleasure that I do), I am also making the normative judgment
that I ought to be judging as others (who have taste) do. That is, I seem
to be presupposing that my own subjective tastes (that is, judgments)
are also universal, or at least universally communicable. (My own sub-
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jective pleasures may not and need not be so universally communicable.)
In making normative aesthetic judgments, therefore, we seem to be
engaged in a non-rule bound way of adjusting our own judgments of
tastes to what others ideally would do and of making normative demands
on others as to what kinds of judgments they therefore should make. We
presuppose, that is, that a community of rational beings would have to
mutually adjust their own judgments of taste so as to maintain the
normative force of their own judgments.!

This only shows, Hegel argues, that the experience of beauty on
Kant’s own terms demonstrates that “the opposition between intuition
and concept falls away.”'?5 I cannot perceive the beautiful by just recep-
tively taking in some experience and then applying a formal norm to
that experience. Rather, in order to have the aesthetic perception, I
must already have a sense of myself as situated in a larger whole,
namely, the community of rational agents in terms of which I adjust my
reflective judgments as to what I am experiencing and who, I must
presuppose, are also adjusting their reflective judgments to the norma-
tive demands I place on them. However, this implies that this reflective
judgment cannot therefore be a matter of reflection (in the sense that
Hegel uses it), since it does not involve the application of any norm to
some given content. The pleasure that comes from the aesthetic judg-
ment about an object is not a sensation, not any kind of elemental
‘“vibration” in experience, but a pleasure that is the feeling that my
cognitive powers are working as they ought to; it is a pleasure that results
from my grasp of their harmonious “free play,” from the self-legislating
spontaneity of the mind. Most importantly, Kant seems to be saying that
I impose a norm on myself by adjusting my judgments in light of a
prior orientation toward what I take other rational agents to be doing.!%
This self-orienting must be presupposed in order for me to make any
reflective aesthetic judgment at all. The problem, of course, is, as Kant
admits, that this orientation is itself rather indeterminate and general;
the important point, however, is that it cannot be a matter of rules,
since it is the community of rational agents themselves that are legislat-
ing the rules for themselves in a kind of idealized form of mutual
imposition as mutual adjustment of judgments.

Kant’s conception of aesthetic judgment as involving mutual adjust-
ment of judgments thus gave Hegel a new way of thinking about
something that had long bothered him. The author of the “The Oldest
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System Program in German Idealism” had stated that the state could
not be a realization of freedom, since the state was only a Hobbesian or
Wolffian social “machine.” But in exploring the Critique of Fudgment,
Hegel must have taken notice — although he does not mention it in
“Faith and Knowledge” — of the crucial footnote in which Kant had
explicitly compared his idea of the way in which we judge organisms to
be purposive to the way in which “a” society had been similarly “read-
justed” by recent political events (almost certainly an allusion on Kant’s
part to the American Revolution). In that note, Kant asserted, “For
each member in such a whole should indeed be not merely a means but
also an end; and while each member contributes to making the whole
possible, the Idea of that whole should in turn determine the member’s
position and function.”'?” Hegel would have seen Kant’s enticing anal-
ogy between the intrinsic purposiveness of organisms and rational social
life to be further support for his notion of the way the Kantian concep-
tion of aesthetic judgment should be developed beyond the realm of
aesthetic judgments per se.

In “Faith and Knowledge,” Hegel still retained much of Schelling’s
explanatory apparatus for expressing all these claims even as he was
starting to depart from Schelling’s own specific employment of the
apparatus. Thus, he accounted for this mutual adjustment of judgment
by invoking Schelling’s notion of there being a “potency” (Potenz) in
each level of things that is raised to a higher “potency” by virtue of the
tensions within it. The higher “potency” of the original identity of
intuition and understanding is “the understanding” itself. The original
unity of self-consciousness has its lower “potency” in the multiplicity
of sensuous intuitions, and when this original identity “simultaneously
sets itself against the manifold, and constitutes itself within itself as
universality, which is what makes it a higher potency,” then it consti-
tutes within one and the same consciousness “the understanding,”
which itself must be taken only as a more developed function within the
whole (or the “identity’) that is conscious life.!?® (And, like Schelling,
Hegel is drawn to the image of the magnet as the proper metaphor for
this activity.)!?® Since this reflective judgment requires some orientation,
Hegel concluded, rather strikingly and without much argument, that
the idea of the intuitive intellect was not a regulative ideal at all but the
“Idea of the transcendental imagination that we considered above.”!'®

What gives “reflective” philosophy its appeal over and against such
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philosophies of the absolute, so Hegel argued, is its partial, one-sided
assumption of the revolution in philosophy that was brought about in
Kant’s works. It embodied what he called the “coloration of inward-
ness”” and the tendencies of the most recent ‘“fashionable culture,’
namely, the notion that the “subject” must assume his own freedom,
learn to think for himself, and choose his own ends. The “philosophies
of reflection” therefore are not written off by Hegel as mistakes so much
as they are seen as the penultimate stage of (or as evidence for) the
completion of the historical process that has seen its political expression
in the Revolution. This final stage can only come about through the
offices of systematic philosophy, which by introducing us to the absolute
reestablishes “the Idea of absolute freedom and along with it the abso-
lute passion, the speculative Good Friday that was otherwise only the
historical Good Friday.”'3! Hegel was probing once again his notion of
radically reinterpreting religion in terms of idealist philosophy, of find-
ing in Christianity the practice by which this “mutual adjustment” of
judgments could be carried out in a modern, reconciliatory way.

1802-1804: The Embryonic Hegelian System

Recognition and Social Life: The Break with Holderlin’s
Conce ption

Hegel’s viewpoint was rapidly evolving, and more hints of its direction
can be gleaned from several works written between 1802 and 1804. One
was a long essay published in parts in the Critical Fournal of Philosophy
in 1802 and 1803: “On the Scientific Ways of Treating Natural Law,
Its Place in Practical Philosophy, and Its Relation to the Positive Sci-
ences of Law.”’32 Around the same time, Hegel worked on two manu-
scripts, neither of which were published in his lifetime: a set of lecture
notes (including what is now known as the “First Philosophy of Spirit”)
and a lengthy sketch of part of his whole system, which has become
known under the title the editors gave it, the System of Ethical Life
(System der Sittlichkeit), a topic on which Hegel was lecturing at the
time.' In those works, Hegel was still attempting to bring his Frankfurt
position into line with his newly adopted Schellingian views, combining
those two influences in developing his own views vis-a-vis his long-
standing interest in the developing political situations in France and
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Germany, Hegel ended up extending Schelling’s ideas in ways that find
little parallel in Schelling’s own thought.!* Most importantly, he was
led to take one of the most crucial and decisive steps toward formulating
his own distinctive view.

In the essay on “Natural Right,” Hegel took on what he saw as the
two modern false starts in understanding natural rights: the empiricist,
psychologistic theories of natural right typified by Hobbes and Locke,
and the transcendental theories of natural right, typified by Kant and
Fichte. The essay developed at some length what he took to be their
myriad failures to acknowledge their hidden presuppositions, and he
diagnosed the basic reason for such failure to be the way in which both
types of theories attempted to develop a conception of a social “whole”
out of the idea of a social contract among individuals already vested
with normative authority outside of that social whole. Both of them
failed, in Hegel’s eyes, because they could not understand how individ-
uals are only “potencies” of a larger social whole and ultimately of the
‘““absolute,” that is, ultimately “potencies” of “spirit.””!*

To explain this, Hegel also brought into play a Fichtean idea of
mutual “recognition” that gave him the key for which he had been
looking in his attempts to work out his own views vis-a-vis Schelling’s
and Holderlin’s."*¢ Holderlin had convinced Hegel in Frankfurt that
Fichte’s own procedure was too ‘“‘subjective’’; one simply could not
begin with the “subject’s” certainty of itself and then ask how the
“subject” manages to posit a world of “objects”; instead, one must
begin with a commitment to an unarticulated unity of subject and
object, which Hélderlin considered to be implicitly, nondiscursively in
play in all the activities of our conscious lives. Hegel’s great insight in
1802 had been to develop Hoélderlin’s point that one cannot begin with
an isolated, individual subject experiencing the world and then ask how
a world of objective experience gets built up out of the “inner” world
of purely subjective experience; one must begin with an already shared
world of subjects in a world making judgments in light of the “possible
judgments” of others (the theme developed out of Kant’s third Critique
in “Faith and Knowledge”). In 1803, Hegel developed that idea further:
The “original unity” was not to be articulated in terms of Hélderlin’s
conception of a nondiscursive grasp of ‘“Being”; it was to be understood
as an intersubjective unity, a unity of mutually recogmizing agents in the
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natural world. In the System of Ethical Life, his term for this unity was
“‘absolute ethical life.”

This concept of “recognition” gave Hegel a nondualistic, yet also
nonreductionist account of the relation between spirit and nature. Hegel
argued that the “ethical life” (Sittlichkeit) of any particular “people”
must be construed entirely in terms of the patterns of entitlements and
commitments that those individuals confer and sustain by acts of mutual
recognition; it must not be construed as any kind of separate realm
requiring its own special causal powers, nor as simply the result of a
natural process. The difference between spirit and nature is thus not
that between two different types of substance; it lies in the way in which
humans are led to self-consciously regard themselves, to establish points
of view on the world in addition to being natural entities iz that world.
“Spirit,” as Hegel put it, “is the absolute intuition of itself as itself (or
absolute knowing).”137

Moreover, we articulate this intersubjective unity in different ways
depending on the purposive contexts in which we find ourselves. At any
given moment, either ‘“concepts” or “intuitions” can be playing the
preponderant role in our conscious life. When our consciousness of
things is preponderantly intuitive — when we are primarily aware of
particular items and things — the conceptual element in experience is
muted and blurred (but not absent); Hegel calls this the “subsumption
of the concept under intuition.” It is that aspect of conscious life in
which the appearance of things as simply being “given” to us is strong-
est. For example, our “practical feelings” (called the “practical po-
tency”) of the need for something as elemental as food appears to us as
an “intuitive” awareness of a singular and seemingly just “given” need
for a particular object, and the element of conceptual (normative) activ-
ity at work in such needs is submerged within our consciousness. None-
theless, even in those cases of the “concept’s being subsumed under
intuition,” we still see things as such and such, for example, our seeing
an apple as the kind of thing that would satisfy hunger, so that our
“taking up” of the manifold of sense incorporates the elemental concep-
tual mediating activity at work in it.

On the other hand, when the element of conceptual mediation is
more obviously in view, as when we perceive something as a tool, we
have a case of “intuition’s being subsumed under the concept.” Seeing
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something as a tool is seeing it more self-consciously in terms of certain
“‘concepts” it instantiates, in terms of the ways in which it fits into our
practical projects. The intuition of apples thus seems like a “given,” but
the intuition of tools seems much less “given.” Both ways of “seeming”
are the result of the interplay of “concept” and “intuition” and of the
relative weight each plays in their different purposive contexts.

We progress from being natural creatures with relatively straightfor-
ward organic needs to being complex laboring creatures who work in
order to satisfy those needs; labor and its concomitant use of tools in
turn raises us to being social creatures, mutually shaping each other
through an even more complex process of ‘“formative culture,” Bildung,
and this progression is articulated in the language of the “potencies.”38
The law-governed regularities of nature (the first “potency”) are thus
necessary for the normativity of social life (the second “potency’’), but
these normative features of human agency are not thereby reducible to
these natural regularities. The great difference between the two kinds
of life — organic and social — is that just as “the single individual was
dominant in the first potency, the universal is dominant” at the potency
of the social level.'”® Thus, in Hegel’s preferred Schellingian way of
putting the matter: “Man is potency, is universality for the other, but
the other is just as much the same for him; and so he makes his reality,
his unique being, his effecting this into himself into an incorporation
into indifference, and he is now the universal in contrast to the first
potency.”#

Hegel returned to these themes a year later in 1803 and developed
them even further. With Schelling’s departure for Wiirzburg in the
summer of 1803 the personal and professional demands of fitting his
rapidly developing thought into Schellingian form began to ease, and in
his lectures during this period Hegel took the opportunity to sharpen
his own thoughts with the aim of producing his own system in the form
of a book (which he desperately needed to secure a salaried position).
What remains of the lecture notes written between 1803 and 1806 has
become known to us as the Jena System Drafis (Fenaer Systement-
wiirfe). 14

In the 1803-04 manuscripts, there is much more emphasis on the
notion of “consciousness” than there is in, for example, the System of
Ethical Life, but the lines of thought are fairly continuous. Hegel uses
the perception of color to illustrate how the “potencies” work in ex-


Ricardo


Hegel’s Path to the Phenomenology 173

plaining sensuous ‘“‘consciousness.” There is first of all the sheer given-
ness of the sensation of color, but “spirit as sensing is itself animal,

" submerged in nature.”® This first “potency” does not give us the
consciousness of color but merely the animal-like discrimination of
color. To have consciousness of a color, one must be able to report on the
experience, and one’s report on the experience (as a sensing of blue, for
example) is a correct report only if it is sanctioned as reasonable accord-
ing to the norms of one’s linguistic community. For the agent to be able
to make such a normatively correct report, a particular sensation of
color must be taken up by him and inferentially linked to other color
concepts, and he must, moreover, be able to understand a ‘“particular”
sensing of blue as an instance of the “general” color blue. Thus, there
are three such “potencies’: in Hegel’s own words, “[1] in sensation as
determinateness of blue, for example, and [2] then as concept, formally
and ideally related to others as names, as opposed to them and at the
same time as identical with them in that they are colors, and [3] in this,
simply, universally as color.”’* (These three “potencies” for Hegel
correspond to the functions in consciousness of sensation, imagination,
and memory.)

“Consciousness” mediates between the individual agent and “spirit.”
The individual organic agent comes to be conscious of the natural world
insofar as he manages to respond judgmentally, normatively, and not
merely habitually to nature: not merely to have sensations of blue or to
be able to discriminate blue things from non-blue things but to be able
to report that he is experiencing blue and to evaluate that report in
terms of whether it meets the standards of correctness held by his
linguistic community. (That is, to be able to say both things like, “That
looks blue to me,” and, “Oh, it’s not really blue, it only /ooked blue.”)
The norms for being able to respond appropriately to episodes of sens-
ing blue by saying things like, “That’s blue” or ‘“That’s funnys; it looked
blue in that light,” are relative to the relevant linguistic community; or,
as Hegel puts it, “the preceding potencies, in general, are ideal, they
exist for the first time in a people: Language only is as the language of a
people, and understanding and reason likewise.”'*

In the 1803-04 manuscripts, the notion of “recognition” received
some substantial reworking. The Kantian idea of “mutual adjustment
of judgments” in “Faith and Knowledge” became transmuted into an
original struggle for recognition that possessed its own logic. Agents, as
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occupying a particular physical part of the world and having a subjec-
tive, personal point of view on that world necessarily appear to each
other as particular points of view, as “excluding” each other; As Hegel
puts it, “each appears in the consciousness of the other as that which
excludes him from the whole extension of his individuality,” and this
leads to a struggle to determine whose point of view is to be normatively
dominant.'* Since there is no given objective point of view to which
the agents can turn to resolve such epistemic disputes between them-
selves, they must struggle to the death. The reasoning in the rather
condensed lecture notes of 1803—04 seems to be that each agent must
orient and situate himself with some conception of a “whole” of such
judgments, and thus each at first claims to be that “‘whole,” an “absolute
consciousness,” not as a matter of fulfilling some Hobbesian desire for
power or security, but in order to be recognized simply ““as rational, as
totality in truth.”'*¢ He who capitulates, who would rather live than risk
his life to preserve his claims to being an “absolute consciousness,”
becomes “for the other immediately a non-totality, he is not absolutely
for himself, he becomes the slave of the other.”'¥

This lopsidedness of recognition — its going one way and not the
other — is, he says, an ‘“‘absolute contradiction,” something that cannot
be sustained.'*® He who becomes the slave is posited in the relationship
as someone whose claims to knowledge and truth can only be inter-
preted as being subordinate to somebody else’s point of view, and the
slave thus becomes the type of being who is incapable of bestowing the
recognition that is necessary upon those for whom he is the slave. In
his lecture notes, Hegel concluded that the mutual failure at securing
such recognition compels both agents to acknowledge and develop that
“absolutely universal consciousness’ within themselves that makes it
possible to conciliate their respective positions.** (In the surviving lec-
ture fragments, this is as far as the argument goes; the rest of the
surviving notes after the section on recognition are short, but they
indicate that Hegel intended to carry out his argument in a similar vein
to that found in the System of Ethical Life; the problems of economic
dependence treated in the earlier manuscript are also articulated through
examples taken directly from Adam Smith — at one point Hegel invokes
Smith’s notion of the division of labor in a “pin factory” only to argue
that it is only “machinelike” and therefore ultimately degrading to

people.)
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In the unpublished System of Ethical Life Hegel showed that he was
struggling to put this new conception of “spirit” and “freedom” into
play as a conception of how freedom is both a necessary feature of
agency and something that is to be socially achieved. For us to under-
stand the ways in which we deny or affirm that we or others are entitled
to certain claims to knowledge or rights to action, we must understand
the more fundamental unity in which such recognitional activities and
statuses operate as an “Idea” of reason: As he put it, since the “Idea”
is the ““identity of concept and intuition,” we must always be operating
with a notion, however obscure, of what it would mean to “get it right”
in our judgmental activities.'*

But it was also clear that we did not always “get it right” and that
we have not always been in a position of freedom. That has to do, so
Hegel argued, with the szance we assume toward nature. Nature does not
determine our stance toward it; we spontaneously determine that, and it
is our “distance” from natural determination that determines how ade-
quate our realization of freedom is. Thus, he noted that natural “life”
always has an element of “inequality’” to it, that some have more
“power” than others, and that when encounters between agents occur
without the right kind of social mediation, the result cannot be complete
mutuality of recognition but instead must be relations of domination, of
“lordship and bondage.”'s!

Hegel took the transition point between nature and sociality to be the
family as a social unit founded on natural relations (those between the
sexes) but incorporating within itself normative commitments and ethi-
cal ideals. The family is the “supreme totality” — that is, the most
complex normative unity — “of which nature is capable.”!? Other
modes of sociality would then be founded on increasing departures from
nature toward the ideal of ‘‘absolute ethical life,” which would be
completely “indwelling within individuals and is their essence,”’*? in
which “the ethical life of the individual is one pulse beat of the whole
system and is itself the whole system,” and in which the stances indi-
viduals jointly assume toward each other are free from natural determi-
nation.'>* These increasing departures from nature toward sociality cor-
respondingly mark increasingly adequate realizations of freedom (that
is, of conditions under which the self-determination of norms rather
than behavior according to natural regularities is possible). Following
the family is therefore the economy, which arises out of the system of
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natural needs, of work with tools, of the organization of labor and the
like; the economy eventually produces and gives way to what Hegel
calls an “absolute ethical totality,” a people, a Volk, which is defined
not along ethnic or racial lines (that is, not in terms of nature) but in
terms of what ultimately collectively matters for it.!** The “universality”
of a people “in which they are one is absolute indifference . . . in which
all natural difference is nullified,”!*¢ which implies (in the Schellingian
framework Hegel is using) that a “people” is not an unstable unity that
pushes itself on toward any higher set of “potencies.”

Nonetheless, a particular “people” is not the “absolute indifference,”
the point at which the tensions and oppositions in lower-order “poten-
cies” no longer exist to drive the system on toward higher and higher
unities.'” Behind all the different peoples is an unchanging spirit of
“humanity.” Hegel noted that “the world-spirit, in every one of its
shapes, has enjoyed its self-awareness, weaker or more developed but
always absolute; it has enjoyed itself and its own essence in every nation
under every system of laws and customs” — an indication, if nothing
else, of just how strong was the hold that Hélderlin’s ideas still exercised
on Hegel.!* Rather than bring into play Schelling’s notion of history as
the progressive revelation of God, Hegel stayed with the notion of fate
that he had worked out in the “Spirit of Christianity” and that had
been inspired by Holderlin: Each people is destined to a “tragic fate,”
and the rise and fall of peoples is “the performance within the realm of
the ethical of the tragedy which the absolute eternally plays on itself.
... Tragedy consists in this, that ethical nature segregates its inorganic
nature (in order not to become embroiled in it) as a fate (Schicksal), and
places it outside itself; but by the recognition of this fate in its struggle
against it, ethical nature is reconciled with the divine essence as the
unity of both.”!** This conception of the way in which “spirit” appears
in different historical forms, the particular conception of fate and divin-
ity, is virtually the same as that found in Hoélderlin’s own notes on
history and tragedy, an idea that informed much of Hélderlin’s poetry
in his short, brilliantly creative period after 1800.!% Thus, like Holder-
lin, Hegel asserted that such “divinity’’ appears in forms relative to the
“people” for whom it is a divinity — “In this way the ideality as such
must be given a pure absolute shape, and so must be regarded and
worshipped as the nation’s God.””'¢! In the System of Ethical Life, Hegel
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makes it clear that he thinks that there is an “absolute” conception of
divinity but that it appears in particular forms for different peoples —
“This universality which has directly united the particular with itself is
the divinity of the people, and this universal, intuited in the ideal form
of particularity, is the God of the people.”'s> Nonetheless, Hegel seems
to think that history must have an overall unity, noting rather darkly
that “over the single stages [of each shape of spirit] there floats the idea
of totality which, however, is mirrored back by its whole scattered
image, and sees and recognizes itself therein” — another, rather oblique
reference to the views of his former Frankfurt companion.!3

Cameralism, the Estates, and Modernity in Germany

These kinds of fundamental considerations permitted Hegel to return
to the theme of Germanic freedom he had earlier discussed in the
“German Constitution.” The crucial issue was, again, that of the “fate”
of “Germanic freedom” and its correlated notion of “representation.”
As he had done in “The German Constitution,” Hegel argued that a
legal organization of society into estates was necessary for a free people,
and he knew that in arguing in this way he was going against the trend.
The estates were already an outmoded institution in Hegel’s own day,
and, by 1802, they seemed clearly to be destined to vanish. An estate
was a social grouping according to legally recognized social rank (which
tended to correlate with economic status but was not equivalent to it)
in which members had certain rights and privileges peculiar to that
estate. The classical medieval distinction of the estates had sorted them
into nobility, ecclesiastics, and commoners according to the formula of
one estate doing the work, one estate being in charge of spiritual activi-
ties, and one estate doing the fighting necessary for the common defense
(at least according to Philip de Vitry’s virtually canonical 1335 descrip-
tion).'®* But as many had already recognized for quite some time, the
category of those who did the “work” inadequately grouped together
two very different economic groups: prosperous merchants and all the
others who worked, including peasants. Even in the medieval world in
which the tripartite division of the estates was most at home, the
“townspeople” and the rural populations were still very different in
wealth and power. By 1800, it seemed not only that the continued
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existence of the traditional estates was incompatible with the emerging
sense of personal freedom in European life, but also that it was also
putting a stranglehold on economic progress. v

Hegel’s argument for their continued existence rested on his radical
reinterpretation of them as ethical unities instead of natural or primarily
economic social formations. Each estate, he argued, was constituted by
the type of shared stance that its members took toward themselves, each
other, and members of other estates. Thus, even though between 1802
and 1803 Hegel divided the three estates in a way that more or less
mirrored the conventional distinctions at work in German law at the
time — nobility, Birger (townsman), and peasant — he quite distinctively
reinterpreted each of them: The estate of Birger (townsmen) was about
the principle of “uprightness” (Rechtsschaffenheit), the aristocracy was
about courage; and the peasantry about the virtue of “simple trust” in
the nobility.!65

Hegel’s ideas on the necessity of the estates were clearly colored by
his reactions to German cameralism, a doctrine developed during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries by and for German civil servants
in the employment of various monarchs; the doctrine concerned itself
with the proper methods for rationally administering a state with the
goal of increasing its wealth. Cameralism assumed that society (specifi-
cally, German society) was in essence a harmonious whole and that the
state should rationally administer the whole only so as to increase wealth
for the state and should intervene in the workings of the social whole
only in order to remedy distortions in it (for example, when individuals
or groups were demanding more than their naturally just share or were
engaged in activities that did not follow from their historical privi-
leges).'5¢ Cameralism was a theory of fiscal administration, holding that
fiscal tasks should be both administratively centralized and made more
uniform; it was thus very much tied into the leading ideas of the
German Enlightenment and its related concepts of “enlightened abso-
lutism” and the state as a “machine.” It did not hold that sociezy itself
should become more uniform, only that the rational, enlightened admin-
istration of society should become more uniform. According to camer-
alist theory, the fiscal administration of the “state” helped to coordinate
the various corporate bodies of society; it did not reform them.!¢

Cameralism’s highly flawed foundations came into clear view around
1803—06 as the Holy Roman Empire was starting to exhale its last
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breaths. Its most basic problem was that, given the complex, particular-
istic existence of the hometowns, the intrinsic harmony that it postu-
lated in German society simply did not exist. After the first wave of
reaction to revolutionary French incursions into Germany, cameralist
theory necessarily, although only gradually, began to shift toward no-
tions of centralized social reform. At that point, it seemed that the state
could only pursue the goal of increasing its aggregate wealth by claiming
sovereignty over all elements of society, that is, by claiming that all the
local, particularized corporate bodies with their unwritten, centuries-old
sets of norms and practices had to submit to the rationalizing dictates
of the centralized administration.

This latter course, in effect, was the Prussian way, but Hegel had
come to the conclusion in “The German Constitution” that Prussia was
unsuitable for the restoration of the Holy Roman Empire because of its
own decline and because its centralizing policies threatened the exis-
tence of the estates.!®® In his 1802—03 writings, Hegel was trying to
thread the needle, to support something like the Prussian idea of locat-
ing the authority of the estates in a larger social whole while at the same
time avoiding the risks of eliminating the estates altogether, as he feared
was actually happening in Prussia.

Hegel thus found himself in the dilemma that was to occupy him for
a good part of his life when he turned to thinking about political
matters. On the one hand, he rejected J. J. Moser’s methods; to Hegel,
Moser seemed to have contented himself with the useless task of simply
compiling the various traditional claims of rights and privilege without
making any attempt to impose any kind of rational unity on them. On
the other hand, Hegel did not want to take the Prussian route of
potentially eliminating the estates altogether. In 1802 and 1803, Schel-
lingian theory combined with a concept of “recognition” seemed to give
him the way out he needed, since it seemed to be able to offer an
account of the estates as “potencies” of the whole society, as corporate
bodies that on their own created a dynamic that led to the creation of a
“state” that was their unity but still presupposed their existence; and it
did this by virtue of a non-naturalistic but not reductionistic theory of
“spirit” and agency.

In reinterpreting the estates as embodying fundamental ethical stances
toward social life, Hegel also thereby radically reinterpreted who could
be included in membership in them. What he called at the time the
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“absolute estate” included the nobility as members; since the members
of this estate live ‘“general lives wholly belonging to the public,” only
that estate was fit for life in politics.!®® Hegel thus included in that estate
not only the nobility but also philosophers — a conclusion that made
sense only in light of Fichte’s redefinition of the university and of
philosophy’s place in it.!” (Hegel also drew on Plato’s authority for
combining the tasks of the political nobility and the philosophers.)!”
From a biographical point of view, it is striking that Hegel thereby
included himself but would have excluded his father from membership
in the “absolute estate.”!??

A major point of Hegel’s argument was obviously to demonstrate that
old-fashioned cameralist jurisprudence should be replaced by specula-
tive Hegelian/Schellingian philosophy. A speculative theory of what
would count as an adequate realization of freedom would, Hegel con-
cluded, make “a good part and perhaps all of the sciences called positive
jurisprudence . . . fall within a completely developed and elaborated
philosophy,” and, by implication, not within the domains of the camer-
alistic faculties.'” “Philosophy,” Hegel said, “stands in the Idea of the
whole above the parts; thereby it keeps each part in its limits and also,
by the majesty of the Idea itself, prevents the part from burgeoning by
subdivision into endless minutiae.”!?*

Philosophy speaks from the standpoint of the ‘“absolute” — but from
what point of view was the philosopher speaking when he said that? At
this point, Hegel did not find even his own answers to that question
very convincing; and he had to worry that his own doctrine of the
“mores” of a “people” only threatened to be replace cameralism’s dog-
matics with some more communitarian and equally dogmatic conception
of law. The System of Ethical Life remained unpublished and unfinished.

1804—1805: Logic and Metaphysics

Hegel’s First “Logic”

Hegel’s only reputation at this time was that of being Schelling’s disci-
ple, and since their journal had closed he had been publicly silent,
publishing nothing. Moreover, the small inheritance on which he had
been living was dwindling fast, and the small supplements from the
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nominal students’ fees and honoraria for his work in journals were
nowhere near enough to compensate.

Clearly, Hegel needed a salaried position, and, just as clearly, he
needed a book to get one; but none seemed to be forthcoming. In 1802
he announced that ‘“his” system would be forthcoming; this was re-
peated in 1803 when he told his students that his own ‘“compendium”
for the lectures would soon be forthcoming; when he wrote to Goethe
on September 29, 1804, requesting an appointment as a professor in
philosophy, he added that “the purpose of a work I hope to complete
this winter for my lectures — a purely scientific elaboration of philosophy
— will permit me to present it to Your Excellency, should I be kindly
permitted to do so.”'”® In 1805, he wrote a letter to Johann Heinrich
Voss, seeking to enlist his help in attaining a position at Heidelberg,
saying, “By fall, I will give an exposition of my work as a system of
philosophy.”'? In 1804—05, Hegel wrote out a clean copy of a long
manuscript on “Logic, Metaphysics, and Philosophy of Nature,” which
was almost certainly intended to be the basis for the book he had been
promising since 1802. Yet again, despite his earnest promises of a book
to all concerned and despite his desperate need for one, Hegel became
completely dissatisfied with his efforts and as he had before, simply and
abruptly stopped work on it and began work on another manuscript.

The 1804—05 manuscript — The Fenaer Systementwiirfe 1I: Logik,
Metaphysik, Naturphilosophie (Fena System Draft I1: Logic, Metaphysics,
Philosophy of Nature) — presents a curious development in Hegel’s
thought.'”” It is almost certainly written during the period 1804—035, but
it contains none of the social and political reflections of the earlier
attempts at a system. It surely was a reworking of some older lecture
notes (or an older manuscript for a book) that Hegel had developed for
his courses on logic and metaphysics in 1802; most likely, his abandon-
ing this manuscript had to do with how he came to see its incompatibil-
ity with the state of his thought as it was developing during the period
1805—06. Indeed, it seems that he quite suddenly stopped working on it
altogether. The manuscript thus marked yet another stage in the grow-
ing crisis in Hegel’s career. The very obscurity of the surviving manu-
script is evidence of just how distraught Hegel was becoming at this
point in his life.

Early on in his career at Jena, Hegel had come to the idea that his
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“system” would be divided among what he had taken to calling logic
and metaphysics, philosophy of nature, and philosophy of spirit, but it
was not clear to him just how the three (or maybe four) parts of his
system were to be related to each other. Uniting all these different
sections would be a truly speculative philosophy conceived, as Hegel
now put it, as the articulation of the absolute, that is, the articulation of
the basic structure, the unity, underlying both the objective and the
subjective points of view.

Hegel’s unpublished manuscript of 1804—05 was an attempt to ac-
complish this via a “logic” of relations. Hegel’s decision to call this a
“logic” followed the trend of the times. If nothing else, other people at
Jena (including Fichte) had been doing much the same thing, and
Hegel’s own course in philosophy as a student at Tiibingen in the winter
semester of 1788-1789 had been called “Logic and Metaphysics”
(taught by J. F. Flatt).

The key idea of Hegel’s 1804 “Logic” seems to have been that the
system begins with something like Hélderlin’s conception of the unity
of thought and being, some notion of a fundamental identity, and one
then shows that the articulation of this identity itself presupposes an
articulation of “difference,” following which one shows how the articu-
lation of this relation of identity and difference must develop itself into
a yet richer, more determinate relational system. Although the crucial
introductory sections of the manuscript are missing, it seems most likely
that Hegel began the manuscript with the concept of what he called
“simple relation” — Holderlin’s notion of the deep unity of thought and
being — from which the surviving portions show that he then proceeded
to develop the relations of “reality” and “negation,” out of which the
conceptions of qualitative difference and quantitative difference were
then themselves developed. The articulation of the conception of
‘““quantitative difference” was used to argue the point that traditional
syllogistic logic was incapable of handling conceptions of the “infinite,”
which had been otherwise quite capably handled in the mathematics of
the differential and integral calculus.’”® The way in which the infinite is
expressed as a “ratio” in the calculus shows that there is indeed a purely
conceptual basis for articulating the infinite, and that mathematics has
thereby shown that a new type of “logic” is required in order that the
“infinite” not be conceived as some kind of “‘thing” — as an infinitesi-
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mally large or small quantity — but as having an “ideal” existence in its
expressions in the formulas of the calculus.'”

Indeed, the mathematical example shows, Hegel argued in the man-
uscript, that thinking in terms of simple ‘“relations” (Beziehungen) re-
quires us to articulate them in terms of a more basic conception of
“ratios,” or ‘relationships” (Verhiltnisse), “totalities” grasped in
thought that are the conditions of our conceptual grasp of the “rela-
tions” between things (such as the individual elements in an infinite
series). In the manuscript, two such “relationships” are singled out: the
relationship of being and the relationship of thought. Under the heading
“relationship of being,” Hegel includes what he calls the relationships
of substantiality, of causality, and of reciprocal interaction, which to-
gether commit us to understanding the various individual substances of
the world as only moments in the process of the world’s coming to be
and passing away as a whole, “moments” at which that “infinite”
process coalesces into individual “points.”

If the “relationship of being” is the conceptual articulation of the
way in which the particular items of the world are both absorbed into
and produced by the universal process of nature itself, then the “rela-
tionship of thought” is the pure “logic” of the unity of and relations
between the ‘“‘universal” and the “particular” aspects of that process,
the logic according to which the primordial divisions in the “judgment,”
and later in the “syllogism,” are produced.'®

In the manuscripts, Hegel argues for the conclusion that any rigorous,
“logical” typology of judgments must itself be derived from what is
necessary to articulate the larger totality within which such judgments
are made, in particular, to articulate the implicit relations between
universals and particulars. The guiding thread in that discussion has to
do with the notion that if there are only so many ways that universals
and particulars can be related to each other, then there can be only that
many types of correctly formed judgments. However, all attempts to
establish this in any kind of rigorous fashion only demonstrate, so Hegel
concluded, that a putatively purely formal classification of judgments
itself already depends on a more substantial, material treatment of what
it is correct to assert, and that the doctrine of judgment thus naturally
gives way to a doctrine of what it is correct to assert, which itself
comprises the classical theory of the syllogism, the theory of inference.
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In the 1804 “Logic,” Hegel argued that the classical theory of the
syllogism, however, required as a condition of its own possibility an-
other nonsyllogistic totality. This was not, however, an entirely new
conclusion; already in his 1802 essay on the “Relationship of Skepticism
to Philosophy” for the Critical Fournal of Philosophy, he had shown that
he was quite familiar with the criticisms of formal syllogistic structure
made by the third-century skeptic, Sextus Empiricus. On Sextus’ ac-
count, a familiar syllogism such as “Every man is an animal, Socrates is
a man, therefore Socrates is an animal” is inadequate; it itself rests on
syllogisms that are esther incomplete — how do we know that every man
is an animal until we have investigated all men? — or are complete and
therefore make the syllogism circular — since if we have investigated
every man, then we have also investigated Socrates, so we already know
Socrates is an animal, and we have already presupposed the conclusion,
“Socrates is an animal,” in even stating the syllogism. Other similar
criticisms had been voiced in Hegel’s own day about the sufficiency of
syllogistic structure. To put it in the contemporary terms coined by
Gilbert Ryle: What was at stake were the inference licenses at work in the
syllogism; the argument was that we cannot understand the validity of
syllogisms until we have shown the validity of the inference licenses
themselves (since they cannot be included in the premises of the sys-
tem). Hegel concluded not only that it was simply dogmatic to presup-
pose that all such inference licenses must be formal, but also that an
investigation of both the way in which judgments must be classified and
the proof the validity of syllogisms themselves shows that the whole of
syllogistic logic cannot be explained in terms of a purely formal enter-
prise.

Hegel’s treatment of syllogisms themselves in his 1804—05 “Logic” is
very abbreviated. His general argument, though, is something like the
following. The traditional explanation of the validity of syllogisms had
to do with the way in which the subjects or predicates were said to be
“distributed” as the middle terms of the inference. The syllogism, “All
men are mortal, Socrates is a man, therefore Socrates is mortal,” in-
volves a major term (“mortal”), a minor term (“Socrates™), and a
middle term (“man”’) that “binds” the major and minor terms together
in the conclusion. The invalidity of syllogisms such as “Socrates is
white, white is a color, therefore Socrates is a color” was to be explained
by the notion that the subject and predicate terms were not “‘distrib-
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uted” correctly in the premises (or were not ‘“distributed” at all). The
. idea of “‘distribution” was traditionally explained in terms of what “fell
under” the term and what did not.

Since, however, the understandings of the terms and their “distribu-
tion” were not themselves formal in nature, the determination of what
counts as a valid syllogism cannot depend solely on resources internal
to the formal structure of syllogisms themselves but must also depend
on the material content of certain concepts; what counts as purely logical
vocabulary (for example, connectives such as “and” and “or’’) and what
counts as “distributing” the terms depends on what counts as a substan-
tive understanding of conceptual content in the first place. The very
understanding of the validity of syllogisms themselves, he concluded,
had to do with our implicit grasp of the larger “whole” of thought and
being that gave sense to such judgments and their syllogistic connec-
tions in the first place.

Metaphysics as the Completion of Logic

Since the validity of the syllogism depends on the “distribution” of
terms, any rigorous definition of the basic terms already presupposes
some kind of “definition by essence,” the paradigm of which is that of
geometrical procedure. The formal validity of syllogisms therefore de-
pended, so Hegel reasoned in the 1804—1805 manuscript, on a more
complex unity that would mediate between the “‘relationships of being”
and the “relationships of thought.” This would be “metaphysics,” and
the “totality” of such metaphysical definition and division would be a
form of cognition (Erkennen).'®!

“Metaphysics” conceived in this fashion would be articulation of the
unity of “thought” and “being,” the “absolute,” the “logic,” that is, of
what Hoélderlin had called “Being.” Metaphysics thus is the doctrine of
the way in which what appear to be basic oppositions are conceptually
articulated in terms of their deeper unity and connection with each
other.’®? The basic principles of such unities are those of identity and
contradiction, the “principle of the exclusion of a third” (bivalence),
and the “principle of sufficient reason.” These principles cannot be
proved within syllogistic logic itself, since syllogistic logic presupposes
them.

Staying true to the inspiration of Hoélderlin, Hegel divides “meta-
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physics” into three main subdivisions: cognition as a system of princi-
ples, the “metaphysics of objectivity,”” and the “metaphysics of subjec-
tivity,” each of which have a deeper unity in the “absolute” that is
prior to their division from each other. In the metaphysics of objectivity,
we think of “cognition” (which Hegel identifies in the manuscript with
the “absolute I”) as making objective claims about ourselves and the
world. This necessarily leads to something like the classical pre-Kantian
metaphysical conceptions of the soul, the world, and the “highest es-
sence” (God), which themselves generate the paradoxes that motivated
classical metaphysics and which eventually necessitated the Kantian
revolution in philosophy, which is then itself grasped in an intuition of
the “absolute” as the unity of this kind of “‘subjectivity” and “objectiv-
ity.”

The Articulation of the ‘“Absolute” and the Early Philosophy of
Nature

In 1802 and 1803, Hegel began to assemble clippings concerning natural
science from various journals and newspapers, and he returned inten-
sively to one of his earlier interests as a schoolboy in Stuttgart, the
study of physics and mathematics, in an effort to gather material for a
philosophy of nature that would mesh with his reflections on the possi-
bility of human freedom. The philosophies of nature that he produced
during these years display a detailed knowledge on his part of a good
bit of what was going on in the natural science of the time. (Certainly
Jena, with its collection of budding natural scientists, was a good place
to learn about these things.) They vary quite a bit in detail — the two
earlier drafts begin with the system of the sun, the movement of the
planets, the earth, and then move to mechanics, whereas the final draft
in 1805—06 begins with pure mechanics and derives things from that —
but they all retain (as Rolf-Peter Horstmann has shown) the idea that
the two basic factors in nature are what Hegel calls the ‘“aether” and
“matter.”83 The “aether” is the way the absolute appears most basically
in nature as “unity,” and it develops into ‘“difference” in various ways
(or as the “universal” that is differentiated into “particulars); the
aether develops itself into “matter,” and this “matter” then develops
itself into the various appearances of nature.

The details of Hegel’s philosophy of nature in this period are not
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important here. Hegel himself abandoned and modified many of the
ideas he sketched out, and he certainly never saw fit to publish those
notes, copious as they were. Their importance lies in the way in which
they show the manner by which Hegel tried to flesh out his conviction
that he needed a nonreductionist and still non-naturalist account of the
genesis of spirit out of nature.!®*

Nonetheless, during this period Hegel was trying to fit such ideas
into his newly developing “logic and metaphysics” of “unity and mul-
tiplicity,” and “universality and particularity,” and he was also still
trying to squeeze all of this into a Schellingian theory of the “poten-
cies.” His idea was that nature’s processes, which lead to the dispersal
of all things into a “multiplicity” of entities, also lead to nature’s
capturing this “multiplicity” in a “unity.” Out of this “logic” of unity
and multiplicity, universality and particularity, Hegel then tried to show
that the heavenly bodies maintain their unity as individuals within a
‘“universal,” the solar system; that the earth is a single thing only insofar
as it unites all the differences (physical, chemical, and biological) within
itself; and that ultimately these relative identities can only be compre-
hended by spirit, by something that comes to mirror all this motion in
itself through the medium of language and consciousness. The result of
all this was a set of notes that constitute some of the densest prose
Hegel ever wrote.!®

In the draft of his “Logic” in 1804, Hegel returned again to the
philosophy of nature, taking up the same themes, such as the appeal to
a dynamic of an “‘aether” or ‘“absolute matter.” There is, however, a
new ordering of the parts (motion as studied by the science of mechanics
comes to play a more important role) and a new treatment of details,
none of which, however, are important enough to recount here. If
“logic” is about the standards for correct thought, and “metaphysics”
is about the primordial unity of thought and being, then “philosophy of
nature” would be about the way in which the natural world must be
constituted for the kinds of agents that are explained in metaphysics
really to be possible. That is, the essence of natur