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" THE LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY.

Tueg LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY is in the first in-
stance a contribution to the History of Thought. While
_‘much has been done in England in tracing the course of evo-
lution in nature, history, religion, and morality, comparatively
little has been done in tracing the development of thought
upon these and kindred subjects, and yet *the evolution of
opinion is part of the whole evolution.”

This Library will deal mainly with Modern Philosophy,
partly because Ancient Philosophy has already had a fair share
of attention in this country through the labours of Grote,
Ferrier, and others, and more recently through translations
from Zeller ; partly because the Library does not profess to
give a complete history of thought.

By the co-operation of different writers in carrying out this
plan, it is hoped that a completeness and thoroughness of treat-
S ent otherwise unattainable will be secured. It is believed,
- also, that from writers mainly English and American fuller
consideration of English. Philosophy than it has hitherto re-
ccived from the great German Histories of Philosophy may
be looked for. In the departments of Ethics, Economics, and
Politics, for instance, the contributions of English writers to
the common stock of theoretic discussion have been especially
valuable, and these subjects will accordingly have special pro-
minence in this undertaking.

Another feature in the plan of the Library is-its arrange-
ment according to subjects rather than authors and dates,
enabling the writers to follow out and exhibit in a way
hitherto unattempted the results of the logical development of
pa_rticular lines of thought. :

The historical portion of the Library is divided into two
sections, of which the first contains works upon the develop-
ment of particular schools of Philosophy, while the second €x-
hibits the history of theory in particular departments. There
will also be a third series, which will contain original and
independent contributions to Philosophy.

To these has been added, by way of Introduction to the
whole Library, an English translation of Erdmann's * History
of Philosophy,” long since recognised in Germany as the best.

5 MUIRIIEAD,
General Editor.
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ERDMANNS HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY.

NOTICES OF THE PRESS.

“ A SPLENDID monument of patient labour, critical acumen, and admirable
methodical treatment. . . . Itis not too much to predict that, for the library
of the sewant, for the academical student, whose business it is to be primed in
the wisdom of the ages, and for the literary dilettante, who is nothing if not well
up in ‘things that everybody ought to know,’ these volumes will at once become a
necessity for purposes, at least, of reference, if not of actual study. . . . We
possess nothing that can bear any comparison with it in point ef completeness.”—
Pali Mail Gazeite.

“ Tt is not necessary to speak of the great merits of Erdmann's Hisfory of
Piilosephy. Its vremarkable clearness and comprehensiveness are well known.
: The translation is a good, faithful rendering, and in some parts even
reaches a high literary level.”—Professor JOHN WATSON, in Zje Weck, of Canada.

“ Tt is matter of real congratulation, in the dearth still of original English or
American work over the whole field of historical philosophy, that by the side of the
one important German compend of this generation, the other, so well fitted to serve
as its. complement, is now made accessible to the English-speaking student.”—
M.

“ Tt has been long known, highly esteemed, and in its successive editions has
sought to make itself more worthy of the success it has justly achieved. Erd-
mann’s work is excellent. His history of mediz=val philosophy especially deserves
attention and praise for its comparative fulness and its admirable scholarship.

It must prove a valuable and much-needed addition to our philosophical
works."—Scofsman,

“The combination of qualities necessary to produce a work of the scope and
grade of Erdmann’s is rare. Industry, accuracy, and a fair degree of philosophic
understanding may give us a work like Ueberweg’s ; but Erdmann’s history, while
in no way superseding Ueberweg’s as a hand book for general use, yet occupies a
different position. Erdmann wrote his book, not as a reference book, to give in
brief compass a digest of the writings of various authors, but as a genuine history
of philosophy, tracing in a genetic way the development of thought in its treat-
ment of philosophic problems. Its purpose is to develop philosophic intelligence
rather than to furnish information. When we add that, to the successful execution
of this intention, Erdmann unites a minute and exhaustive knowledge of philo-
sophic sources at first hand, equalled over the entire field of philosophy probably
by no other one man, we are in a condition to form some idea of the value of the
book. To the student who wishes, not simply a general idea of the course of
philosophy, nor a summary of what this and that man has said, but a somewhat
detailed knowledge of the evolution of thought, and of what this and the other
writer have contributed to it, Erdmann is indispensable ; there is no substitute.”—
Professor JOHN DEWEY, in The Andover Review.

1t is a work that is at once compact enough for the ordinary student, and full
enough for the reader of literature. . . . Atonce systematic and interesting.”—
Sournal of Education. e

“The translation into English of Erdmann’s History of Philosophy is an
important event in itself, and in the fact that itds the first instalment of an under-
taking of great significance for the study of philosophy in this country. Apart,
haowever, from its relation to the Library fo which it is to serve as an introduction,
the translation of Erdmann’s History of Philosophy is something for which the
English student ought to be thankful. . . . A History of past endeavours,
achievements, and failures cannot but be of great use to the student. Such a His-
tory, able, competent, trustworthy, we have now in our hands, adequately and
worthily rendered into our mother-tongue.”—Spectator
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GERMAN PHILOSOPHY
SINCE 'HEGEIL: b

§ 331
INTRODUCTION.

1. Tue decided ascendency which, particularly about the

E middle of the first twenty years of the century, was conceded to

the Hegelian philosophy over all contemporary systems, is to
be explained by the fact that it was a philosophy corresponding

to the momentary lull which had followed the fierce conflicts
in the political, religious, and ecclesiastico-political spheres ; a
“philosophy which enemies by way of blame, and’ friends by |
way of praise, called a Restoration philosophy. This itistoa |

 far greater extent than those who invented the name supposed.
There are three points, namely, in which Hegel restored

what previous to his time had been put in a tottering state,—-

especially by Kant, to whom, just on this account, Hege
is often unfair. First, he had attempted to restore to philo-
sophy her “Holiest of holies,” a Metaphysic, or Ontology, of
which Kant had robbed her. The aim of his Zogs was to give
again to philosophy a Foundation Science, by showing what
the Absolute is, and that it can only be reached by the

-

dialectical method, the method, namely, which coincides with °

the self-movement of the content. ~Kant had, moreover,
in his Critigues so strongly emphasized the legal (moral)

element in Religion, that he was almost at one with the men ’

of the Enlightenment, and their religion of good works :
and even in his Religion Within the Lumits of Mere Reason,
where he parts company with them, the glad tidings of the
Gospel appear almost like a fable invented in the interests
of morality, Hegel seeks to restore a positive relation pre-

cisely to the theoretical element in Religion, and to do so not >

simply to the story of salvation as related in the Bible, but to
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the doctrines developed with and in the Church. He boasts,
therefore, of his philosophy, because it is so much more ortho-
dox than the modern intuitional or scriptural theology, which
is indifferent to dogma. Finally, in the third place, Kant, in
the individualistic spirit of the eighteenth century, had in his
doctrine of law put the individual person, and in his theory of
morals the private conscience, so much in the foreground, that
in contrast to this Hegel again took as the central point of his
ethics the ancient notion of the moral organism, the dominating
right of the whole, which is essentially different from the sum.
‘The reproaches which were brought against him on acéount
of this threefold restoration,—that he was predestined to be a
new Wolff, that he had made the world a present of a new
Scholasticism, that he had come forward like a new Herr von
Haller in opposition to Liberalism,—may be accepted as cor-
rect if the proper emphasis is laid on the word * new.”

2. The year 1830 saw the beginning of a series of events
which proved that the restoration and consolidation of what
had been previously shaken fell far short of being so definite
- as had been hoped. The revolutions in France, Belgium,
and Poland, the revolutionary movements connected with these
in Germany, as well as the Parliamentary reform in England ;
the sharp points of difference in the various creeds, which once
more came to light owing to the Papal bulls on mixed mar-
riages, and to the celebration of the presentation of the Augs-
burg Confession ; finally, the almost unheard-of attempt which
was made, particularly in Prussia, by the ecclesiastical corpora-
tions and courts, to possess themselves of rights which the
State had always exercised, such as the introduction of agenda
or the control of the professors of theology—all proved that
there might be a dissolution of what seemed to have been so
perfectly put together. It will be easily understood that Hegel
greected none of these phenomena with pleasure, and met
many of them with decided dislike. He could not help fore-
_ seeing—what soon also happened—that, as the foundations of
what had hitherto been accepted were shaking, the foundations
of reasoned existence could not escape being subjected to
new tests : and he felt, too, that many amongst his younger
friends would regard with pleasure what only pained him.
Both things happened. Works appeared which attacked the
foundations of his doctrines, and to which he replied in a
collective criticism. But this came to a stand-still before he

8333, 3] INTRODUCTION. . 5

had reached the most important of these works. An unplea-
sant encounter with his hitherto intimate friend, Professor

Gans, which was occasioned by the political questions of the

day, also occurred, and embittered the last weeks of his life.
- 3. The words spoken at his grave, to the effect that the
satraps would have to share Alexander's kingdom amongst
them, were followed by a war of succession more quickly than
the speaker had imagined. The process of dissolution began in
the Hegelian school soon after the death of its founder. Ac-
companying this dissolution, which is the negative side of the
process of philosophical development after Hegel, we undoubt-
edly have, as its positive complement, the construction of new
systems. Apart from the fact that most of those who assumed
the latter work had been actively engaged in the process of
dissolution, it will facilitate our survey if we first group together
those phenomena which it can be proved all 'led to a common
goal. This certainly involves the drawback that many authors
will be discussed in two different parts in the treatise. By
any other method, however, it would be still more difficult to
find one’s way through the labyrinth of post-Hegelian litera-
ture. But such a separation has been resorted to only when it
appeared absolutely necessary. Where it was not necessary,
and where a philosopher was mentioned for the first time, I
have at once said everything regarding him that I had in-
tended to say in this book. With this explanation we may
turn to our double task. In accordance with our method,
it will first be shown how the three points just referred to,
in which Hegel had proved himself a restorer, were again

brought into question after his death. They arose in the order

in which they have been enumerated above, a-nd indeed,
so that the interest of the philosophical public in. each of
the three questions was sustained for pretty nearly the same
period. After the logico-metaphysical question alone had been
ventilated for about half a dozen years, the question raised by
the philosophy of religion came suddenly to the front, to give
place after about the same interval of time to the politico-social
question. We have thus given in advance the three divisions
into which the negative part of this investigation is divided.

G



6 GEF.MAN PHILOSOPHY SINCE HEGEL. [§ 332, 1.

FIRST DIVISION.
Dissolution of the hegelian School,

4.—PHENOMENA IN THE LOGICO-METAPHYSICAL SPHERE.

§ 332
1. Since the Hegelian school had the conviction that the
logical foundation laid by Hegel was unshakable, it had no
occasion to apply any test to show whether the content of the
fundamental science had been properly constructed, whether
its relation to the other parts of philosophy had been pro-
perly conceived, whether the method it had adopted did reall.y
narmonize with the self-movement of the object, and was
therefore universally applicable. It is accordingly natural that
in this group of phenomena, the anti—l—Iegeliar?s in particular
should take a prominent place, while to Hegel's followers
there falls the 76/ of defenders, who partly explain the
teaching of the master, and partly give it greater definiteness
in those points in which it had been left indefinite. The first
attacks on Hegel's Logic appeared already during his life, and
his intention was to have reviewed five of these together in the
Berfzmr j{::/ff?*&z‘igée;&: He let the matter rest, h-:;.vever, after:
having criticized the first two of those about to be mentioned
The work of Hilsemann, On #he Hegelian Theory, or A és;o:
lute Knowledge and Modern Pantheism (Leipsic, 1829), which
appeared anonymously, expresses by its title the obje::tion it
made to the system whose method it combated, and to which
it opposed the distinction between reason and cause, a distinc-
tion which had been already made by Jacobi. To Hegel's
not very friendly critique,—which, on account of its unctuous
tone, was conjectured to have had a Catholic priest for its
author,—Hiilsemann replied in his work, On the Science of the
{dea (Breslau, 1831). Along with this work, Hegel criticized
Schubart and Carganico’s work, On Philosophy in General and
Hegel's Encyclopedia tn Particular (Berlin, 1829). Schubart
in reply to this criticism, published his Zxplanation to Hegel.
According to Schubart, philosophy is in no way a heaﬁ:hy
manifestation like art, morality, religion, and empirical science
but a symptom of disease. It consists in the deification of
the All, which, as the object of philosophy, is put by the
ancients before the world, by modern philosophy and specially

§ 39221 ! WEISSE. 7

by Hegel, in the world, and by Kant beyond the world.
Hegel's fundamental error was, that he stretched too far the
law of metamorphosis discovered by Goethe, a law which is
confined to nature ; and that thus he arrived at a theory which
denied immortality and was revolutionary in politics, or at any
rate decidedly anti-Prussian. This last objection is further de-
veloped in the pamphlet, Hegel and Prussia (Frankfort, 1841).
The anonymous work of Kalisch, Letters against the fegelian
Encyclopedia of Philosophical Sciences (two Parts, Berlin, 1829,
1830), was taken little notice of. This was not the case with
the work of General Riihle von Lilienstern, a soldier distin-
guished alike for intellectual power and learning : &. 2. L. On
Being, Non-being, and Beconring (Berlin, 1829). In this work,
to begin with, Hegel's claim that his system was a circle of
circles was rejected as inconceivable, and then special stress
was laid on the point that, as there is only one single thought
which by simple repetition gives something new, namely,
Nothing,~—which, thought of as nothing, gives us affirmation,
—we ought to begin with this, and not with Being.

2. Of far more significance than all these works was that
of a young man who was soon to belong to the weightiest
opponents of the Hegelian philosophy. Cur. HERMANN
Wersse (born at Leipsic on August roth, 1801; qualified as
Privatdocent there in 1822 ; and died when full Professor of
Philosophy on tbe 19th of September, 1866), in his work,
On the Present Stamdpoint of the Philosophical Sciences
(Leipsic, 1829), declared himself a follower of the Hegelian
ZLogie, which he asserted had for its result what the System
of Identity had begun with, and just for this reason counted
all opponents of the latter as its own. The one omission in

the Logic was, that it did not include within its province time ;-

and space, which, exactly like the other categories treated of
by Hegel, belong to the necessary elements of thought. On
the other hand, Hegel made far too large claims for his Zogzz,
for although it is simply the groundwork of the real parts of
philosophy, which has to do only with the universal “forms of
all reality, yet he placed it on an equality with these forms, and
even set it above them, since he purposed by starting from the
fc.ms of being to reach in a logical way what exists in these
forms, to get to matter, in fact. Since matter is not some-
thing absolutely necessary, but exists owing to the determina-
tion of some Being, we require here a higher form of cogni-
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tion in which logical and actual knowledge interpenetrate, so
that Nature and Spirit are recognised as what is higher, as con-
trasted with the logical Idea ; and speculative theology, which
Hegel identifies with logic, is made the keystone of the
system. Weisse took up pretty much the same standpoint
in his System of Asthetics (Leipsic, 1830), where, besides the
objection that Hegel's doctrine, by overvaluing logic, results
in a logical Pantheism, fault is found with Hegel because.in
his theory of Absolute Spirit he places science above art and
religion, instead of closing his system with the latter, and be-
cause he puts the theory of cognition, or the science of know-
ledge, before both. In connection with his .%stketics, Weisse
has achieved the merit,—a merit recognised even by thinkers

of an opposite school,—of having in the First Part, which treats -

of beauty in its universality and subjectivity, thoroughly ex-
amined the notion of the Ugly, apart from which, amongst
other things, the humorous cannot be understood. The
Second Part treats of the Beautiful in its special forms and
objectivity in the separate arts; and, finally, the “Third
Part, which treats of the Beautiful in its individuality, or where
beauty has a subjective-objective existence, paves the way, by
considering the nature of genius, moral beauty, and love, for

‘the transition to speculative theology. Before- Weisse: how-

.y and the Philosophy of Spirit.
¥ “however, to be treated of in the Logic, andsin the Philosophy

ever, published this work, Hegel had died; and he brought
out a work entitled, O the Relation of the Public to Philo-
sophy at the time of Hegel's Deceage (Leipsic, 1832). The
indifference which the public was beginning to show in re-
gard to philosophy, Weisse explains from the fact, that what
the preceding period had sought after, philosophy up to this
time, quking in harmony with the heroes of literature, had
accomplished. It had consistently worked out the thought of
an organic unity of reality or of nature. To the need, now
awakened, of giving to the Godhead the proper place in the
system, philosophy does riot respond. Hegel in particular

2

/substituted the Absolute Idea for the Godhead, and thereby
reached a logical Pantheism ; and Weisse no longer allows, as

he did above, that Hegel's Absolute Idea is the same as the
Absolute of the System of Identity. The true system should
undoubtedly be divided into Logic, the Philosophy of Nature,
Time and. Space ought,

of Nature, in what Hegel calls the Swoon® of Nature, the

[§ 332, 2

§ 332, 2.] WEISSE. : 9

system ought rather to recognise the freedom which goes
beyond what is logical; and the Philosophy of Nature
ought to be, therefore, no longer merely logical construction,
but a philosophical empiricism. He thinks that the Philoso-

phy of Spirit in particular ought to get a wholly different .

form from what it has in Hegel. In the Anthropology
and Psychology, sense-perception, understanding, and reason
ought to be deduced @ przors, while at the same time justice
ought to be done to empirical observation. The doctrine of
Objective Spirit would give an account of language, the State,
and universal history ; and would represent the last-mentioned
as a teleology of the spirit, in which there is a striving after
what is reached by science, art, and religion. The treatment
of these would fall to the doctrine of Absolute Spirit, which
corresponds to the Ideas of Truth, Beauty, and Goodness.
Thus the lowest place would be occupied by an encyclopedia
of the sciences, the second by wsthetics, the third by the
philosophy of religion, which coincides with ethics, and which,
in opposition to pantheism and deism, must hold fast by a
personal God and moral freedom. As the defender of
Hegel against all these writings of Weisse, there now came
forward the man whom the master's previpusly mentioned
““ shake of the hand” (§ 329, 10) had so ennobled in the eyes
of his School, that they awaited the appearance of his work
with the greatest expectation and greeted it with applause.

Goschel's Monism of Thought (Naumburg, 1832), which-

called itself an Apology by Modern Philosophy at the grave
of its Founder, seeks to prove to Weisse that he had fallen
into the hands of the arch enemy of all philosophy, into dual-
ism. By his separation of the formal and the real sciences,

he separated form and matter, that is, thought and being, +

whose unity is maintained by the more recent philosophy,

according to which our thought is a reflection of creative |

thought. Since its method consists in the self-formation of
the matter of thought, it has thereby surmounted formalism
and materialism, into both of which precisely dualism falls,

_ and dualism is absolutely incompatible with the Hegelian

logic and method. The last remark bore very strongly on
the circumstance, at all events striking, that Weisse, in word
and deed, had shown himself to be a follower of the method
which was intended to be the self-movement of the content,
and yet demanded a philosophy with a wholly different con-
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tent. And Weisse felt this so keenly, that in his next work,
Te ldea of the Godhead (Dresden, 1833), he let the dialectic
method, which, according to his whole theory, ought to be
employed above all in Logic, fall into the background. This
work constitutes only the first part of Weisse’s speculative
theology. The second part, which was to have contained the
philosophy of religion as a development of the historical forms
of the religious consciousness, and the third part, which was
to have contained the Ethics, did not appear. The preten-
tious tone manifest, not only in the preface to the-book,—in
which Weisse compares himself to the sibyl, because he
concedes to the Hegelian philosophy a smaller and smaller
amount of truth at the price of ever greater concessions,—but
also in the book itself; and the oft-recurring remark, that
here for the first time this or that difficulty is solved, not only
drew down on Weisse some bitter attacks, but also resulted
in his book being far less read than, for instance, Billroth’s
Lectures on the Philosoply of Religion (Leipsic, 1837, 2nd
ed., 1844), which I edited, and which in reality merely, repeat
the thoughts first expressed by Weisse. The line of thought
pursued in Weisse's book is as follows: The opposition
between the ideas of the True and the Beautiful, which lies at
the basis of that between science and art, is done away with
+/ in the idea of the Good. This is the leading idea in the onto-
logical*argument which, while uniting perfection and existence,
unites beauty and truth without knowing it. Pantheism, as
represented in the history of philosophy by Plato and Spinoza,
does not get beyond this idea, which binds those two together
in an immediate unity. If, on the contrary, the unity of both
is thought of, not as an immediate existing unity, butasa unity
of the underlying principle, then we are led to Deism, whose
argument is the cosmological one, and whose philosopher is
Leibnitz. The Christian idea goes beyond both of these one-

sided conceptions, and has hitherto been grasped only by

some mystics. It corresponds to the teleological argument, °
and demands that the doctrine of the Trinity be put on a
speculative basis, by means of which,—in contrast with Deism,
which sees in the world a mere piece of God’s workmanship,
and with' pantheism, which sees in it simply a result of God,—
we are enabled to comprehend creation, and redemption which
is its goal, as well as immortality, though only that of the
regenerate ; while the antinomies of time and eternity, etc.,

¥

=

§ 332, 3.] STAHL. 1

are also harmonized. Weisse’'s book was an attempt towards
this, though he afterwards confessed that he had done violence
to the historical material. i s :
3. Before passing on to the work which is Weisse's public
disavowal of the Hegelian philosophy, mention may be made
of certain publications the influence of which upon him is
established beyond doubt by the alteration which they occa-
sioned in his terminology. In North Germany, Schelling’s

_ influence in Munich had become something almost mysterious;

and the way in which he treated tho§c who, like F. Kapp,—
who afterwards certainly took a terrible revenge,—told tales
out of school, did not serve to spread his doctrines more
widely. Frieorica Jurivs StanL (born on the 16th of January
1802, in Munich ; died when Professor in Berlin and a member
of the Prussian Upper House, at Br'ucl_r.enau,' on the 1oth of
August, 1862), in the critical part of his Philosophy of I;aw
from an Historical Point of View (2 vols., Heidelberg, 1830,
3rd ed., 1854), was the first to call attention to the fact, that
while Hegel maintained the standpoint of the System of
Identity, according to which the universal impersonal Reason
comes to constitute individual personalities, and is thus the
process by which the Absolute becomes personal in man,
Schelling himself had gone beyond this. This is evident
from the fact that he constructs philosophy,—which knows
nothing higher than reason, and is thus rationalism with an
analytic method,—of one part which may be called the negative
part, because, for reason, that only is valid which cannot zof
be —i.e. bare necessity; while to this he adds asits E:omplement
a second positive part, in which speculation gives a true
doctrine of freedom, and in which the place of the process
in the former part is taken by divine action and will. That
Schelling did not, as in Kapp's case, come forward with threats
against this publication, renders it probable that he approved
of it, or at any rate that he did not see in it any misrepre-
sentation of his views. This became still more probable
when the general introduction o_f } Sengler:s work, On the
Signification of Speculative Philosophy (Heidelberg, 1837),
appeared, which was followed later by the special introduc-
tion. In this, the true philosophy, which begins where
rationalism ends, and conceives of the world as a free creation,
was contrasted with rationalistic speculation. All doul:?ts,
however, disappeared when Schelling himself gave expression
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to his views in almost identical terms, in hi_s P_refage to
H. Beckers Zvamslation of a Fragment by Cousin (Stutt-
gart, 18 34), which, owing to the bitter manner in W’th}:l he
reated his former friends, gave just offence to the Hegelians.
According to the Preface, philosophy must begin with the
necessary element in, thought, or just with what cannot 120t be.
thought, and which is thus of an entirely a przorz character,—
pure rationalism in fact,-—because-thl's abs:o]utely necessary
element, without which nothing is, 15 what is absolutel)i prior
to God Himself and constitutes the peculiar possession of
reason. With this, however, there is only given, to begin
with, the negative conditio sine qud non of know_ledg_e : and the
sransition from this to positive phllosoghy, which is the.mast
difficult point in the whole system, is made by getting a
thorough grasp of the real process. Hegel, whq wmhed' to
make the transition from the logical to the real' in a logical
way, never gets beyond Logic, or if _he-does, it is only by
sophisms. He turns the process of reality into a wholly absurd
process of the' Notion, and predicates of fhere being what

' has meaning ol 'y in reference to actual existence. True philo--

sophy, therefot | rises superior to the opposition of rationalism
and empiricism | If the empirical moment is let go, as 1s done
by Hegel, then »hilosophy is changed into rationalism. The
less there was ti |be found in these words of anything really
definite, as to wi at positive philosophy should contain, and as
t0 how the trans jon was to be made to it from the negative
part, made it al |the more easy for every one to picture a
Schelling accord g to his own taste A'ccordmgly there
ccarce ever was @ ime when Schelling was so much praised
from quite oppog ‘¢ quarters as then, when nobody knew
what he taught. ‘Wn a style wh{ch oftgn_,remmcﬁ\s us of
Goethe's Grosskophta, all anti-Hegelians appealed to Schelling.
The empiricists saw in him a convert o empiricisim ; the
pectoral theologians rejoiced over his attack on the deification
of the Notion ; the orthodox appealed to the fact that hfe put
what was positive above all else; in shm:t, every one believed
that he might close his statements with the remark, that
Schelling would doubtless say the same thing. This 1s true
to a certain extent even of Weisse, whose Qutlines oj: ﬂ(feéq-
physic (Hamburg, 183 5} showed that Tarquin must still have
been stiffnecked, since so much of what had been _prewously
conceded to Hegel was now taken back ; and certainly, along
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with this, much that Weisse had previously taught was
retracted. He seeks to set up in opposition to the Hegelian
system of necessity, a system of freedom, which in its con-
crete parts deals with what cannot also be otherwise than it is,
and with what may also be otherwise ; and he holds that the
Metaphysical part, which has to do with what cannot not
be otherwise and what cannot be otherwise, must be preceded
by a science of self-explanation, by a Logic in fact, which by
an analysis of consciousness must establish the importance of
the negation of the negation, as well as the applicability of the
dialectical method to all parts of philosophy. How it accom-
plishes this, is discussed in a paper in Fichte's Zeitschrift
belonging to the year 1837: On the Three Fundanental
Questions of Contemporary Philosophy. A start is made with
the known fact that it is impossible to abstract from certain
forms which belong to all reality, and that these may be
treated scientifically. Such forms are: Number, which con-
stitutes the subject of arithmetic ; Space, which constitites the
subject of geometry ; and Time, which constitutes the subject
of pure mechanics. These, then, are the central categories
in the three parts of metaphysics, which sets up a system of
those forms which underlie all reality when it exists, and there-
fore with hypothetical necessity. Since number with Hegel,

* tno, occupies a central place, Weisse, in the first Part of the i~

Metaphysics, which treats of the doctrine of Being under the
headings of quality, quantity, and measure, shows but little
divergence from Hegel. The divergence is much greater in
the second Part, in the doctrine of Essence, where the specific
units of essentiality, the categories of the notion of space and
the fundamental characteristics of what is corporeal, make
up the sections. The divergence is greatest of all in the
third Part, in the doctrine of Reality, which treats of the
categories of reflection, of the notion of time, and finally of
the fundamental characteristics of living existence. It closes
with the absolutely free spiritual essence, from which as a free
Creator the world gets its reality. Owing to the fact that
Weisse expressly connects the first part with the earlier
ontology, the second with cosmology, and the third with
psychology and theology, and now treats of cohesion, gravity,

“and so on, in the second part of the fundamental science, and

of spirit in the third part, the questions continually force .
themselves upon the reader: What is still left, then, for the
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concrete sciences ? and, How far can gravity and cohesion be
called forms of a// existence and therefore, too, of immaterial
existence? The first question is met by the statement that
here we have to do, not with actual gravity, but with the
notion of gravity. , The second question remains unanswered.
4. Before Weisse again appears in another place, mention
must be made of what was accomplished by one who afterwards
stood in a very close relation to. him, ImManveL HERMANN
Ficute (born 1797 ; made professor in Bonn in 1833 ; from
1842 till his retirement in 1863, professor in Tiibingen ; was
raised to the rank of a nobleman, and is still living in
Stuttgart.) [Fichte died at Stuttgart, Aug. 8th, 1879.—Ed.]
He had already at an earlier period made himself known by
his Propositions towards a Propedentic of Theology (Stuttgart,
1826), and still more by his Contributions to the Characteriza-
tion of Modern Philosophy (Sulzbach, 1829. 2nd ed., 1841),
which, as the title itself suggests, have as their problem the
~mediation of opposites.” In the first section, the merit of
 Leibnitz, Locke, Berkeley and Hume is stated to consist in
the fact that they brought into the fore-ground the question of
the origin of knowledge. In the second section, it is further
shown that Kant, whe found in this a point of contact with
the latter, as well as Jacobi, who supplemented Kant's views,
both fell into a contradiction, the former into that of the
thing-in-itself and appearance, the latter into that of faith and
knowledge. The Science of Knowledge began to solve this
contradiction ; and for this reason, accordingly, in the #4ird
section (in the form, however, in which Fichte stated it in
Berlin, wid. § 315, 2), it is given the place of honour as
beginning the present period. The System of Identity, which
is closely connected with the Science of Knowledge, ap-
proaches too near to Spinozism, although its transformation
_into the science of logic, especially by the improved-application
of the dialectic method, constitutes the highest point reached
by the philosophy of the present day—a point from which
alone any" further development is possible. What is to be
expected from this philosophy, is shown in the fous¢/% section,
which finds fault with all previous systems for making too
little of individuality. This comes from their not rising to the
thought of a free creating God, who wishes to see His image
~ in free spirits. But because what originates in freedom is not
to be determined @ prioriz, the development of the Notion

8332 4. I. H. FICHTE. I5

stops short here, and requires to be supplemented by the
perception of reality ; and the philosophy of freedom must at /
the same time be a science of experience of the most real
sort. Fichte expressed himself regarding Hegel in quite a
different way and much more sharply in another work, which
he himself calls a continuation of the Confrzbutions and at the
same time the first part of his system : On the Contrast, Turn-
2ng Point, and Aim of Contemporary Plilosophy (Heidelberg,
1832). Of the three tendencies in philosophy, the odjective
tendency, or the one-sided theory of being, has partly a con-
structive character, as in the case of Spinoza, Schelling, Oken,
Wagner, Blasche, Hegel, and others, and partly a mystical
character, as in the case of Baader, Giinther, Gorres, St
Martin, Schubert. Amongst these tendencies, the system of
Hegel, that “ masterpiece of erroneous consistency or con-
sistent error,” is treated in greatest detail, as the pantheism
which does not indeed make God all things, but certainly
makes Him all spirits. There is common to both groups the
presupposition of the identity of thought and being. In con-
trast to them, accordingly, stands the subjectzve or reflective
tendency, of which the chief representatives are Kant and
Jacobi, and along with them Fries and Bouterwek, whose
views are closely connected with theirs. This tendency finally
results in a subjective scepticism. The third mediating ten-
dency is represented chiefly by Troxler and Krause, whom
Fichte rightly calls the special pioneers of his own efforts, the
former on account of the matter of his theories, the latter
because in his system the first part has an analytic-inductive
character. In fact, the true philosophy, just as it binds to-
gether experience and the Notion, must also-unite the doctrine
of being and the doctrine of knowledge, and thus not simply
be a theory of knowledge, although in the first part it has ta
be this. Fichte says of this true philosophy, that it is not put
forward as a new system in opposition to previous systems,
but comprehends them all, while it is at the same time a
history of philosophy. This remark stamped him in the eyes
of many as an eclectic. In reality, Fichte himself, in spite of
the fact that this name annoyed him, showed himself to be
an eclectic, when in one of his later works he speaks of his
intention “ of conducting my own philosophical investigations
historically onlty.” One who, like Fichte, so readily appro-
priates every new thought of another, and indeed,every new
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interpretation of thought quite foreign to his own, in order
«to supplement it,” /to get a deeper grasp of it,” ““to carry it
further,’ cannot very easily find a place amongst the philo-

sophers of modern times. By following this method he has

caused a good'deal of irritation, and has not always steered
clear of the rocks against which he warned Sengler in the
Circular Letter he addressed to him. Fichte also repeated after-
wards, that the time for founding schools and systems was at
an end, although intimations are not wanting that the different
equally warranted systems should first start from his own,
while progress would consist in their co-operation. And now
to pass to the system stself. It is in, accordance with what
has just been said, that in Fichte's Outlines of a System of
Philosophy (Heidelberg, 183 3), the first part treats of £now-
ledee as knowledge of self. 1t is here shown that the inner
dialectic urges consciousness to raise itself from the stage
of perception to that of knowledge. The exposition, which
often reminds us of his father's Pragmatic History of Intells-
gence (vud. § 312, 4), and still more of Schelling's Transcen-
dental Idealism (zed. § 318, 1), which it follows even in its
confusion of epochs and periods ; and finally, frequently of
Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit (§ 329, 2), distinguishes in
each of the four stages through which consciousness passes
(perception, presentation, thought, knowledge), three sub-
stages, and closes by showing that the one-sidedness of rational

perception (Troxler), and the one-sidedness of speculative -

thought (Hegel), are done away with in the speculative
intuitive knowledge, which thinks upon what was originally
thought in God. Thus the contrast of a prior: and @
posteriort, of philosophy and theosophy, disappears ; and in
particular this result is reached, that there can be no talk of a
contrast of thought and being when we have arrived at absolute
being. Accordingly, Fichte is able to sum up the results of this
part as follows : Knowledge is not simply knowledge of self;
but as such proves itself at the same time to be knowledge of
truth, of being. From this point onwards philosophy is know-
ledge of being, or ontology, which constitutes its second divi-
—sion. He presents at the same time its further development as
follows : Within ontology the same course of progress holds
good ; the thought of primal being unfolds itself by means
of ever richer mediating determinations into that of primal
spirit ; from knowledge of being is produced knowledge of
& >

&
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“Subjective Logic” fell to the theory of Knowledge, he was not
able to retain this name, and just as little that of Objective
Logic. Incontrast, accordingly, to the Doctrine of Calegories,

which embraces the firs¢ two parts of the Ontology,—which at

first appeared alone,—he brings forward the third part in the
form of a Doctrine of /deas. Categories, then, are forms of
all reality, forms of existence; Ideas, on the Pther hand, are
forms of every real system, world-forms. With reference to
the first part of ontology, the Doctrine of Being, - or the
“sphere of simple notions,” Fichte here, and also in a later

work, lays stress on his ‘divergence from Hegel, inasmuch as

he treats quantity before quality. But, since he makes all
those categories which Hegel had called categories of quahty,l
precede quantity as the original categories, the difference
between him and Hegel is not so very great. In fact, it
seems to disappear altogether whep Fichte, in the later wgrk
just referred to, puts it thus : quantity presupposes the qualita-
tive. Connected with this there is the awkward circumstance,
that Fichte now treats under the heading of quality categories
which, as he himself allows, are notions of relation;- and yet,
according to his own express declarapion,. their ; sphere
ought to constitute the second part, the doctrine of Essence.
More important are still other points of difference, which at
the same time concern Fithte's most essential doctrines.
Fichte repeatedly asserts that no real contradiction arises, but
only an ontological one, when thoughts which we employ show
that they stand in need of a complement, and without which
therefore they are mutually contradictory ; a’s,_for instance,
predicate-notions without subject, formal notions _ w1thqut
matter, effects without causes, and so on. This assertion, -with
which he connected his discussions on the dialectic me_thod, led
many of Hegel's followers to reproach him with having made
of this method a purely regressive process by means of deter-
minations of reflection. If at this point it was the formal
methodological difference between the two systems which
came especially into view, the material difference appeared
particularly in the anti-Spinozistic zeal with which Fichte, with
frequent appeals to Leibnitz, maintains the reality of many
/primal positions and monads, by means of which ground is
gained for a philosophical view to which Fichte soon begins
to attach the title of a system of individuality. This name,
as also the way in which he emphasises the eternal nature
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of the primal-positions, together with the distinction he makes
between these and the (uniting) monads and (conscious)
spirit-monads, belongs to a somewhat later time. In the

- ontology, the primal-positions which are to be conceived of as

the work of the primal-Spirit, are especially spoken of as a
means of deliverance from Pantheism : and in this connection
Herbart alone is credited with having recognised a part of the
truth. It was unfortunate both for the reception and the
comprehension of Fichte's system, that the Ontology appeared
without the parts constituting the Philosophy of the Real ; for_
when in the former mention is made of assimilation, soul, Spirit,

primal-spirit, and so on, little help is to be got from the repeated
warnings that all this must be understood only ontologically,

and not at all in the sense of a Philosophy of the Real. Even
those who interested themselves in Fichte could not get rid
of the feeling that it was unfortunate that he did rot even
prepare for his own use an encyclopedic survey of his system,

and thus avoid including in formal philosophy what belonged
to the Philosophy of the Real. It was still more unfortunate
that the doctrine of Ideas, about which he had remarked that
it coincided with speculative theology, did not appear simul-
taneously with the doctrine of Categories. To assert that
speculative theology was a formal science, did not please the
one side ; to say that in it the negative dialectic was to make
way for the positive, appeared to the other side to separate

it too much from the rest of ontology. Finally, still others

saw in Fichte's remark, that after formal philosophy was com-

pleted, there still remained, as real objects, God, nature, and

spirit, the announcement of two different theologies, a formal

and a real. His essay, written in 1838, On the Relation
between Formal and Real Principles, which was the above-

mentioned Circular Letter to Sengler, did not satisfy even his

friends, who advised him to finish his system with speculative

theology, and not, as he here does, with the philosophy of
history. The points of contact between Fichte and Weisse

were so many, that when the former founded the Zeitschrift
Sy Philosoplie und speculative Theologie (appeared from

1837—42 in Bonn, and then in Tibingen, and from 1847 in

Halle under the editorship of Fichte and Ulrici, who were

joined by Wirth in 1852), and Weisse became one of the most"
constant contributors, the public got accustomed to regard the

standpoint of the two men as one and the same. This feeling
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was strengthened by the mutual acknowledgement of what
each had got from the other. Weisse confessed that it was
by Fichte’s influence that he had been brought to separate the
theory of knowledge from metaphysics, while Fichte, on the
other hand, praised Weisse's theory of time and space and bore
testimony to the fact that his friend was the only one who was
able to write an encyclopadia of philosophy, and so on. It had
not been noticed by readers of the Zeitsc/rz/t that soon after
it started some differences of opinion had been referred to;
aid so people went on mentioning Fichte and Weisse to:
gether as if they were one man, till at last Weisse in his Circular
Letter. to Fichte, 7/e Philosophical Problem of the Present
(Leipsic, 1842), publicly forbade this, not altogether to
Fichte's satisfaction. Fichte, too, must here be left for a
time, till his later works come under discussion (vzd. § 346, 4).
5. Fichte's Zestschrift, which had originated in conscious op-
position to Hegel, became, as will readily be upderstood, the
audience-chamber of all anti-Hegelians. For this reason CARL
PuiLipp FiscHER, who was formerly at Tiibingen and is now at
Erlangen [Fischer afterwards removed to Kunnstatt, and died
" at Landau, Feb. 25,'1855—Ed.], became one of the contribu-
tors. In spite of many points of contact between his views
and those of Weisse and Fichte, he differed from them to this
extent, that he did not take Hegel as his starting-point, as

had been done by the former, nor the later form of the Science *

of Knowledge, as had been done by the latter, but Schelling's
Maick Lectures, along with those of Baader and Oken which
he had also”ittended. From the first he was influenced by
Hegel merely in a formal way. His work : 7le Freedom of
the Human Will in the Progress of tts Moments (Tiibingen,
. 1833), develops the thought that the creative will o_f God,—t'he
will which God has, as distinguished from the will by which
God is and which He is,—is the only reality. This will shows
itself in the animal merely as something impelling, as impulse.
In man, however, it shows itself in such a way that at first,
as primitive man, he rather repeats it in himself unconsciously,
and then, since he is able to set himself in opposition to it, he
actually does so, but finally, by the help of the Redeemer, in
whom the Son of God is one with God the Son, he attains
to perfect freedom. This work was followed by Ouwtlines of
the Science of Metaphysics (Stuttgart, 1834). In complete
contrast to Fichte and Weisse as influenced by Fichte, both
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of whom censured Hegel for claiming. that his Metaphysic
was a Logic as well, Fischer allows that Hegel had given a
Logic, Z.¢., a science of the subjective forms of thought, but
no Metaphysic. This last, as the general foundation of the
real sciences,—the philosophy of nature, of subjective and ob-
jective spirit, and of religion,—is accordingly divided into the
four parts of cosmology, psychology, pneumatology, and theo-
logy. Ina way which shows that his attendance on Baader's
lectures had borne fruit, Fischer in the First Part carries out
more fully, and at the same time more definitely, the thoughts
which had been developed -in his first work, particularly the
distinction made between primitive man, in whom the processes
of creation and self-creation are still one, and man as he
appears in history. The Second Part defines feeling, imagina-
tion and rcason as stages in the liberation of the will as it
manifests itself in the subjective spirit, and closes with the
relation of man to God. Pelagianism and Augustinianism are

refuted by the doctrine of freedom, and the passing through

the stage of Polytheism is laid down, as in Schelling’s
Lhilosoply of Mythology, as a condition of the appearance of
the Son of God. The Third Part, the doctrine of objective
spirit, is almost exclusively ocoupied with history, the three
periods of which take the form of the kingdom of the Father,
Son, and Spirit. Thus they are not revelations of an hypos-
tatized abstraction, such as Hegel's W orld-Spirit is, but are
the revelations of a creative will. . In the Fourth Part, finally,
from the life of man as consisting of essence, soul, and spirit,
and as the image of God, is inferred the triple personality of
God Himself. The Creation, the Fall, and Redemption are
also discussed, though not without a repetition of what was
contained in the First Part. In the real creation of primitive
man, God became conscious of his being, in the Redeemer's
existence in time of His will, and in the completion of the
objective spirit, of His idea—conscious, that is, in the actual
way in which He loves and is loved, knows and is known.
The feeling that here metaphysics, even if only in outline,
contains all that was to have been looked for from the parts
of the philosophy of reality, is perhaps the reason why Fischer
later (v2d. § 346, 8), when he wrote an encyclopedia of the philo-
sophical sciences, let the latter go. What distinguishes him,
—not to his disadvantage, be it said,—from Fichte and Weisse,
with whom the reading public associated him, is, that he allowed
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. himself to be influenced, to a much greater extent than either
-of these, by Oken, and particularly by Baader,

6. CrrisTLiEs JuLius BrRaNtss (born on the 18th September,
1792, in Breslau, where he was Professor of Philosophy from
the year 1826 until he was pensioned in 1870, and where he
died in 1873), brought himself into notice by his successful
prize essay: Logu in Relation to Science (Berlin, 1823), and
still more by his highly brilliant and able work : Ou Schleser
anacher's Theory of Faith (Berlin, 1824). In this latter work
he showed that, according to Schleiermacher’s principles, the
perfect man could not appear in the middle but only at the
end of history. Braniss was looked upon, and is still by
many, as a disciple of Steffens. He is not exclusively so at
any rate, as is proved by his Outlines of Logic (Breslau, 18 30),
in which from the logic of the notion of sense-perception and
understanding he passes to the logic of the notion of reason,
and comes to the conclusion that scientific thought consists
merely in the fact that the subject carries into execution the
selfi-movement of the idea, and that logic has to describe the
form which this act on the part of the subject takes, Accord-

ingly it is shown that every finite notion is enly a relative
unity of thought and being, and that owing to this relativity
it is in contradiction with itself and demands the removal of
this contradiction in a higher notion. Since the contradiction
repeats itself in this higher notion, the way leads from the false
or abstract to what is true, and its goal is the totality of all
those notions, the Idea, namely, as the absolute unity of thought
and being. This process is entitled by Braniss, construction,
and not dialectic, as Hegel called it.  In the closest connection
with the Logie stands Braniss' System of Metaphysics (Breslau,
1834). After a most delightful introduction,—and introduc-
tions are Braniss’ strong point ; for his most widely-read book,
The History of Philosoply since Kant (Konigsberg, 1842),
does not get beyond the Introduction, and does not even finish.
that,—and by means of a preamble appended to it, Braniss
reaches the following conclusions : Free thought by an act of
- resolution is enabled to abstract, first of all, from any given
content. This, however, appears still in the form of a negative
relation to such content, and must therefore also abstract from
it. This done, nothing is left remaining but that act, hence
pure action, and with this we ought to begin, and not with
pure being, as Hegel does. Absolute action by being thought
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is made into an object, and is therefore a form of being. We
thus get two opposite determinations, action and hei%w, and
these when united give us being which has resulted from its
act, ze., the positing of self or consciousness, so that the abso-
lute act presents itself as abse jute spirit. Since, however, it may
be further shown that this absolute spirit can only be thought
of as existing, a fact which seems to vindicate the ontological
argument, we therefore pass from the absolute act in whicﬁ, to
b_cgm with, the notion of God did not occur, to*God. The
Jirst part of metaphysics is thus ideal theology, which finds no
contradiction in the result arrived at, and therefore no dialectic
motive for going further. It explains the idea of God in its
several parts, and thus comes to the conclusion that God is to
be thought of as a creating ereated personality, who embraces
the Notion of Himself. Reflection on one’s own being, how-
ever, as distinguished from that content, gives rise, in the first
place as actual fact, to a knowledge which has for its content -
There is an other besides God ; and since there is no existence
except what is posited by Him, God posits an other than
Himself. The ideal cosmology gives the explication of this
proposition as the second part of Metaphysics. - Since it is
here evident that the activity of God in positing His “ other ”
Is an activity which shows itself in negation, and that in virtue
of this, what is external to God is shown to be nothing, the
act of positing turns out to be a positing out of nothing, ze.,
creation.  Since, further, the creative act comes to an end in
the creature and yet remains, we get in this way a graduated
serics of created things (cf. Schelling in his Prhilosoply of
Nature, § 318, 4). Theseare first considered only in reference
to their form in onsology, which thus develops all the categories
that follow from the notion of the creature, and that arrive at
-he category of Ideality as the highest of all, 7., at what the
creature ought to be. In getting so far, however, metaphysics
has reached a point at which, because it lays the basis for
ethics, just as ontology does for physics, it is called by Braniss,
Lthicology (Teleology would perhaps have been better). As
it was shown in the Ontology that it lies in the notion of the
Creature to originate, to continue, to be manifold, separate,
and so on, the Ethicology shows how action realizes itself in
thr:ee stages,—in the form of existence which results from the
action of opposing forces, namely, matter ; in the action which
sets itself an end, namely, life; to whose highest stage, which
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goes beyond the life of plants and animals, this action raises
itself, so as to do away with the inner opposition ; that is, it
raises itself to the stage of spirit. ~ Spirit itself passes through
the stages of the soul, the thinking and willing subject, in
which the ontological forms become forms of thought, and
whose subjective desires become objective, and finally through
the stage of free spirit, in which God reveals Himself as in
something that is a reflection of Himself. The active form as-
sumed by the free spirit in morality, where cognition becomes
recognition of God, and volition obedience to the Divine will, is
the realized end of the world, in which the act of God and the
act of sclf are brought into harmony. The question whether
this end is immediately reached by the spirit’s negativing®
itself and allowing the affirmation of God to be realized in it
or whether the spirit does not permit this, and thereby becomes
evil, so that the realization of the end of the world becomes
possible only by means of redemption, is not one to be decided
@ priori.  This question, accordingly, leads to the considera-
tion of the Idea in the actual world, ze, it takes us from
metaphysics or ideal philosophy to the philosophy of the Real,
which treats of nature in its actual form and of history.  Braniss
has not, however, given us the philosophy of the real, and has
thus left it with each reader of his Metaplysics to answer for
himself the question whether, had a philosophy of the real
been forthcoming, the same thing would not have happened
with Braniss as with Weisse, Fichte, and Fischer, namely,
that a great deal would have disappeared from the ideal philo-
sophy, or would have appeared twice in the system.

7- The school of Hegel did not remain silent in presence
of any of these attacks. The Jakrbiicher fiir wissenschaft-
licke Krifek in particular, then undoubtedly the foremost
Jjournal of learning, espoused the cause of its spiritual father.
In reply to the work of Riihle von Lilienstern it was observed
by K. R. (Rosenkranz ?) that philosophical conceptions were
not to be constructed according to geometrical methods (June,
1835}. Weisse's works were criticized by Gabler (September,
1832), and indirectly by Hinrichs also, when he (July, 1832)
wrote a notice of Goschel's Monzsm. Both repeat in reality
only what the last-mentioned had said. The attacks made
from the neo-Schellingian standpoint gave special provocation
to the School. ~ Stahl was attacked by Feuerbach (July, 1835)
in a witty but coarse manner; Sengler, by the author of these

-5

8332, 7.1 SCHALLER. 25

Outlines (April, 1835) with the a_.urance which is unfortunately
wont to characterize the criticisms of budding authors.
Schelling's Preface called Hinrichs to arms (February, 1835),
and.Gabler (October, 1835) considered it was his duty not
to-be behind him. Weisse’s Metaphysics, which has many
points of contact with the views of Schelling, found in Rosen-
kranz (April, 1835) a bitter critic. Fichte’s Contributions
were criticized by Michelet (May, 1830) and his Confrast and
Turning-point by Hinrichs (November, 1832, and May, 1835).
The former finds fault with Fichte's transcendentalism, the
latter with his dualism. The first-mentioned is silent as to the
charge of pantheism made against Hegel, the second ener-
getically repels it. Fichte's Onlology was discussed in detail in a
book by Schaller which will be immediately mentioned. Of the
writings of Fischer mentioned above immediately after those
of Fichte, the first was very favourably dealt with by Goschel
(November, 1833), and the larger work, the Metaphysics, was
treated in a thorough manner by Schmidt in Erfurt, who
recognised its merits even when he was finding fault with it.
Objection was especially made to Fischer's way of looking at
everything as the product of will, and at the same time as
dialectically necessary. Braniss, finally, found a ecritic for his *
Metaphysics in Rosenkranz (March, 1835), who took up his
Logic at the same time.  He finds fault with some things, but
welcomes the book because he says there is philosophy in it,
and not mere talk about philosophy. juLius ScuaLLER (born
in Magdeburg in 1810, died in 1868 when professor of philo-
sophy in Halle) defended the Hegelian standpoint against all
these attacks at once, not only in a separate criticism, but in
a work of his own. His Philosophy of Our Time (Leipsic,
1837), after an” historical introductory section, seeks to refute
the objections which had 'been brought against the Hegelian
philosophy, namely, that it was dogmatism and formalism,
that it denied freedom, and left no personal_lty. to (J.ocl. In this
connection questions were touched upon which will more pro-
perly be discussed in the second group of phenomena. An
attempt is made to show that the opponents, who think that
by means of Hegel's method they can arrive at results different
from his, are really employing another method, that Logic
does not have to do with forms only, and that the neo-Schel-
lingian opposition of freedom and necessity does away with
the former. Finally, a detailed analysis of Fichte's Onfology
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is given ; and in connection with this the wish is expressed that
the philosophy of the real might at last appear, so that we
might see what formal philosophy had left for it to say.

§ 333

I. Amidst all the bitterness with which the strife between
the men just mentioned and the Hegelian school was carried
on, both of the opposing parties occupied one and the same
standpoint, in so far as monism, as expressed by Goschel,
was regarded by them as the theory which alone coul
the demands of reason. The combatants accordin
sidered an opponent as already beaten, whe
established against him the charge of dualism ; as the Peri-
patetics formerly did in the case of their opponents, when they
had shut them up to the doctrine of endless progress. Now,
however, men appeared who combated just the very point both
parties held fast by. They accordingly made hardly any
distinction between Weisse and the Hegelians, but saw similar
errors in both, whether they described them according to what
they might teach as Pantheists, or according to the sensation
they had made, as representatives of the fashionable ” philo-

sHphy.

2. Mention may be made first of Cakr. Friebricu Bacivany
(born 1785, died when professor in Jena, 1855), who, at first
an enthusiastic follower of Schelling and pupil of Hegel, had
shown himself to be in close agreement with both in some
lectures which he published under the title of Lhilosoply and
2ts History (Jena, 181 1). In his second work, 7% Plrilosophy
of our Itme (Jena, 1816), he showed that he departed con-
siderably from the ideas of both, until psychological studies
and a thorough acquaintance with the Aristotelian Logic
brought him to the view that Hegel's influsnce threatened
logic with destruction. The results of these studies were
given to theé world in his works : On the Hope of a Union
between Physics and Lsychology (Utrecht, 1821), and the
Systen of Logic (Leipsic, 1828). " His work, On Hegel's System
and the New 7 ranspiguration of Lhilosophy (Leipsic, 1833)
was the fruit of his conviction with regard to Hegel's influence.
In this work fault was found with the presupposition of the
identity of thought and being, as being the cardinal error,
which was bound to lead and had led to the identification of
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with Giinther and Pabst may be mentioned the celebrated
preacher Veith, then Carr vox Hock (died on the 2nd Jan.,
1860, when president of the Oberst Rechnungshof in Vienna).
His Cholevodea (Vienna, 1832) is written in imitation of the
master in its tone as well as in its ideas, while his Cartesius
and his Opponents, but especially his Gerbert, or Pope Silvester
J7. and his Cenfury, contain some Very thorough and purely
historical investigations. J. Merten, in his Chief Questions of
Metaphysics ('l‘rier, 1840), shows himself a decided follower
of Giinther. Volkmuth received an impulse from Giinther,
a5 is evident from his work, Z%e Tyinitarian Pantheism [yom
Thales to Hegel (Cologne, 1837). Later, however, he not
only parted company with him, but quite turned against him.
Kreuzhage took up a half-friendly position with regard to the
School in his Comsmunications on the Influence of Philosophy
upon the Development of the Inner Life (Mainz, 1831), and 1n
his work, On the Knowledge of Truth (Minster, 1826). He
was evidently helped to his religious philosophy in eontrast to
“the very logical but erroneous Hegelian philosophy,” more
by Baader than by Giinther. When the works of Oischinger
(1852), and Clemens (1853) appeared, attacking Giinther's
orthodoxy, and which were perhaps designed to evoke a
severer Papal decree than the one which actually came forth,
Knoodt, in Bonn, in his Clenzerns and Giinther (3 vols., Vienna,
1853-54), and Baltzer, in Breslau, in his New Letters to Dr.
Anton Ginther (Breslau, 1853), came forward simultaneously
in opposition to these attacks. Michelis, in his Critigue of
Giinther's Philosophy, Paderborn, 1864, appears certainly as
an opponent of Giinther; but as a worthy and respectiul
one, who does not seek to take revenge for the disdainful way
in which Giinther had treated him. The study of Hegel,
especially of his Phaenomenology, had brought Giinther as
early as the year 1820 to scck in Descartes a protection
against what appeared to him the pantheistic teaching of
Hegel. He sought ¢his in Descartes just because, after the
first period in the process of the comprehension of Christ,
the period of the construction of dogmas, had been closed by
the Council of Trent, it was Descartes who within the Catholic
Church introduced the second period, that of speculative
theology. The fact that Descartes takes his stand on self-
consciousness would not in itself have afforded him the pro-
tection he sought, for it is recognised on all hands that Hegel
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does this as well. It was the dualism of Cartesiani
however, which was selected for praise as its supreme s
as being the peculiarly Christian standpoint, and Ef whi E“'ﬂl-][,
the transcendentalism of semi-pantheists is a resid . %ﬁo
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. , : - e
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Colri.p Ife 1[;12 Slc' fozl*i{nerrp051ts itself, while the latter finds or
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I _ ; . reason, ordingly, Pabst de-
illzzrtisréhdtgneﬂl;mghthque well accept Hegel’sgP}l’ilmophy of
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he defined them as stages, Z.e., as quantitatively different.
‘On the contrary, they are qualitatively, essentially, different
lsgbstances, a.ncl the denial of their substantial difference brought
him too, as it has so many others, to Pantheism, which may
_take a rpaterialistic as well as a spiritualistic form, as is shown
in the instances of Hobbes and Leibnitz. The essence of
nature manifests a generic life, a life of the species ; spirit, a
personal life; and thus also the self-consciousness which we
can _attrlbute to nature, and which shows itself, for instance, in
instinct, etc., .is /s and not the consciousness of individu’ajs
while the spirit is for uself, and has consciousness. The
.thoughts of nature are therefore notions, and hence Hegel
was able to conceive of them correctly ; and his mistake is

only that he has put nature in the place of the totality of

being. Thoughts of nature are notions, while on the contrary
the thoughts of the spirit are sdeas, and therefors both should
certainly not be thought of as forms of existence of one and
the same essence, but rather, as they are mutually opposed
in their essence, so also are they in their manner of working.
Nature as the impersonal or generic, manifests emanation
/ {production), spirit manifests immanent working (creation)
As from the limited nature of self-consciousness must be in-
ferred the dualism which is in it and in the world, so from its
nature as conditioned must be inferred a second dualism which
still more directly cuts at the root of Pantheism, By negativin
the negation which lies in the nature of the finite, we reac%
the thought of something which is in no way limited or con-
dltioned_.' and therefore is in every respect the opposite of that
from which we started. If we have here different substances
bound together in personal unity, so in the other case we have
cifferent persons in one substance. If we have in the finite
ezthm_' emanent or immanent activity which are united in man
only in time, in God the emanation of the Son is eternally
united with the creative activity of the thought of the worlc%
and so on. Just as this inductive analytic path leads us to the
opposition of the finite and the infinite, so exactly the same |
result is reached by the deductive and synthetic path, when it is
_/seen that in the distinction of persons there clearly lies a three-
o f'ol.d negation, so that in this way God, by thinking Himself
thinks at the same time what is the negation of the Triune God,
the non-Ego of God,which He can posit. Since it is unthinkable
that God should think eternally what He might posit and not

t
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actually posit it, the thought of God leads to a real non-Ego
of God in which, since in Him emanation and immanence are

¢ ene, either emanation without immanence, or immanence with-"

out emanation manifests itself, and so on. Therefore the

{ world is not, as Pantheism teaches, to be conceived of as

an emanation but as a contraposition of Ged, and hence
so far from its being correct to say that God realizes Himself
or even comes to consciousness by the creation of the world,
we ought on the contrary to maintain, that if God posits Him-
self He does wof produce substances, and if He creates, He

~does not posit Himself. Those who make God come to
self-consciousness or become a person in'man, are pantheists, |
. those who hold that there is a gradual increase of conscious- |

ness in Him, are semi-pantheists or Pantheists of personality.
Monadism constitutes the direct opposite of Pantheism, as for
instance the monadism of Herbart, which has no place for
God. Christian monotheism is superior to both, and ought in
quite a special sense to be called Theism. On account of this.
contraposition, God, as the manifoldness of essence in formal
unity, stands in contrast to this unity of essence which mani-
fests itself in formal manifoldness, that is, the creature. Thus
the same result is reached by the regressive and progressive
paths, namely, that the Creator and ‘what is created manifest
no unity of essence, so that God can be called spirit only in
the sense of His not being nature. Strictly taken, there is

contained in this statement a spiritualism which is as open to

censure as the naturalism of Baader, who places nature in
God. In contrast to this, the true philosophy teaches the
double dualism between Creator and creature, and within the
latter, between nature and spirit. With the exception of his
theory of creation, there is no point with which Giinther
occupies himself so much as the theory of Incarnation, which

- 'in his Elements forms a second part to the doctrine of creation,

as a first part.  In connection with this, the view is strongly
maintained that the Incarnation is the completion of Creation,
and is therefore not dependent upon the accident of the Fall
The fact that man, as a part of nature, is a generic being and
as spirit is a person, renders possible the original sin which
was transmitted from the first Adam, as well as the original
grace which appears in the second Adam. This emphasizing
of the human personality in the God-Man, as well as his
divergences from ecclesiastical and scholastic terminology,
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involved Guinther in controversies which have only a theo-
logical interest and may be passed over here,

4. Bachmann, who had gone back to Kant, urged the
necessity of holding to the dualism of thought and being, and
therefore to the separation of logic and metaphysics, while
the dualistic school of Vienna, on the other hand, maintained
that we must regard existence, not as one, but as various, as
God, spirit, nature. Herbart (274, § 321, 2-8), again, went
beyond both in these demands, and his system is accordingly
designated by Giinther as the diametrical opposite of Pan-
theism. Up to the time when Moritz Wiraerm Drosiscu
‘(born in 1802 at Leipsic, where he is professor of mathematics
and philosophy) criticized his psychological works, Herbart
had remained quite unnoticed. He now sought—after his
important works had not proved a success,—to give to the
world for once a thoroughly weak production, and he really
made a hit : 7%e Encyclopedia of Philosoply (1831) was much
more read than the /utroduction, and was by many even quite
confounded with it. Almost contemporaneously with his
retirement to Gottingen, it became evident that a Herbartian
school was forming. After his death it increased still more,
and owing to the almost masonic way in which the members
held by each other, it has attained an influence to which many,
especially in Austria, can testify. Drobisch, who rightly
stands at the head here, issued his Contributions to the Fluci-
dation of Herbarl's System of Philosophy (Leipsic, 1834), A
New Account of Logue (Leipsic, 1836), Questionum Matlie-
matico-Lsychologicarum, Fasc. V. (Leipsic, 1836), Elements of
the Plalosophy of Religion (Leipsic, 1840), Empirical Psycho-
logy (1841), and First Principles of Mathematical Psychology
(1850). Griepenkerl wrote, Letters to a Young Scholastic
Friend on Philosoply and especially on the Doctrines of Her-
bart (Brunswick, 1832). Roér in Berlin wrote, On Herbart's
Method of Relations (1834). Striimpel wrote, Explanations
of Herbart's Plhilosophy (1834), Zhe Main Points in Herdart's
Metaplysics (Brunswick, 1840), and ‘later, when professor in
Dorpat, compends on Logze, £2thics, University Studzes, and the
istory of Fhilosophy. Hartenstein (born 1808, for a long
time professor in Leipsic) wrote Problems and Principles of
General Metaphysics (Leipsic, 1836), On the Most Recent Esti-
males of the Philosophy of Herbart (1838), and 7Zhe Funda-
mental Conceplions of tie Ethical Seciences (Leipsic, 1844). I
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following the example of the master, a polemic was carried on
in all these works against the Hegelian method, especially
against the important place assigned in it to contradiction,
which Herbart teaches should be avoided, while Hegel “takes
pleasure in it,” Allihn, Exner, and in part also Taute, appeared
to see in these attacks almost their one object in life, Owing
to Exner's influence, the Austrian professors in particular
went over to the school of Herbart, the most distinguished
names amongst whom are at present those of Zimmerman,
Lott, and (until lately) of Volkmann.

5. As the Berliner fakrbiicher had served to defend the
Hegelians against the attacks of the metaphysicians who

: _thought on monistic lines, so also it was of service in defend-

ing them against the attacks of dualistic and pluralistic
thinkers. Hinrich's criticism of Bachmann, whom Schaller,
too, noticed in his book mentioned in the previous section,
has been already referred to. A companion to it is to be
found in the critique of Feuerbach, whose notice of Rosen-
kranz's Cercular Letfer to Bachmann (April 1835) has far
more: to do with the person addressed than with the writer of
the Zetter. The Vienna dualistic school was repeatedly noticed
in the [akrbiicher. Of all the criticisms, that by Rosen-
kranz (August 1831) on Giinther's Elements, on Peregrin’s
Banguet, and Pabst's Man and jis [HHstory, turned out to be
the least favourable. Marheineke (December, 18 32) expressed
himself in a much more friendly way regarding the work, /s
there a, Plilosophy of Christianity ? and Géschel (May, 1834)
wrote in a particularly friendly tone on Adem and Christ
(January, 1836), and on the Janus-heads. In both criticisms it
was recognised that #27s dualism much more closely resembled
the Hegelian monism than certain forms of a crude pantheism
which were making a stir at the time. Feuerbach, it is true,
expressed a different opinion in a criticism of Hock’s Carsesins
(April, 1836), whom he did not forgive in particular for having
emphasized the Catholicism of Descartes. In reference,
finally, to the Herbartian school, it may be said that Her-
bart's Zncyclopedia was criticized by Hinrichs in a way which
showed that he had not wholly forgotten that the Hegel
whom Herbayt frequently classed amongst the “ fashionable ”
philosophers, and who found pleasure in contradictions, had
been his revered teacher and paternal friend. On the other
hand, there appeared a general critique by Weisse of the first
VOL. IIL i



34 : GERMAN PHILOSOPHY SINCE HEGEL. [§334, L.

works of Drobisch, of the works of Roér, and of some of the
principal works of Herbart which had appeared at an earlier
time. Weisse rightly recognised that in this point his cause
was identical with that of the Hegelians. He here seeks to
prove that the system of Herbart, in secking to escape from
the principle of contradiction, places itself on the standpoint of
the abstract understanding, and thus puts itself outside of the
number of all really speculative systems.

§ 334

1. In spite of this contrast, which Weisse had shown to
exist between Herbart and all the systems hitherto mentioned,
there was still a standpoint, considered from which, Herbart
and the ¢ fashionable” philosophers whom he combated,
might be regarded as labouring under a perfectly similar error,
inasmuch as they wished above all to be metaphysicians.
This standpoint, with which, in its purity at all events, Ger-
many up till that time had not been acquainted, since its
influence on the German spirit had given rise partly to the
realistically coloured eclecticism of the popular philosophy
(§ 294, 3). and partly to criticism (§ 298, 1), found a repre-
sentative in Frieprici Epvarp Benexe (born on the 17th
Feb., 1798, at Berlin, where when extraordinary Professor he
was drowned, or, as was thought, drowned himself, on the 1st
March, 1854). Already in his first works: Z4e Doctrine of
Cognition (Jena, 1820), The Doctrine of Mental Experience as
the Basis for all Knowledge (Berlin, 1820), and the New First
Principles of Metaphysics (Berlin, 1822), he took up a position
of decided antagonism to every philosophy which pretended
to be anything more than an attempt to make intelligible by
means of hypotheses what had been discovered by observa-
tion. In consequence of the appearance of his Elements of
the Physics of Movals, which was issued in 1822, the authori-
ties did Hegel, who disliked him, the favour of removing
him from his chair as a lecturer. Hegel's acquiescence in
this act is a blot upon his memory. Beneke, suddenly be-
come famous, owing to this incident, went to Goéttingen,
after publishing a Defence of the work attacked, and Con-
tributions to a Purely Mental Scientific Treatment of the
Diseases of the Mind (both Leipsic, 1824). During the time
that he was lecturer at Géttingen, he published his principal
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work on psychology, Psychological Sketches (2 vols., 1825-
27), and Zhe Relation Between Body and Soul (1826). On
his return to Berlin, besides his adaptation of Bentham's
First Principles of Cewwil and Criminal Legislation (Berlin,
1830), he published in quick succession his Jubilee memoir
on the Critigue of Pure Reason (Kant and the Philosophical
Problem of our Time, Berlin, 1832), his Logus, 1832 (which
appeared in a more extended form as Z%e System of Logic, in
two volumes, Berlin, 1842), Philosophy in its Relation to Ex-
pertence, to Speculation, and to Life (Berlin, 1833), and his
Handbook of Psychology as @ Science of Nature (Berlin, 1833).
(When this last-mentioned work appeared in a second edition
in the year 1845, DBeneke published along with it his MVew
Psychology, a series of essays in which, among other things, he
discusses his relation to other psychologists). This work was
followed by Zhe Theory of Education and Instruction, 2 vols.,
Berlin, 1835-36 (2nd ed. 1842), together with the Elucida-
tions, etc., which belong to it (Berlin, 1836), and next, Ouz
Universitics, etc. (1836). Then appeared the Outlines of the
Theory of Morals (2 vols., 1837, 1840), and the Outlines of
Natural Law (1838), which remained unfinished. These
together made up the outlines of the natural system of practical
philosophy. There next appeared the System of Metaphysics
and-Philosoply of Religion (1840), and the Reform and Stand-
2ng of our Schools (1848). The Pragmatic Psychology (1850),
the Archive jfor Pragmatic Psychology (in the years 1851-53),
and the Handbook of Pragmatic Psychology seek to make
psychology as thus placed on a new basis, fruitful in its effects
on practical life. Besides the writings here referred to,
Beneke wrote a large number of criticisms, especially on
foreign philosophy and on German psychological works. He |
‘'was a frequent contributor to several periodicals.

Cf. J. G. Dressler : Kurze Clarakieristik der simmtlichen Werken Beneké's.
Berlin, 1869.

2. Beneke had often declared,—in the [fubilee Memorr
among other places,—that in true philosophy the English,
the French, and even the Italians were in advance of us,
because we had not so thoroughly broken with Scholasticism
as they had. Our philosophy had remained speculation ; that
is to say, it cherished the delusion that existence can be com-
prehended by means of conceptions, with which there was at



-

35 - GERMAN PHILOSOPHY SINCE HEGEL, [§ 334. 2

the same time closely connected the false view that the right

method is that according to which the particular is deduced -

from the universal. Bacon had already pointed to the right
course in what he says of experience and the inductive method:
and the English and French philosophers had, at any rate,
' never forgotten that philosophy ought to be a comprehending
of what is real. Among the Germans, Kant, by his strict
analyses and happy syntheses, has won for himself a meritor-
ious position. His greatest merit, however, namely the
limitation of knowledge to the sphere of experiences, as well
as his appeal to the ordinary moral consciousness, has been
forgotten by his followers, and only what survived of the scho-
lasticism under which his teaching laboured has been further
developed. This was done by Fichte more than by any one
else, and he was essentially the originator of all the errors
and extravagances from which German philosophy has suf-
fered since his day. Schelling; who supplemented his ideas,
and Hegel who went back to him, followed the same course.
The only philosophers who at least gave hints of something
better were Alnesidemus-Schulze and Jacobi, because they ap-
proached to the views of the Scotch school. Philosophy is a
+ pure science of experience, and differs from Physics only in so
far as it rests on inner experience. The matter with which it
deals, accordingly, is constituted by what is given in conscious-
ness. It must always place itself at the point of view of the
ordinary consciousness, and differs from the latter only in that
it analyses the highly complicated processes of which it con-
sists into their simplest ingredients, and synthetically joins
together again into a system what presents itself in the ordi-
nary consciousness as isolated. Just because it attaches itself
to inner experience, philosophy is safe from the extremes of
sensualism and materialism ; and here it recognises that Kant
» was justified in conceiving of all that is given in external ex-
perience as appearance. On the other hand, we must regard it
as thorough-going scepticism when Kant, by his false view of the
inner sense, ends by calling also the individual soul simply an
appearance. We ought rather to extend to the entire self, to the
entire soul, what Schopenhauer says of will. Itis only our soul
which we know as it is in itself; and Descartes felt this when
he maintained that the soul is better known to us than what
is perceived by means of the senses. What is thus perceived
contains distorting additions supplied by sense, and is there-
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fore not perceived as it is. Such an addition is present, for

instance, when we see and touch, in the form of space, or ex-

tension in length, breadth, and depth. When Kant took this
as a form of every external sense, he forgot that neither what

is smelt nor what is tasted is long, broad, and deep.  Still less
- is this the case with the immediately perceived soul, which

has no w/here, that is, which is immaterial, for by the material
we understand what exists in space. In this way, not only
1s the absurdity of the coarser form of materialism laid bare,
but also the error of those who, in order to explain mental
processes always have recourse to bodily processes, and
would thus elucidate what is better known to us by means
of what is more unknown. On the contrary, since there
is, to begin with, no single presentation in which the real
nature of what is presented is known, except that of the indi-
vidual psychical being, we must start from it in the attempt to
press on to the knowledge of the unknown ; and first of all,

‘) . - -
therefore, from the knowledge of our bodily existence, that is,

of ourselves as appearance, or as what is extended. The cir-¢

cumstance that there is no bodily development which cannot
on occasion become a conscious (psychical) one, ought itself to
be a hint that what we perceive of our body by means of the
senses and commonly call our body, might be only a sign, or
something representative of an inner being of the body behind
this, or a being of the body in itself, which might consist of
forces different certainly from those which constitute the soul,
but still of forces which would be similar to these. The cer-
tainty of the existence of the individual psychical self united
with the perceptions of the individual bodily existence, brings
us, further, to the certainty of the existence of other souls
similar to ourselves, a certainty which is grounded in analogy.
From bodily existence, when once known, we shall be able
again to mount further to what is pure body, in which we must
in the same way suppose the existence of forces which form
the ground of its appearance, ze., the existence of something
that 1s akin to souls or spirit. When Beneke and his admirers
call this view Spiritualism, because bodily existence is here
explained from forces of a spiritual kind, in contrast to the
diametrically opposed procedure of the materialists, and
boast that while materialism sees in the soul something cor-
poreal endowed with potency, according to their view the body
is subordinated to what is spiritual, they perhaps too entirely

e
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-forgot that the difference between o =" and é= /z is not very

great. It is certain, however, that by adopting this view the
influence of the body on the soul and w#zce versd, and particu-

7 larly the signification for the soul of sleep, can be much more

easily explained than they.can be from many other standpoints.
What is really characteristic and new in Beneke's standpoint is
to be seen far lessin his positien with regard to materialism and
spiritualism than, as he has always himself expressed it, in the

' fact that he regards psychology as the starting-point and foun-

dation of philosophy. By psychology he means what he calls

~ the new psychology—new, that is, because, avoiding the wrong

paths hitherto taken, it follows wholly the example of science ;
and, exactly as science does, searches out the Jaws for the given
facts, and for the laws, what makes them intelligible. With
such a psychologism—as we would prefer to name his theory
—it must appear to him an absurdity that Herbart should
base psychology on metaphysics. The latter, on the contrary,
like all other philosophical sciences, is only applied psychology.
Logical right and wrong, the beautiful and the ugly, the moral
and the immoral, everything in short which may be a pro-
blem for Philosophy, is first given as a psychical act, or as an
image in the soul. When we clearly understand what form
these images have, and the way in which they originate in
all men, we possess a Logic, an Asthetics, and an Ethics.
But just on this account it will be fitting in describing Beneke's
theory not only, as will at once be understood, to consider his
psychology first ; but, as was done in the case of Kant, where,
in § 299, 35, the Metaphysics of Nature was taken along with

. the Transcendental Analytic, and in § 300, 6, that of Morals

with the Transcendental Dialectic, to insert always at the
point in his psychology to which he attaches his account of
another part of his system, a short sketch of the same.

3. Those who wished to go into his theory were referred
by Beneke himself when they asked about it, to the Skefckes
and the Handbook as the chief sources of his Psychology. He
thus left it to each reader to judge according to his liking
whether 'the full but more aphoristic account given in the
former of these books, or the shorter but more systematic
account given in the latter, was the best with which to begin.
We shall confine ourselves here mainly to the Handbook.
Locke and Herbart are recognised in this work as the pioneers

o of modern philosophy ; the former, because he demolished
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innate ideas, the latter, because he demolished the old theory
of faculties of the mind. Unfortunately, with what Locke
accomplished there was connected the error of supposing the
soul to be a fabule rasa, and with what was done by Herbart
that of supposing the soul to be simple, something to which no
faculties at all were to be attributed. On the contrary, nothing
takes place in the soul in such a way as to leave it quite

_passive. The stimulus given is accompanied by an act of

reception or appropriation. As this, like everything that takes
place, must have a force or faculty for its cause, and, since,
further, different stimuli are received, we are bound to suppose
that there are many original forces or original faculties in
the soul which are its elementary constituent parts. We
must suppose that there are already in each sense many such
faculties for receiving stimuli, so that there is all the less
reason for regarding the soul as simple. In order to get at
these original faculties, it is necessary first of all to carry the
given facts back to certain fundamental laws which govern all
that happens. These are discovered by reasoning deductively
from the complex processes of the soul in its natural state. It
thus becomes evident that where the satisfying stimulus meets
with the hungering receptivity which corresponds to it, sensu-
ous sensations, that is, psychical elements arise, into which
the stimuli have been converted. Further, as is proved by
the fact of receptivity for new stimuli, new original faculties
are constantly being acquired by the soul, or, what is the same
thing, accrue to it. The soul shows at a later stage a faculty
for receiving an impression which at an earlier stage it was
not able to receive. The product of the stimuli and of the
original faculties of the first, as well as of those which grow up
afterwards, may be called an act or creation of the soul. Since
in such a product the two factors are sometimes more firmly
sometimes less firmly bound together, ze. are movable, we
reach a third fundamental law of the psychical life, namely that
the movable elements of all mental creations mutually strive
to balance each other, and to flow over into each other. The
fact of the reproduction of presentations which had vanished,
proves that the universal law of nature, according to which,
what has once arisen continues to exist, until in consequence
of the operation of special causes it is again destroyed, holds
oood in reference to the creations which arise in the soul.
This fact is explained by the third fundamental law, that what
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has been consciously perceived can allow so much of its

movable elements to be left over that this residue remains in

the soul as an unconscious element, or as a trace. Because it

contains the possibility of being reproduced, and because this
possibility is something which has arisen gradually, it may for
this reason, in order to distinguish it from the germ, be called
a rudimentary something which has been made what it is.
Trace, therefore, or the rudimentary something which has
been made what it is, is just the same thing thought of in
a different relation, that is, as turned backwards or forwards.
Exactly in the same way as the original faculties before they
have received the impression make an effort towards it, and after
they have received the impression make an effort to go after
it, the creation of the soul which has become a trace, that is,
something between production and reproduction, remains in
the soul in the form of effort, so that the soul essentially con-
sists simply of efforts, of a pure striving. The union, partly
of conscious psychical creations, and partly of the traces, in
themselves and among each other, is referred to the fourth
and last fundamental law, according to which the creations of
) the soul attract each other in proportion to their similarity, or
strive after a closer union in the points in which they resemble
each other. We have experience of the validity of this lJaw in
the case of witty combinations of ideas, in the formation
of comparisons, and the like. Besides the original faculties
and those four fundamental processes, we must lay down
as originally innate only the varied power, animation, and
capacity to receive impressions, which belong to these. All
other differences, such as those of talent and genius, have
arisen out of, and are to be deduced from, the combination of
those elementary creations of the soul. The powers and
faculties of the soul in its matured state consist only of traces
of formations previously caused, and may therefore be can-
structed from these. Conversely, we may reason from them
back to the original essence of the soul. By following this
latter method we are able to determine the difference between
the human soul and the soul of the brute, as consisting in
the spirituality of the former, ze., in its clearer or more
comprehensive consciousness. By this is not to be under-
stood something original or innate, but something which has
come to be what it is. It is thus not something absolutely
different from the unconscious or what is not yet conscious,

§ 334, 4] " BENEKE. 41

but only something which has gradually become different, z.e.,
it is that stage and clearness of presentation, feeling, etc,
which corresponds to the excitability, or to the strength of the
psychical being itself. Animals never raise themselves to this
stage, and children only when they are older; and it is
impossible exactly to define the point at which what is close
to consciousness actually gives place to consciousness.

4. For the attainment of the stage of clearness denominated
consciousness, what Beneke calls the constructive forms of the
soul, are of the utmost importance. By these he understands
the different relations in which the two factors of the one psychi-
cal act or creation may stand to each other. He distinguishes
five such forms. Where the stimulus is too slight, the faculty
which appropriates it makes an effort to reach a higher
realization of its nature, and the result is a feeling of dissatis-
faction. The suitability of the stimulus to satisfy the faculty
gives the sensations and ordinary perceptions or, speaking more

© generally, the fundamental form of presentation. An extra-

ordinary fulness in the stimulus gives the fundamental relation
which constitutes sensations of pleasure. A gradual increase
in the stimulus until it reaches excess, gives the fundamental
form of satiety or blunted appetite ; and, finally, a sudden
excess in thé stimulus gives the sensation of pain. Of these
constructive forms, the presentations most quickly and most
easily reach the stage of clearness which we call consciousness.

N Accordingly, the products of presentation are treated first and

i greatest-detail, while the others, the emotional products or
products of moods, are treated further on and far less fully.
The distinction between these two establishes the distinction
betweentheoretical and practical procedure, which, however,
does not justify us in referring without further ado the highly
complicated processes of thought and will which appear in the |
soul in its maturity, back to two imaginary faculties, as ancient
philosophy does. There are no such faculties, any more than
there is a fuga vacuz in nature. As this has been forgotten,
since we have gone back to the simplest processes which lie
at the basis of the more complicated, it is time to banish
the faculties also, which are only hypostatized class notions of
phenomena very closely combined, and to make an attempt
to show whether these processes may not be explained from
stimuli, traces, and the excess of their elements. Beneke first
makes this attempt when he comes to consider the produstion
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and reproduction of single sensations and perceptions ; and he
reaches the conclusion that, instead of speaking of one power
of memory, we must rather attribute to each presentation a
memory of its own, ze., the active effort it makes towards
reproduction. The same holds good of .the powers of recol-
lection and imagination, words to which a rational meaning
can be attached only when, in the case of memory, we think
of those reproductions in which it is their strength, in the
case of recollection, of those in which it is their liveliness, in the
case of imagination, of those in which it is the susceptibility
of receiving impressions, that is the assisting gift of nature.
(Here at all events, as also elsewhere, he confines the differences
. of innate endowments within very narrow limits.) In the second
and third chapters of the Manual, where the production and
reproduction of presentations are discussed, reference is con-
stantly made to the emotional constructive forms, because
moods, too, are reproduced, and desire is just remembrance
of sensations of pleasure. In the fourth and fifth chapters,
however, where the combinations of the separate products are
discussed, Beneke draws a much sharper distinction. The
first of these two chapters treats of the combinations of
similar presentations into notions, and supplies the foundation
on which he constructs his System of Logic. While he defines
thought as the object of logic, he separates the psychological
and the logical treatment of thought in such a way that the
former simply describes what takes place in thought, while the
latter also maintains the ideal point of view and shows what
ought to take place, and is thus an art. It defends itself against
the charge of giving laws which have no foundation in fact, by
taking up and solving its problems in a psychological and genetic
way. It is accordingly first shown, that similar presentations
» by being fused together attain to such a strength and clearness
that they become notions, the possession of which is what we
call understanding. As they themselves contain only what
entered into them from the particular presentations during
that process of fusion, it follows that Understanding and
the doctrine of thought have essentially to do with what
is produced from these presentations, and will therefore not
pretend to deduce the particular from the notions. In the
course followed by the Zogzc we get three principal parts. In
the first Part are discussed the forms which are peculiar to
thought, notion, judgment and syllogism. The second Part
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treats of what is contributed by the rudiments of cognition,
and also of what thought constructs out of these rudiments,
se., it treats of the rudiments and the development of
cognition. In order to complete both investigations, the
cases are collected together in which thought and knowledge
are in close connection with something different from them-
selves ; z.e., the co-operation of the internal and external
elements is considered. In connection with the first part,
which corresponds to what is otherwise known as elementary
doctrine, it is to be observed that Beneke does not identify
the fusion of presentations into notions with judgment, and
therefore he censures those who insist that we ought to begin
with the judgment. He further holds, that in every judgment
the predicate-notion is already contained in the presentation
which the subject forms, and that it is thus analytic. Finally,
he declares that the theory of the syllogistic igures hitherto
held rests too much on ‘purely verbal distinctions, while the
view that the substitution which we call syllogism. can only
take place where the new element in no way exceeds the old,
and is therefore the same as it is, or a part of it, supplies
a thoroughly regular schematism, and presents in a clear
light the growth of syllogisms. The most important result
reached is, that by means of all those forms new matter or s
content is never added, but only a greater clearness in the

presentations is gained. How we get at matter or content
is shown in the second principal Part, the doctrine of know-
ledge. This, in contrast to analysis, which makes the process
of knowledge clear, treats of the syntheses which add to our
knowledge ; but just for this reason it often wanders aside into
metaphysical investigations. Induction, the deductive syllo-
gism, hypotheses, and, finally, scientific methods, constitute
the outstanding subjects here. The third principal Part,
which treats of the wunited life of thought and knowledge,
attempts first to comprehend thought as determined, that is
as being, and therefore in its objective relation, or as cognition.
From this it goes on to treat more directly of the different
perfections of cognition, universality, universal validity and
necessity. With this part of the subject he connects the

investigations into the organization of science and the relation

of knowledge and faith. The development of thought on its
subjective side is then discussed, advice given in reference to
the acquisition and growth of the powers of thought, and the
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principal hindrances thereto examined. References to what
has been already developed serve as a foundation here.

5. Just as the investigations in the fourth chapter had
afforded the foundation for logic, so in the fifth chapter of the
Manual, Beneke seeks to lay the foundation of Metaphysics,
which is also treated by him in a special work. ‘As the
notion, z.e., the combination of similar presentations, consti-
tuted the starting-point for logic, so metaphysics has to do
with what springs from the combination of dissimilar pre-
\/Sentations, that is, from groups and series of presentations.
Here, more than in any other part of philosophy, the close
connection between it and psychology comes into view. To
begin with, the very first fundamental problem of Metaphysics,
which is concerned with the relation of presentation _to being,
can be solved only by the aid of psychology. The objections
of idealism are too weighty to allow of our supposing, with
ordinary realism, that our mental representation contains
exactly the same as is contained in existence. On the other
hand, the “full” idealism is equally untenable, both in the
form in which it is held by Kant, who doubts if any being
exists for us at all, and in the form in which it is held by
Fichte, who denies that there is any such being. Since
notions are not invented, but constructed out of presentations,
./ the fact that we have a notion of being is a proof that @ being

at all events is given to us. That is our own Self; and it is
shown above how, starting from this, we can be sure, not
indeed by a process of reasoning, but instinctively and always
in an indirect way, of the existence of other persons, and
further of things without a self. It is pointed out that we thus
have, not knowledge of effects only, or, are not confined to
the knowledge of phenomena, but possess knowledge of being,
or know the In-itself; and thus the possibility of metaphysics
15 proved.  After solving this problem, the Metaphysics
(Second Part) has to investigate the forms and relations
which lay claim to reality. Among these the most important
are, first, the universal fundamental relation of the thing and
its qualities (substance and accidents), and connected with
this, space and time, which have more of an external character,
and causal relations, which have a more internal and active
character. With reference, now, to the first of these relations,
the relation of things within each other, it is shown that we
*have in the self, of which alone we possess a metaphysically
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true knowledge, a collection (of original faculties, capacities,
etc.). This we transfer to the external world in such a way as
to suppose hypothetically that in the appearance of things
related within each other there exists an analogous being-for-
itself with internal relations, and thus we distinguish between

- substance and accidents, z.¢., whole and parts, or the permanent

and changing. In connection with the unity given in our-
selves, is discussed the important psycho-metaphysical problem
of the Ego; and it is shown that although what presents the
idea, as well as the idea presented, are continually changing,
one thing remains constant, the fact, namely, that they are both
one. This identity, which arises late in the process, is to be
regarded as what is really permanent. Thereis no contra-
diction whatever in it. Just as, in connection with this first
fundamental relation, Beneke directly and indirectly carries
on a constant polemic against the positions of Herbart, so
he does against Kant, when he comes to space and time.
The necessary nature of the idea of space does not prove that
it exists in us @ prrore, prior to all experience, for ideas which
have been originated can also become so firmly fixed in the
mind that they cannot be got rid of. It is quite incorrect to
speak of one external sense, since there are five, of which only
two allow us to conceive of their objects as extended, and lead
us to get by abstraction from many extended things the
notion of extension, which, it is true, precedes all (new)
experiences, but itself originates from perception. It further
follows from this, that sight and touch turn what is perceived
into something extended ; but it does not follow at all that all
objective reality starts from space. Our self-consciousness
informs us of a real (though, to be sure, not spatial) co-exist- |
ence (of presentations, etc.), in ourselves, and there is much
which seems to support the idea that there is likewise in
things in themselves something akin to this, but which be-
comes spatial to the perceiving subject. Kant was brought
both by his false theory of an inner sense as well as by his
love of symmetry to class time along with space. On the
contrary, succession is the form of all that takes place, both
of phenoménal existence and of existence-in-itself, 'vhich we
perceive in ourselves. As the views of Herbart and Kant
were combated in the explanation given of these two relations,

. the views of Hume are combated in connection with the third

relation, that of causality. The fact that we make ideas pre-



46 GERMAN PHILOSOPHY SINCE HEGEL. [§ 334, 5.

sent to our minds, proves that we are causality ; and thus
there is constituted this relation to an inner given somethmg,
which, exactly as in the case of inherence mgnhoned above, is
then, by a process of transference, hypothetically assumed to
be in existence external to ourselves, and in which we see suc-
cession in time. The fact, however, that the very first time
we have these ideas we do not doubt but that it is we who
call them into existence, refutes Hume's theory of habit. Al-
though Bencke has often declared that religion does not rest
on a purely theoretical basis, but on a practical and asthetical
basis as well, he has nevertheless incorporated his philosophy
of religion with the Metaphysics as a third Part. Therewith,
the question, in how far we have in religion a real knowledge,
ze., a knowledge with an objective basis, is brought to the
foreground.  Since the philosophy ofreligion, like philosophy
in general, must be limited to whe_lt 1s'of universal human
value, any reference to positive religions is of course excludf:d,
and the investigation is confined to the question of the exist-
ence and essence of God, and to the immortality of the soul.
The latter investigation, just because the soul is actually
given us in experience, lies closer at hapd, and is the easier
of the two, and therefore we begin with it. It shows that the
materialistic objections to the immortality of the soul are by
no means convincing, because from the decay of the external
life of the soul no conclusion can be drawn in reference to the
inner (unconscious) being of the soul ; and the dependence of
the soul on the body may very appropriately be compared to
that of the plant upon the soil from which it draws its nourish-
ment, In the latter case it is by no means impossible that a
plant, if transferred to a different soil,_ may cont-inue to grow,
or even that something new may spring from it through 4ts
becoming a productive soil itself. In r{:ference, ﬁnal_ly, to the
knowledge of God, Beneke is never Fll:e‘d of extoll'm_g Kant
for having demonstrated the impossibility of rea.chmg the
truth of the existence of God by means of notions. But

. since God is not given in experience, the question arises:

From what that is given in experience are we to start, if our
thought is to carry us to the First Cause of all being ? The
answer is, From the fragmentary character of all that is given.
This necessitates the supposition of something that is of the
nature of a complement, and the attachment to this of predi-
cates which are derived partly from being in general, partly

§ 334, 6.] BENEKE. 27

from nature, and partly from ourselves. Neither materialism
nor pantheism can accomplish what is best attained by means
of theism, which, it is true, is satisfied with the confession
that in this matter very little can be known, and that there is
thus all the more left to be believed and expected. Our
beliefs and hopes regarding the existence of God are based
especially on feelings, among which the feeling of dependence
is not religion, but is much rather that above which religion
raises us.

6. As the doctrine of the fusion and grouping of presenta-
tions formed the psychological foundation for logic and meta-
physics, as the principal parts of theoretical philosophy, so we
find a foundation for the remaining parts of philosophy, and
especially for Practical Plilosophy and Esthetzes, in what is
taught regarding the combinations of the emotional construc-,
tive forms, or constructive forms of mental moods. Of these
the impulses precede (chap. 6) the feelings (chap. 7) in the
Manual, while the Sketches begin with the natural theory of
the feelings. As Beneke had hitherto always opposed to the
theory of an innate u_ndcrstanding, etc., which produces
notions, the theory that memory first originates with the
individual reminiscences, and understanding with the notions,
and that they consist of these reminiscences and notions, so
he now denies the existence of any innate faculty of desire or
feeling. The impulses or efforts, such as the original faculties
and capacities had proved themselves to be, become desire by
means of the recollections of pleasure, and desire again be-
comes volition when a series of presentations is attached to
it in which, what is desired is represented as realized. The
sum of the separate volitions is called will, which is therefore
to be deduced from them, and not they from it. The origin
of volition, of inclinations, of general principles, and so on, in
the elementary formations of the soul, supplies the foundation
for practical philosophy. Here, however, at the same time,
those feelings are to be examined which are distinguished
from the other creations of the soul by the fact that they do
not consist so much of single acts, but are rather the im-
mediate consciousness of a relation. They reveal to us, that
i1s, the contrast between our mental condition and any creation
of the soul (the basis of feeling); and the more striking this
contrast is, the stronger they are. Like the presentations and
desires, the feelings too are only combinations of the original
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facultics.  All three are distinguished from each other by the
. fact that in the origin of the first it is their force which is the
" determining factor, in that of the second their liveliness, and
in that of the third their susceptibility to stimulus.~ The feel-
ings which form the psychological basis for the asthetic notions
are of equal importance for pI'chthd_l philosophy, since they
make what is morally beautiful and elevated intelligible to us.
It is in them in fact that the moral relations first reveal them-
selves, and only later that from them spring moral conceptions,
then moral judgments, and finally the system to which these
all belong, namely the moral law. To begin with the latter,
which is the most complicated of all the elements, is absurd.
The very first question therefore to be established is, Accord-
ing to what standard do we estimate the value of things?

Only according to the intensification and depression of ‘the
psychical products which are occasioned by them. We prefer
what intensifies our desires, etc. This is in the first place a
purely subjective standard of valuation.  'We ascribe objective
value to what, in the course of natural development, has been
universally and by all men held to be of value. Accordingly,
it holds good ob_;e{:tlvely, that the sensations of sight have

miore value than those of taste, that the exercise of the
intellect is superior to indulgence in the pleasures of sense,
and so on. Just because this preference is based in the very
nature of the soul, it announces itself to us as a compulsory

duty which, as has been remarked, is first felt, and is thens

grasped as an idea. But we must be careful here, too, not to
invent an innate moral feeling or indeed law. Moral feeling,
conscience, and so on, have arisen according to the universal
law of development. If in accordance with what was once
the prevailing linguistic usage, we call the highest develop-
ment of thought and of volition, reason, then the moral law
can be described as a demand of reason. Only we must not
forget here, either, that reason is not anythlng innate, but
| that it consists only in the possession of the clearest thoughts,
the purest feelings, the most worthy volitions; that man,
therefore, is not a rational being, but is in process of becoming
such.

i From a standpoint from which, in the case of all the
investigations made, we are led to the result that what is
7 generally regarded as 'innate has come to be, or has been
made to be what it is, education must necessarily be considered
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of the highest importance, seeing that its aim is to make men
rational. This accounts not only for the industry and care
which Beneke has himself bestowed upon his Tf}eory of Lduca-
tron and [nstruction, but also for the acceptance which his theo-
ries found, especially among educationalists. Among these, no
one has contributed more to spreading the fame of his master
than Dressler. Ueberweg, too (died when professor in Konigs-
berg on the gth Jan., 187 1} has been pointed out as one upon
whom Beneke's educational theories in particular had a lasting
influence. He shows, however, that he was influenced by
Beneke in other subjects, as appears especially in his treat-
ment of logic. If the educationalists gladly welcomed a
doctrine whick promised them an unbounded field of activity
—since, according to it, there were no longer any innate talents
or genius, no evil dispositions, etc., and that at most, nothing
remained but differences of tempemment —those too, whose
religious needs found satisfaction only where the self-activity
of man is reduced to a minimum, namely, in pietism, con- .
sidered it a doctrine which they mlght well adopt They did
this all the more readd\r as Beneke had always spoken against
valuing too highly the Notion, and had in religious matters
left so much room for faith and anticipation at the expense of
knowledge. Odd as it may now seem, the hatred felt against
the Hegelian * deification of the Notion,” actually led many
well-known theologians to designate as “Christian Philosophy”
works in which the sensualism of Beneke was blended with |
pietism. This happened, among other instances, in the case
of Epvarp Scumipt (died when Professor in Rostock), when
he published his work, On the Absolute and -Conditioned,
(Rostock, 1834), which in many points reminds us of Poiret,
(§ 278, 4), though no such excuse can be made for it as for
the work of Poiret, who did not yet know the consequences of
the empiricism he was the first to prepare for. The Outlines
of @ Hustory of Philosoplhy, which Schmidt afterwards wrote
(Berlin, 1839), were meant to show how the blunder of turning
philosophy into speculation has only had the negative use of :
bringing it face to face with an empiricism which renounces /
everything a griorz. This latter work was warmly welcomed
by Beneke, as a proof that there were still thinkers who-did
not side with the fashionable folly of speculation.

8. It was not to be expected that also these attacks upon
the whole post-Kantian philosophy should remain unanswered
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on the part of the Hegelian school. Beneke was criticized
first by Schmidt in Erfurt (February, 1833), thea by Hinrichs
(December, 1834). The former charged him with misunder-
standing Kant, with ingratitude for what had been done by
Kant's successors, and with un-German exaltation of foreign
second-rate wisdom. The latter sought to prove to him that,
without knowing it, he had employed a number of categories
' which did not in any way originate in experience. The author
of the present work criticized (September, 1834) Schmidt's
above-mentioned work, and attempted to prove that the separa-
tion of the object and the idea of it, when carried to such an
extreme, does not only make knowledge impossible, but also
involves a number of contradictions. These replies had of
course special reference to the points in which Hegel's teach-
ing had been attacked. The School did not pay any attention
to what was original in the psychologism of Beneke, or at least
did not pay sufficient attention to it. ‘The foregoing account
is an attempt to make good this injustice, hence its fulness.
If, in connection with this, points have been mentioned which
have nothing whatever to do with the Hegelian school, and
which therefore belong to the second part of this Appendix,
the excuse offered is, that to have separated subjects which
Beneke treats of together, would have resulted in useless
repetitions.

9. Alongside of Bzneke, OtrTo FrieprICH GRUPPE is to be

mentioned, not in order to signify thereby how he reached
his views, but because of the points of contact which, as he
has himself avowed, exist between his views and those of
Beneke. Born at Danzig in the year 1804, he was for many
years connected, as Secretary, with the Berlin Academy of
Art, an office which he retained until his death in the year
1876. Although during his student days an assiduous atten-
dant of Hegel's lectures, he was never an adherent of his
teaching. (In the anonymously published comedy, 7%e Winds,
which is a brilliant piece of persiflage on Hegel, some pre-
tended that they recognised the co-operation of Lachmann, to
whom Gruppe had at an early period attached himself.) A
many-sided culture enabled Gruppe to appear as an author in
connection with a large variety of subjects. His works, On the
Tragic Art of the Grecks (1334), On the Roman Elegy (1838),
On the Fragments of Archytas (1840); the two brochures,
On Acadentic Freedom of Teaching (1842—43), and those, On
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the Cosmic Systems of thé Greeks (1852), dé‘# not come unde
consideration here. His Antius, however)hich appeared
shortly before Hegel's death in 1831, his Zusgng-point of

Phlilosophy in the Nineteenth Century (18 34), and his work +

written at Schelling’s death, Present and Futrre of Philo-
sophy tn Germany (1855), may be referred to. In all three
works the author occupies the same standpoint. Not only
does he assert towards the close of the second, that all that it
contains had been already said in the An#ius, but the eleventh
section of the third work, written a quarter of a century after
the first, contains over again in a clear and complete summary
the principal thoughts to be found in the two others. Although
in the Antius, which is a correspondence between an enthusi-
astic young Hegelian and an older man-who represents
Gruppe’s views, the attack is directed against the chief points
of the Hegelian system, the Method, the Logic, the Philo-
sophy of Nature, the Philosophy of History, the Philosophy
of Religion and the History of Philosophy, still the sole aim
of the book is not to combat this system, indeed that can
scarcely be called its principal aim. Rather, it is the whole of
speculative philosophy, and metaphysics in particular, which are
combated in the Hegelian system, as representing their cul-
minating point. By metaphysics he understands the attempt
to create knowledge out of pure notions, whether by the aid of

logical syllogisms or by construction. ~Although this attempt [
is not new, but is almost as old as philosophy itself—the his- |

tory of which is a history of error with occasional flashes of
light—none the less, itis pure nonsense, and therefore specu-
lative philosophy constitutes the diametrical opposite of science.
The evil course was taken when the Eleatics declared war
against what can be perceived by the senses ; a great advance
in error was made when Plato stamped as the only reality
the specific ideas gained by abstraction; and then Aristotle
quite logically declared that erroneous form of thought which
passes from the universal to the particular, to be true know-
ledge. In the period which followed upon this, Aristotle
held sway for centuries by means of his Organon, and thus
the error referred to also continued to hold sway ; and it
continued to do'so even after, in the writings of Bacon, one of
those rare flashes of light had broken in upon the history of
philosophy. Many circumstances unite to make it intelligible,
even to make it excusable, that the philosophers of antiquity
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should have come to hold such absurd views. To begin with,
their science of nature was in the highest degree defective,
and especially the almost complete absence of experiment in
their investigations made it well-nigh impossible for them to
take up a right attitude towards the methods followed by the
investigator of nature. Then the Greek knew only a single
language, and his own belonged to those which may be called
concrete, in which, owing to the close cohesion of words
originally separate, the wealth of grammatical forms pre-
vents us from seeing the copulative parts which have revealed
“to our comparative science of language, the mysterious essence
of language. This once discovered, any one can now recog-
nise it, if he watches how our children learn to speak.
Finally, the circumstance that Pythagoras, Plato; and others
were great mathematicians, occasioned their belief that what
was warranted within the sphere of mathematics held good
outside of it also, a belief which was injurious to the interests
of truth. With regard to this distinction, the matter stands
thus: all abstract notions are expressions which help us to

state our meaning, are abbreviations which are adopted as.

giving facilities for calculation, and they are verbally expressed
in order that these notions may be communicated. Just for
this reason, they are only signs for values, but have no value in
| themselves, and ought to be applied only in so far as they still
 remain in relation to the concrete, from which they have been
got by a process of abstraction. (The healthy human under-
standing is well aware of this, and accordingly fills up the
expression which is always inadequate, and does this differ-
ently according to different circumstances. “ Large” means
something quite different according as it is understood of a
man or of a house.) When this relativity of notions is forgotten,
and when they are taken as something complete and absolute,
we have the error which is called ¢omorantia elenchi. Geo-
metry, because it applies conceptions only within the small
sphere of spatial quantity, never loses sight of them, and so
never falls into this error, but errs only because it does so
confine itself. 'When metaphysics appeals to geometry, and
following its example, lays down strict definitions, etc., it
turns the exception into the rule, and naturally falls into error.
Its doctrine of method, z.e., the Aristotelian Organon, is like
metaphysics in this. A new Organon, such as Bacon indeed
demanded, is therefore still a necessity at the present time.

&
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10. Gruppe gives hints towards such a reformation of logic
in the second of the works mentioned, and repeats them in
his third work. Logic, he says, ought to be a theory of cog-
nition, and it therefore asks first of all ; How does an act of
cognition in general originate ? and receives for answer: By
means of that synthesis which we all call judgment. (Notions
first arise out of judgments, and not zece versd.) A judgment,
however, is not, as most seem to believe, an equation, like
mathematical propositions; for in that case it might be re-
versed. But if, in order to learn what its nature is, we place
ourselves at the point. of view of the physicist in what he
does, we find that every judgment is a comparison of one
object with another, ‘and that the latter thereby becomes a
predicate. (Glass is electric, equals : Glass is like amber.) If
in addition, we reflect on verbal expression, and attend to
what comparative philology teaches us, which is confirmed
by the observation of children (who ask, What is the name
of uncle’s John?), we arrive at the result, that in sucb #
synthesis, both predicate and subject get another meaning,
and that, for this reason, general terms, marks, in short, all
notions, are seen to be nothing else than formule, which, just
because they are abstract, z.e., have been got by abstraction,
have only the appearance of being simple. It is only when we
reverse the correct method that they can be taken as starting-
points—what speculative philosophy has hitherto always done.
It was confirmed in this course by the Aristotelian Organon,
which, by the emphasis it lays on affirmation and negation,
proves itself to be the offspring of Eleatic-Platonic dialectic,
and in the use it makes of the syllogism shows that it had
been led astray by putting too high a value upon mathematical
methods. It moreover comes into contradiction with itself,
inasmuch as at one time it contrasts induction with the syllo-
gism, and at another time subordinates it to it T what
‘speculative philosophy has come, by adhering to its rules, is
strikingly shown in the views held by philosophers on space
and time, for in these views, from the chaos of Hesiod to the
theories of Kant and Hegel, simple relations amongst things
have been turned into the fundamental causes of the existence
of things. The fact that the views maintained by speculative
philosophy have reached the form of the Hegelian absurdities,
according to which the notion is no longer the creation of

D - 7 - - - - -
our thought, but its creator, and the contradictio in adjecto is
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a proof of truth, etc., is a decided gain. For owing to this, a
turning-point has been reached, and there is a prospect of
having a philosophy which will certainly not contain either a
system, or a metaphysics and a philosophy of religion, but
which, on-the contrary, while taking as its starting-point the
» given real world, will stand in a friendly relation to science—
taking that word in the sense in which it is understood by
the French and the English.
11. Gruppe’s peculiar doctrines, like those of Beneke, re-

ceived little attention from the Hegelian school. It is true

that a criticism on the Zuruing-point by Rosenkranz appeared
in the Berliner Jahrbiicher, but it does not enter very much
into the consideration of the positive positions taken up. In
philésophy, too, Gruppe experienced what he did not escape
in the sphere of philology, namely, that the simple fact of
activity in different departments raised the suspicion of dilet-
tantism. In both departments, however, many who called him
a dilettante were not thereby prevented from appropriating
a thought here and a thought there out of his books.

B —PHENOMENA IN THE SPHERE OF THE PHILOSOPHY
OF RELIGION.
§ 335 |

1. Weisse had declared himself to be in agreement with
the substance of the Hegelian logic, and with the method
- which it recommended ; Fichte, Fischer, and even Braniss
had shown that they quite approved of the method, and yet
they partly demanded and partly gave a wholly different
philosophy of nature and of spirit. ~ Gtinther and Pabst, again,
with a totally different logic and method, reached a philosophy
of nature the agreement of which with the THegelian they
admitted.  All this,—but especially the fact that Goschel and
Schaller came forward as defenders of the Hegelian school
and did not employ the dialectic method,—necessarily made
the proud proclamation of the unshakable foundation of
philosophy, and of the method which harmonizes with the
movement of the object, appear doubtful, to say the least.
Just as this makes it clear that the interest in metaphysics,—
that is, in the first point in which Hegel had shown himself
to be a restorer,—was on the wane; the fact, again, that the
Hegelians began to occupy themselves exclusively with that
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wherein the master had wrought a second reform, helps to
explain why the question of a logical foundation and of dia-
lectical development was so soon regarded with perfect in-
difference.

». This second work of restoration consisted in the fact &
that, as Hegel often expressed himself, his system was
orthodox.  Still more frequently there occurs in his writings
the formula—a formula untenable according to his own Loggu
__that his philosophy has the same content as (the Christian)
religion, and differs from it only in respect of form. What
he meant by both formulas was, that his system made it once
more possible to prove that there was a rational meaning, not
so much in Bible doctrine—for even Kant and Fichte had re-
produced the Johannine prologue—as in ecclesiastical dogmas
and in the creeds. Hence his incessant gibes at three theo-
logical tendencies—at rationalism, which places religion in
morality only ; at supernaturalism, which sees in the dogmas
only what has been handed down, and not what is deducible ;
at the theology of feeling, which puts subjective piety in the
place of the Confession of the Church. Solong as the School
thought that the way in which Hegel reproduced the dogmas
philosophically was the only correct one, it could feel no need
of having a thorough revision of its position ; and accordingly
it confined its activity at this time to the task of proving that
the standpoints upon which the master had poured out his
mockery deserved it. Marheineke's preface to the second
edition of his Dogmatics, which even those who do not side
with him have pronounced to be a splendid epitaph placed
over the graves of departed rationalism and supernaturalism,
proves to both parties that their views are one-sided. Isaac
Rust, in his frequently reprinted work, Philosoplzy and Chris-
tianity (Mannheim, 1825), points out to the rationalists ;
Gaoschel in his Aphorisms before-mentioned (§ 329, 10) points
out to the literalist supernaturalists ; Kasimir Conradi (lived
and died a clergyman in Derxheim), in his Self-conscrousness
and Revelation (Mainz, 1835), points out to the theologians
of feeling, that if they rightly understood their own views
they would find themselves compelled to adopt a speculative
theology in the Hegelian sense. The criticisms in the
Berliner Jakvbiicker, by Lehnerdt, on Rust's book, and by
Hegel himself on Goschel's, and the delight with which the
younger men among the Hegelians oreeted Conradi’s book,
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proved what a deep interest was felt at the time in the question
of the relation between faith and knowledge—a circumstance
to which such an immature production as my Lectures on
Faith and Knowledge (Berlin, 1837) owed the very friendly re-
ception it met with among the professors, and what was at any
rate the fairly good reception it got from the reading public.
3. It was necessary, however, that sooner or later, par-
ticularly after the death of the master, attention should be
transferred from this preliminary question to the why and
wherefore of the so_frequently lauded reconciliation of faith
and knowledge. Hegel himself, when he spoke of the orthodox
character of his philosophy, that is, of its character as justifying
dogma, had very often explained it by saying that it united
the thought of substantiality with that of subjectivity, as was
fitting, or to put it more shortly, that it made substance
subjective. A great deal may justly be said against the re-
. duction of such concrete relations as those with which we are
' here concerned to abstract logical categories, which do nothing
more than constitute the basis of these relations. It was not
only, that when Hegel first used that formula every one re-
flected that Spinozism and the System of Identity had ended
in Pantheism because they had conceived of the absolute as
substance, and that, on the contrary, the eighteenth century
and Fichte had quite lost sight of God because He had become
for them something purely subjective (an aspiration of the
heart or a moral requirement); but it was seen that all the
questions, the answers to which, given by the Fathers of the
Church, supplied the Church with its dogmas, may really be
reduced to those abstract formulas, and therefore, too, all the
problems which a speculative theology has to solve. The
logical question, whether and how substance can be subjective,
undoubtedly lies at the basis of the question which, because
it concerns the being of God, may be called the #keological
question. This is the question which, during the period of
the construction of dogmas, was known as the Trinitarian
(8§ 139, 140), and which, in modern theology, has taken the
form of the question regarding the personality of God. The
further question, namely, the awé/ropological one, with which
the active movement in the construction of dogmas reached
its close;-asks for inforgnation as to whether man is something
" independent, something self-asserting,—and this may be con-
ceived of either ds self-assertion against compulsion, and there-
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fore as freedom (§ 144), or as self-assertion against destruction,
and therefore as immortality,—and may be easily formulated
thus : Does substantiality belong to the subject, or is it a pure
accident ? Finally, the soferiological or christological question,
which was taken up and answered in the period of the construc-
tion of dogmas between these two (§ 142), may be reduced to
the question: How does (the Divine) substance appear in
-the (human) subject ? - Here, also, the christological question
appears between the two others, only the anthropological
question now emerges first, and the theological question, al-
though it moves side by side with the others, is, along with
consciousness, made the hinge upon which the others turn,
but only quite at the end.
4. That within the School itself the necessity should have
arisen of undertaking a revision of opinion on these points,
was a consequence of the indefiniteness in which -Hegel, in
_his ZLogzc, had left the very categories with which we are here
"concerned. In passing from the Second Part of the ZLoggic
to the Third—from essence to notion, from necessity to
freedom,—he had shown that the contrast between substanti-
ality and what is of the nature of accident so equalizes itself
that the former enters into the Notion as universality, and
the latter as particularity, and that the Notion in this way
comes to be concrete subjectivity. Instead of this expression,
he commonly uses the word individuality, in deference to the
ruling usage of the School-logic ; and, although he warns us
against confounding the unmediated individual with the true
individual, since, in the common usage of language, we never
understand by the individual anything but just that unmediated
individuality, there was a possibility, nay, a likelihood, that
when Hegel spoke of the individual, or even of the subject,
this would be taken to mean an individual copy which could
be duplicated. This copy, just because ifs substantiality lies
“ outside of itself, is accidental and transitory, instead of a real
subject, which is individual and not capable of being repeated,
because it is its own substans, and subsists through itself.
Whoever, in contrast to this, emphasized the fact that, accord-
ing to Hegel, the individual no longer has its substance
opposed to itself (outside itself), and now maintained with
regard to the individual that it was more than a copy, that it
could not be replaced, etc., was perhaps in closer agreement
with the master than those others. Since the latter, however,
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spoke like the rest of the world, it will be easily understood
g«'hy everybody credited them with understanding Hegel
setter. :

§ 336

1. The dmmortality of man, which the System of Identity
had joined Spinoza in ridiculing, and in place of which both
had put the present possession of true ideas, was for the
eighteenth century, and therefore, too, for Fichte at the begin-
ning, the dogma par excellence. Hegel himself had seldom
expressed his views on this point. He did this most definitely
in his criticism of the work of Schubart, who charged him
with denying immortality. In this criticism, he says that in
his philosophy “spirit is lifted beyond all those categories
‘which include the ideas of dissolution, destruction, dying,
etc., not to speak of other quite as express determinations.”
Other expressions, such as, that immortality is * quality in a

" definite form of being” might, like Fichte's, “ No man can
be saved by being buried,” be understood to mean, that death
does not interrupt salvation, or to mean, that after death there
is no salvation. In the School this point was treated as an
appnrav, and continued to be so even after one of the School
had given expression to his views upon it. Lupwic ANDrREAS
FeuersacH (born July 28th, 1804, at Anspach; studied in
Heidelbérg and Berlin ; was for a time Docent in Erlangen ;
lived after this for a long time on his own property in Bruck-
berg as a prolific author, and died on the 12th of September,
1872. His collected works were published in Leipsic by
Otto Wigand), issued anonymously his Z/oughts on Death
and Immortalety (Nirnberg, 1831), in which, instead of turn-
ing death into a mere sham-death as the doctrine of immor-
tality did, he sought to restore it once more to a place of
_honour, and to prove that it was the necessary dissolution
jof the finite in the infinite, and that the continued existence

/1of man consists in historical remembrance. Feuerbach, ac-

' cordingly, describes his theory as pure undisguised pantheism.
It was not only on account of the invectives against Mar-
heineke and some allusions which might be taken as referring
to Hegel that the bpok made no impression on the rest of the
Hegelians, but inpdrticular because its arguments rested wholly
on the contrast ofvinfinite and finite, essence and appearance,
etc., beyond which, according to Hegel, only the abstract
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understanding does-not get. The question acquired greater
prominence in the School through the works of Blasche, a
follower of Schelling (z4d. § 319, 2), inasmuch as Michelet and
Marheineke brought them into notice. Since, however, they
did this in the way of pure opposition, the matter still rested
as it was, The School was more directly brought to take up
a decisive attitude on this question through the appearance of
the following works of Frieprica Ricuter of Magdeburg:
The Doctrine of the Last Things (first vol., Breslau, 1833 ;
second, 1844), and Z#ke New Doctrine of fmmortality (Breslau,
1833). (The later writings of the author: On the Notion
of God and Majesty, the discourses on Continued Personal
Existence, and On the Messianic ldea, attracted no such
attention.) In these works, Richter seeks to prove that, ac-
cording to Hegel's principles, an enduring personal existence
is out of the question,—what, for the rest, could be desired
only by the egoist, who is incapable of an act of resignation.
Weisse, who criticized this work in the Berliner [ahrbiicher
(September, 1833), justly remarked that there was no resigna-
tion whatever in desiring annihilation where there was inner
emptiness ; that the principles of modern philosophy supply us
with data for deducing the immortality of the regenerate ; and
that, besides, it showed a certain crudeness to discuss such
questions in popular books which were read by those who
were incapable of speculation. Owing to this last statement,
Weisse was charged by Richter (in Z/e Secret Doctrine of
Modern Philosophy, Breslau, 1833), and also by others in
different quarters, with concealing his own want of belief in
existence after death, Weisse, accordingly, wrote likewise a
Philosophical Esoleric-Doctrine (Dresden, 18 34), in which he
attempted to show that Hegel was compelled to arrive at a
denial of personal immortality, although he had never stated
his denial from a praiseworthy regard for the consciences of
others. The results of modern philosophy may, however, be
employed in quite a different and much better way, if the
Absolute is assumed to be personal. We may thus save im-
mortality ; of the truth of which we are certain, not indeed
a priori, but by means of our religious and moral experience,
and in which, moreover, only the regenerate will share.

2. While Weisse was occupied with this work, there ap-
peared a criticism by Goschel (Berl. Jahrb., January, 1834) of
the works of Richter mentioned above, which, not unreason-
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ably, had been anxiously awa.i‘_ted by Ehe School ; for i't is from
its appearance that the split in the School dates which, ever
since Strauss uttered his witty conceit, has been known as
the contrast of the Right and Left sides. :
superiority which Spirit has over Nature, according to Goschel
it passes beyond the insurmountable opposition of the uni-
versal (of species), and the particular (of the individual copy)
which exists in nature, and is particularity, individuum,
personality. Pantheism is unable to c‘onceive of these ideas,
and it is to pantheism that not only Richter but many others
as well reduce Hegelianism. Goschel, just as Feuerbach and
Richter, followed Hegel in employing the expression individual
for what would have been better called subject. This led in
his case to attributing eternal existence to something which,
" because man therein shows himself to be what is capable of
reproduction, to be a copy, in fact, is perishable and fleeting.
Those, accordingly, were right enough Who said that he made
man immortal even to skin and hair, while according to
Feuerbach and Richter, not so much as a human hair would
continue to exist. This question was more fully developed
by Géschel in his work, Oz the Proofs for Immortality, etc.
(Berlin, 1835), wherein he distinguishes three principal proofs,
which are put on a parallel with the three proofs for the
existence of God, and which are represented as corresponding
to the three stages of individuum, subject, and spirit. The
fact that many attacked only the outworks of this book, an
edifying Easter-study which formed the preface, and the
supplement, in which among Hegel's sayings one was quoted
which the editors of Hegel's Works had erroneously incor-

porated in the same, did not say much for the thorough study

of a work which was at any rate a remarkable one. Goschel
seemed especially pleased with that very Preface, for the
Seven-fold Easter Question (Berlin, 18 37) appeared in Fhe
form of a commentary upgn it. Opponents of the Hegelian
school paid almost more/attention to Goschel's theories than
the members of the School; but while professing that they
agreed with Goschel's main positions, they denied that these
represented the Hegelian doctrine. This was the position
taken up by Weisse, and by Fichte both in his _criticism of
Richter's book (Blatt fiir Lit. Unterk., 1833) and in his own
work, Zhe Idea of Personality (1834; 2nd revised edition,
18355), and also by a follower of the Neo-Schellingian doctrine,

In virtue of the
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Hubert Beckers, in On C. F. Gischel's Attempt, erc. (Hamburg,
1836).. Hinrichs combated these positions (Berliner Jakr®.,
April, 1836), and asserted the Hegelian character of Goschel's
works, although he found fault with them for their lack of
strict method. _

3. How very strongly, quite apart from the position of the
Hegelian school, the question of immortality stirred men’s
minds at that time, is evident from the charming little work
which, under the name of ¢ Mises’—a name celebrated in
humorous literature—FEcHNER (22d. infra sub § 347, 10),
published as 77e Booklet of the Life after Death (Dresden,
1836). In this we have the first germs of the thought which
was later so ably developed, concerning the psychical nature
of what had been considered to be without a soul, and the
penetration of the lower organism by the higher. Partly by
way of refuting these ideas, and partly by way of supplement-
ing them, Weisse wrote, this time under the pseudonym of
Nicodemus, Z7%e Booklet of the Resurrection (Dresden, 1836).
According to this book, as an embryonic life in the form
simply of body precedes the earthly life, so the heavenly life
ought to be preceded by a Hades-life in the form simply of
sotl. Man, who is by nature mortal, becomes immortal by
partaking of spirit. Thus those who are wholly devoid of
spirit pass away, those who willingly accept spirit are saved,
and those who accept it unwillingly are damned. If Weisse
here seeks an intermediate standpoint between the views of
Fichte, Blasche, and Richter, who deny to man any kind of
existence after death, and those of Goschel, who, as it seemed
to many, allowed him to take everything with him at death,
a similar attempt to reach an intermediate view was made
simultaneously in the Hegelian school. K. Conradi's Zmimor-
tality and Elernal Life (Mainz, 1837) has, besides its many
other merits, this one, that it separates the two conceptions
specified in the title from one another, so that any one who
with Weisse denies to man eternal life, does not therefore
deny to him immortality also. This work, perhaps the most
important on the subject, was taken very little notice of by
the Hegelians. The reason of this undoubtedly was, that
Conradi, whose first work above mentioned had been correctly
described as a phenomenology of the religious consciousness,
in this work also so entirely identifies the phenomenological

moment with the real, that is, the necessity of belief in immor- *

—
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tality with immortality itself, that it often looks as if he wished
to justify the form&r without asserting the truth of the latter,
There was a still stronger reason for his book beine over
Iooked,_ this namely, that the interest felt. by the Hbeceli“ln
school in the philosophy of religion had been transferredbfmrm
the anthropological question to the christological, in con-
nection with which, much more than in connection‘ with the

other, the gulf which separated the two sides from each other
was to become visible.

§ 337

1. Christology became the essentially burning question in the
Hegelian school owing to the appearance of 7% Life of [esus
Critically Treated by Davip FRIEDRICHE STRAUSS (Ttbingen
1835-36). The author (born in Ludwigsburg on the 27th
January, 1808, died in his native town on the 8th Febru‘;—y
I§§74), when no longer a personal auditor of Hegel's but as
Repetent at Tiibingen, the real representative of the Hegefian

philosophy there, had already in two critiques in the Berliner

[ ahrbiicher during the years 1832 and 1834, given expression
to the two fundamental thoughts which at a later perit:)d
formed the dogmatic and critical basis of his famous book. In
the first of these critiques, that on Rosenkranz's Encyclopedia
the view is advanced that, since the philosopher treats of the
world before taking up the absolute spirit, he ought to see
in it nothing more than the Idea manifesting itself in an
exter_na,l form, z.e., Nature ;: and that thus thebconception of
creation does not exist for him. But if miracle is an inter-
ruption of the course of nature by means of creative activity
we can only call it a consequence of what has just been said
when we find that this Critique takes up a most decided
 attitude of opposition to miracle. The second critique that
on Sleﬁcrt, _Schneckcnburger, and Merz, exults over thf; con-
tradmtlpns in the Biblical narratives, and still more over
the artifice of reason which leads, one exegete to sacrifice
the Synoptics to John and another to sacrifice John to the
Synoptics, and thereby advances the education of humanity
from the stage of the letter to that of the spirit. The work
Just mentioned develops the consequences which follow from
these thoughts. It criticizes with equal severity the stand-
point of the supernaturalistic and rationalistic Bible exegetes,
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who are agreed in holding that the Bible, especially the New
Testament, contains history, while the greater part of it
consists of myths, the authors of which, mspired with the
spirit of the Christian community, invented by a process of
unconscious symbolizing what was felt by the spirit of the
Church to be ideal truth. In this way the historical fact that
the greatest of all religious genuises, Jesus, was brought, par-
ticularly by the influence of John the Baptist, first to expect the
Messiah and then to feel himself to be the Messiah, supplied
the point of attachment for these myths, while the garb in
which they were clothed was supplied by the prevailing
Messianic ideas. It is impossible that these narratives can
have any reality in them, because they relate what is
physically and psychologically impossible (miraculous). Still,
they contain truth, because the Infinite does really flow
over into finitude, though certainly not into one single
example ; and not indeed one man, but Humanity, truly united
with God, lives on in spite of death. Schleiermacher with
his distinction between the ideal and the historical Christ,
Kant with his explanation of dogmas, verged on the truth.
The former was untrue to himself, since he admitted the
impossibility of the two Christs being found together, and yet
maintained that this impossibility was the only real miracle.
The latter, again, fell into the error of conceiving of the union
of God and man as simply something which ought to be. In
short, a dogmatic which in the /Jocus of Christ stops short at

. the individual, instead of going beyond this to the idea of the

human species, is no dogmatic but only a sermon. (It did not
show gratitude on the part of Strauss, that in his closing
dissertation he made no mention of Schelling’s historical con-
struction of Christianity. At a later time, he called it the only
bit of free thought which Schelling ever wrote.)

2. The reception which this book met with from the side of
the theologians does not belong to the present discussion,
although it had a decisive influence on Strauss fortunes, since
it was owing to it that he first lost his place as Repetent in
Tiubingen, and then a professorship in Ziirich, and that after-
wards he lectured on his own account in Stuttgart, Heilbronn,
Weimar, Cologne, Heidelberg, Bonn and Darmstadt. In the
philosophical world, Hegel's opponents in particular were
delighted at all this, as for instence Eschenmayer (véd.§ 313,
3). Within the Hegelian school an ever-increasing divergence

S—
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of opinion manifested itself. F. Chr. Baur, Strauss’s teacher,
asserted in his work, Z%e Christian Gnosts (Tiibingen, 1835),
which appeared simultaneously with the Zz/e of Jesus, that
Hegel maintained the existence only of a divine humanity, ar}d
not that of an individual God-man. WirLneLM VATKE, again
(born 1806 ; at that time a Privatdocent, and at present a
professor in Berlin [died in Berlin, April 19, 1882.—Ed.]), a
personal friend of Strauss, gave expression to his views in
Biblecal Theology. In the first and only volume, which trakes
up the religion of the Old Testament (Berlin, 1835), \a{ke
asserts, in opposition to Baur, that the sensuous manifestation
of the God-Man, which in any case is not what is highest, is
conceived of as mythical. BruNo Baurr, who was at that
time a colleague of Vatke's (born Sept. gth, 1809 ; from 1834
to 1839 a Privatdocent of theology in Berlin ; from 1339 on-
wards in Bonn, where in 1842 he was deprived of hlSl office
as Docent, and afterwards lived privately in Be.rlin [dl-ed on
April 13th, 1882, at Rixdorf near Berlin.—Ed.]), in a review of
Strauss’s book (Berliner fakrbiicker, December, 1835), took up
a most decided attitude of opposition to Strauss. In the year
1836 healso started the Zeatschrft fitr speculative Theologre (3
vols. with four parts in each, Berlin 1836-38), which becgme ic
organ of those Hegelians who were averse to the direction
Strauss’s views were taking, and in which many of the works
that later appeared first came out, though only in a fragmentary
manner. Gabler, who also was on the list of the contributors,
declared himself in his Latin inaugural address (1836) as
strongly opposed to the views of Strauss. = A collective review
. (1., 1) which I wrote of the works mentlon.ed in the previous
Section, contains some of the thoughts which at a later time
were more fully developed in a paper specially intended for the
Journal, Body and Soul (Halle, 1837, 2nd ed., 1849). Goschel
contributed (11.,2) an Essay entitled, #7rs¢ f-z?f.zz' ch.s.f,_ 4 coniv:?s—
sion of faith of speculative philosophy, which cdntains as its
main thoughts what was more fully developed in his Consribu-
teons to Speculative Theology (Berlin, 1838). In this work he
attempts to show that, as a kingdom becomes a unity through
the monarch, humanity becomes a unity through primitive man,

in created humanity. In a paper (111, 1), O» Contradictions
i Christian Doctrines, 1 sought to show that the philosophical
treatment of the question to which we are driven by the co

~,

who lives as a moment in God and at the same time as sou
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tradictions in religious ideas results in ‘a mythical (ze. a mis-)
interpretation, only in circumstances such as find no place in
the Christian religion. Schaller contributed (II1., 2) an essay,
On the Characteristics of the Mythical Explanation of the
“vangelical History, out of which at a later time grew the work
entitled 7%e Historical Christ and Philosophy (Leipsic, 1838).
In this book he finds fault specially with the application of the
generic notion to spirit, and seeks to prove that the historical
Christ, in whom the thought of divine humanity came to light,
can alone be the real God-man. In the same way Conradi’s
essay, On the Pre-existence of Christ (111, 2), later became the
work, Christ in the Present, Past, and Future (1839), in which
it was granted to Strauss that it was the Christian community
that was the one which had risen from the dead, and was a
worker of miracles, etc.; but it was concluded from this, that
also its founder must be thought of in this light. Here, even
more than in the work on immortality, the phenomenological
and metaphysical ways of regarding the subject were con-
founded, so that some gathered from the book that Conradi,
like Strauss, taught nothing more than that the Christian com-
murity sew the God-man in Christ, while others emphasized
the fact that he said Christ #ust have been so conceived of,
and that what must be thought of, certainly is. No such
double meaning could be put upon the essays of Bauer, the
Editor.  Although the laudatory notice of Tholuck’s work,
written in opposition to Strauss, enters upon the New Testa-
ment question, these essays have reference mostly to the Old
Testament, and were preliminary studies for 7% Critigue of
the History of Revelation ; Part First (in two volumes), 7%e
Religion of the Old Testament (Berlin, 1838). Bauer here
comes forward in opposition to the negative results reached in
-particular by Vatke, and supposes the existence of prehistoric
and mythical elements only to the time of Abraham, and even

- in the case of these insists that we may gather real history from

them, particularly as to the condition of the period in which
they arose. The patriarchal standpoint, that of the law, the
contrast between law and self-consciousness, and finally
prophecy, constitute the divisions of this work, in the intro-
duction to which Bauer gives detailed expression to his views
on the relation of Christianity to Judaism, Hellenism and
Roman civilization, all three of which co-operated in‘the con-

" struction of dogmas.
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3. Strauss himself gave expression 'to his views on his
relation to the Hegelian school in the 3rd No. of his Contro-
versial Wryitings (Tibingen, 1837). He acknowledges that
Hegel's distinction between notion and presentation brought
him not only, like Marheineke and others, to purify the pre-
sentation somewhat, but really to get beyond the form of
presentation. Hegel himself, who was a thoroughly anti-
critical, anti-revolutionary philosopher of restoration, would
hardly have admitted that he agreed with these conclusions,
which were thus drawn from his statements. They did, how-
ever, follow from his principles; and therefore Strauss declares
that he had not reverted to the views of Schleiermacher, as
Rosenkranz had reproached him with doing. On the contrary,
the anti-critical Hegelians were guilty of having gone back to
the views of Schelling. As to the school of Hegel, that, like

_the French parliament, was breaking up into two sides. On
' the Left he himself sits, if he is allowed, that is to say—
while Gaschel, Gabler, Bruno Bauer, occupy the Ri'ght, and
! Rosenkranz takes the Centre.  This witty comparison met
with so much approval that it has maintained itself down to
the present time. Michelet (22d. § 329, 10), carried the conceit
still further.  In his Hestory of the last Systems of Philosophy
en Germany (2 vols., Berlin, 1837-38), he reminds himself that
the earlier pupils of Hegel likewise b'eiong to th@ Lef_t, then
proposes that the Centre should enter into a coalition with the
Left, so that it may no longer be neither fish nor flesh ; and
by wholly disregarding the points of Strauss’ comparison
promises to this coalition the leadership which had belonged
to the departed master, and along with it an imposing majority.
That there might be no doubt of his belonging to the Upper
House of the Hegelian parliament, he appeared with proxies,
and substitutes. for Gans, Vatke and Benary. Roa_;en}aranz,
who protested strongly against the validity of the principle of
majorities, treated Strauss's conceit from a hL_lmurous point of
view in a comedy, Z/ke Centre of Speculation (Konigsberg,
1840), in which, in a tone of almost frivolous self-mockery, he
said things which gave an inveterate opponent occasion to
declare that this self-knowledge disarmed criticism. If we
keep to Strauss’ description, it will be understood why Schaller,
who granted to Strauss a great deal to which Goschel and Bruno
Bauer were opposed, was placed beside Rosenkranz, ze. in
the Centre. Vatke, who criticized Schaller’s Fistorical Christ
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in a thorough-going way in the Hallische [akrbiicher (1838,
P 2271), said nevertheless that the latter had reached the
extreme limits of concession in reference to presentation, and
had thus manifestly placed himself nearer Strauss. It is in.
teresting to note in this criticism, how Vatke asserts that the

indignation occasioned by the idea that the infinite spirit first /

reaches consciousness in the finite, rests partly on the mis-/
understanding by which the finite spirit was understood to
mean only the human spirit. God is personal even before the
human spirit comes to know Him, but not apart from the finite
spirit, and Vatke holds that in the conception of the angels
of the Bible, which have sprung from the star-spirits, there
is more truth than many imagine. Although, as was said at
the time, this thought was originally due to Strauss, Vatke
was likewise regarded as holding an intermediate position.
There could be no doubt on this point so far as Conradi was
concerned, for in his work he declared himself to be as much
opposed to Strauss as to Goschel. Superficial readers imagined
they observed, even in the case of Strauss himself, a return to
a middle position when his essay, On the Permanent and the
Lerishable in Christianity, appeared in the third part of the
Lrethaven, and especially later, when one of the Zwo Prace-
Jul Papers came out, in which, starting from the fact that
we do not erect any cathedrals, but do erect statues and
monuments without number, Strauss proclaimed the worship
of genius as the religion of the cultured, and in the Pantheon
of this religious community along side of Raphael and Mozart
gave a place also to the religious genius of Jesus.

4. In the conflict between the two sides of the Hegelian
school, their opponents took part in such a way that, so far
as regards the substance of the theories, they agreed with the
Right, but on the other hand allowed that the Left repre-
seuted the peculiarly Hegelian theory. The organ for these
uttcrances was Fichte's Zeitschrift, previously, referred to.
The contributors whose names stood on the title-page, agreed
in scarcely anything else. In it appeared Weisse's criticism
of Tholuck's book (L., 1), which identified the standpoint of
Strauss entirely with that of Hegel, and also Nitzsch's notice
of Gabler's inauguration programme (1L, 1), which did not go
so far, but advised the Hegelian philosophy to abandon the
claim of having made no assumptions. Here, too, appeared
Krabbe's article on the Relation between Phlalosophical ana
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S S
Christian Ethics, in which he places Leibnitz above Hegel,
because, according to the latter, God first attains to conscious-
ness in man ; Fichte's treatise on New Systems and the Old
School (11., 2), which describes Strauss and Michelet as
genuine Hegelians, and points out that the Right Wing went
beyond the ‘master ; Vorlander's essay on' Strauss (111, 1)

- according to which Strauss had made the conflict between

Hegel and Christianity apparent, and had shown that salva.
tion was to be found only in returning to Schleiermaeher; and,
finally, what Weisse (LIL; 2), pretty much on the same lines
as the utterances of Fichte just referred to, wrote on the
Lersonality of God a paper which was occasioned by the
work of Frauenstidt and the ccompanying - preface by
Gabler.

5. The position that Weisse himself took up with regard
to the christological question appears from his Lovangelical
History (2 vols., Leipsic, 1835), with which Fichte declared
he was in essential agreement. * He explains that his aim in

 this book is to restore the historical figure of Christ by getting

rid of the covering of indistinctness with which it had been
surrounded in early times by tradition, and later, by the dog-
mas of the Church. At one with Strauss in denying all’ that

1 miraculous, he admits the possibility of cures, and of 4

power of perceiving what was future and distant on the part
of Christ, and even of appearances of Christ after death ; be-
cause what in the case of others is a sign of disease, such as
somnambulism and walking about after death, was in his case
a manifestation of the most perfect health, Agreed, further,
with Strauss, in holding that a mythical element is mixed up
with the evangelical history, he contends that in this we are
to see historica] myths, z.¢., myths which contain the philo-
sophy of history in a symbolical form. Thus, for instance, in
the tracing of Christ's genealogy to David, the historical
connection of Judaism and Christianity is recognized ; in the
narrative of the Magi, the idea is expressed that the religion
of nature also points to Christianity ; while from the fact that
the relation of Christ to Moses and Elias was perfectly evident
to the Disciples, there arose, according to him, the myth of
the visible transfiguration, and so on.  In opposition to the
pantheistic assertion, that God first becomes a person in-man,
and to the mystic assertion that He first becomes a person in
Christ, Weisse lays down the position, that it was not God in
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His individuality and entirety whohattéingd t(};; pgrsoni]}ig E:;iﬁ
Sci i i t the God who is withir
self-consciousness in Christ, but e in th
world, as distinguished from the perso_n?'l Pélt}:_lt,l‘, t?ﬁ %ﬁ%ogrﬁ
i 15ti i ived in man, E
fact, who also in pre-Chnstlan' times _
came to personal consciousness in Christ, so t?}a.t since El:ll‘li:;t s
time, most men become partakers of salvation only h}- con-
o iti ‘ i t Christ; most men, he says,
scious repetition of the image o rist ; most | sz
for the lli?mitation of salvation to believers appears to _.Wlefssg
to constitute the chief difference between the ecclesmstl(ia an
the cultured consciousness. As there was a \T_:a}t}f)f a'} \f}lt;glrj .
before Christ, so too, after him, there is a pOSE;llbl 1tyh0 eﬁ«%
vithout havi f him. Throughout the en it
saved without having heard 9 ) e
' =mic directed against the notion
work there runs a polemic i ia 2
ion the regular course of history v
the work of redemption t o . .
interrupted, and that God had appeared as a Deus ex ?}zgiﬁ:fyfsi
although Weisse admits that by the entr?nce lof 51]11 t Eft‘;}{ef :
i i 7 orld have taken the place
flicts of the history of the wor ‘ e o
; tion as to whether the accep
fixed laws of nature. (The ques er
ance of the idea of something unnatmial,. of e}\lrll in tfa%rti:
i ‘hich is denied by Pantheism, has no
existence of which is denied by e
necessary correlate the supposition of something dbcglw_e na*Itfurteé
z.¢. of miracle, does not secem to have presented itse
Weisse).
§ 338.

1. Since all religious differences ultimately rest o.n\-thi
different ways of conceiving the 11dea} o{‘ God‘t'm dlgﬁ:szzr;}
ICt hristological questiens, -
on the anthropological and ¢ e
! i incidentally at least, be touched upon.
logical question must, incidentally : Do
W i 1 once more, owing to a
t was forced into the foregrounc _ 5
: ; and along with it the two other questions were
by Strauss; an o — S
néturally also subjected to a new scrutiny. e
also, as in that of the two others, the_ contrast 'etuift .
two sides of the School were to repeat itself, —seeing 561‘0111{1
question includes all religious qllllest;‘,hlls,—i)rl t}?i 2;1(;1]5,;: N
: 7 aintain with the master the
stand those who maintain wi _ C e R
' is because dogma is rational, v ‘
e i I 'ho assert the
1 [ ;i stand those who a
other side, the Left Wing, wou _ hose who as L
impossibility of uniting dogma WHI}—II ph;!o&o;;hy, uga;t}éu:tled
>ince i the Hegelian form
reason.  Since, according to g =
above (§ 334, 3), this latter statement amounts to saying :)hn?
the subgt;ﬁtizllit}' and subjectivity of the absolute are inc
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patible—or to express it in a more concrete form—that th
do not neutralize the pantheism of the Svstem of Identity : egIT
the atheism of the Science of Kn{)wied:qe—it can be u);gg
stood why the Left Wing of the Hegelian school manife ‘:
two diametrically opposite tendencies, which have been e
ficially regarded as one, because they both attack religi Supez
sPtfitgxqre, the fef{;_rllderls of religion amongst the I—ibeggiij:s
antheism in the Hegeli: i : imari :
| Strauss, while Feuergacgnaicﬁ;ft};:u;f:pr%ﬁnmd S
diametirical opposite of pantheism. B
2. Strauss, in his second famous book The Christs
Doctrine of Faith in its Development and in its (. onflict {2?2
Modern Setence (2 vols., Tubingen, 1841—42), first of alTLyéz
i—:ﬁﬁzhhf reflagoﬁl' zt_o H\Egel quite differently from the wz:y ::
€ had hitherto done. Accordin I '
be no doubt that his conception of the %Ié;eil]izz, :}l;lfge C(ifld
rthe only correct one. (Properly speaking, as in the caserfvhe?;
a Whig ministry follows a Tory, what had hitherto b
called the Opposition ought from this time forward to hzen
‘been called the Right.) The other side, above all Gijsch‘:j
and Bruno Bauer, were covered with scorn. Schlei,crmach
received almost similar treatment, perhaps because bt .
was compelled to hear, oftener than he liked, that he had 2
back to Schleiermacher’s views. The Christian reli ionggnc{;
/modern philosophy were opposed to each other as th%ism aﬂ i
g?ntlg';cisz:z, beca;se Spinoza was in a_special sense the fatlri:r
> latter.  Any attempt to blend ; 7 res i
such ridiculous productionls as the Worlzzi)fn{{;e?ig I‘E-‘nll)ﬂts i
is the product of the uncultured _consciousness : and Wlogm_d
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history. Strauss for this reason takes up each dogmatic locus,
discusses the first traces of its origin in the Bible, shows how
ecclesiastical dogma has grown out of biblical doctrine, how
with the Reformation the process of breaking up begins, how
the incomplete views of the Reformers were improved upon
by the Socinians and Arminians, by Spinoza and the English
Deists, how these last again were further improved upon by
the French and German Enlightenment, until, in the joint
Pantheism of Hegel and Schelling, the result is reached, that
the one Infinite which manifests its energy in the finite, takes
the place of God and the world. He further shows, that
there is no other God than the thought which is in all think-
ing beings, that there are no attributes of God which are ~
other than the laws of nature, that in the All there is no sig™
of increase or diminution, that the Absolute refiects itself from
all eternity in ever different finite spirits, like a large orange-
tree in which we always see buds, blossoms, and fruit, though
these are never the same. Whoever has accomplished some-
thing may die calmly. The positions of the first work are
maintained in this book to be incapable of refutation. If
attention was called above to the agreement between these
and the theories of Schelling, it must here be regarded as
characteristic that Blasche in particular is referred to, and
that, although in reference to Spinoza, it is said that there is
wanting in his Substance the negativity which necessitates
the positing of the individual, and which meets its due in
Hegel, still fault is found with Hegel for the very thing by
which he surmounted crude Pantheism, namely, his disregard
of endless progress, and of the dilemma. It is not only in
regard to this last point that the views of Michelet in his
work, On the Personality of God and Human Immortalily
(Berlin, 1841), are closely connected with those of Strauss.
When he declared that e/so is the most unphilosophical of
words, perhaps he was thinking of what Hegel had said, that -
it was the auf auz. Michelet differs from Strauss, in that the
latter, in order to escape having to lay down a beginning for
the conscious existence of the Absolute, refers, like Vatke, to
spirits in other stars, in which it knows itself eternally, an
idea which Michelet pronounces to be transcendental supersti-
tion. Conversely, Strauss recognises in what is revealed to
us by the strata of the earth, monuments of an earlier past,
while Michelet, on the contrary, despatches the whole history
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of the earth with the remark, that it transforms the co-exis-
_tent into what is successive, forgets that Nature presents us
“only with what is “splendid as on creation’s day,” and
which was therefore perfect from all cternity.  Michelet does
not wish, as Strayss does, that this theory should be called
Pantheism; and he maintains that jt satisfies the needs of
the religious consciousness. 1Ip » later work, 77 Lpiphany
of the Elernal Lersonality of the Spirit (N lirnberg, 1844), he
, $ays, that since God comes to consciousness and exists, not only
i , but in humanity, CVery one can say that God is

(for him) a transcenident existence, that he may pray to Him,

ete. (Exactly in the same way Berkeley held that things
existed only in minds, and Yet were external to ys. Vi,
§ 2971, 6.) Baur, agreeing more or less with Strauss and
Michelet, taught in his Christian Doctrine of the 7 rinity and
Lncarnation of God (3 vols., Tiibingen, 1841—43), that Trinity
and creation were the same, that the Son was only the world
conceived of abstractp., Fr. Theodor Vischer, celebrated
later as a writer on asthetics, expressed himself stj]] more

decidedly, partly in his characterization of Strauss in the

Hallische alrbiicher, partly in other €ssays, to the effect that

true philosophy was incompatible with religion, Georgii op-
posed the two to each other as pantheism and dualism ; and
that Marklin, at aj] events latterly, thought of them in the -
Same way, is evident from the biography by which Strauss
did honour, both to his friend and to himself. The Critical
school, usually called the Tﬁbingen school, received s power-
ful impulse from Strauss, but only through his Life of Jesus.
Thus we find, ‘as the positive complement of his negative
assertion, that these narratives were not historical, the view
that we can nevertheless gather rea] history from them, a
view partly - suggested by the history of mythology,—since
Ottfried Miiller had taught that in the histories of the gods
the history of the forms of worship which displaced one an-
other, could be recognised,—and partly borrowed from a man
in regard to whom this school is ‘accustomed to be very re-
served, namely Bruno Bauer,

3. We might recognise a chemical Jaw in the fact that, as in
the Hegelian theory it was only the moment of Pantheism,

contained in it in 4 latent state, which had been liberated, now it
is the other opposite moment which ;g set free in the same
Way; so that, in contrast to the former one-sidedness, Hegel's
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seiousness in reference to its own actions that religion in all
Ity statements is seen to contain what are simply contre-véritds,
which become truths so soon as subject and predicate are
ullowed to change places. From the statement, Compassion
i§ divine, religion frames the proposition, God is compas-
slonate. Since the statement, Love is divine, is turned into
the proposition, God is love; and since love, apart from a
sensuous nature and capacity for suffering, is unthinkable, there
iirise the dogmas of the Incarnation aad of a suffering God.
The Catholics are more logical than the Protestants, since
they deify not only the love of the Father and the Son, but
also the mother's love. Because it appears to man to be some-
thing divine that all wishes should be fulfilled, by simply
converting this thought the idea originates, that God fulfils our
wishes, performs miracles, hears prayer, etc. That God in
reality is only the affirmative answer to our own wishes, is most
plainly seen in the dogma that we can be saved without works,
that is, without trouble, and in the dogma that man is immortal. ~
Up to this point it might seem as if Feuerbach were not
teaching anything very different from what Fichte had taught
in his first work (§ 310), with which Feuerbach’s book agrees
often even to the very wording of the thoughts. The dif-
ference, however, is, that in Fichte that ““divesting” which
was held to be necessary for most, was looked on as harmless
for all. Feuerbach takes quite a different view. Just because
that of which man divests himself when he makes himself
objective, is his essential nature, is the universally- human
element in him, religion makes humanity unhuman, limits it,
abandons the universal and only increases egoism. It is in
faith, therefore, that the evil principle essentially lies. Even
when the Christian religion in a thoughtless fashion praises
love, it makes of this a love which is confined to fellow-
believers. Hence the horrors which have sprung from religion.
The practical direction is, that we should convert all the state-
ments of religion, and then we would get at the truth. What
is true in the doctrine of the sacraments is, that eating and
drinking and the bath are divine things.

4. It could hardly have been believed that Bruno Bauer,
who had been treated, especially by Strauss, but by others as
well, as the scapegoat of the Right Wing, would reach similar
results. Just when Michelet had prophesied that he would
very soon ally himself wholly with Hengstenberg, Bauer's
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process of symbolizing prompted by the spirit of the Church,
ives us nothing better than what was given by the old
ingpiration theory. The Biblical narratives are, on the
gontrary, to be regarded as the product of a conscious prag-
matism, as fictions with a purpose. In spite of their sources,
however, they give us historical information, since from such
an artistic production we may gather what the condition of
the period was in which it arose. To describe these poetical
productions on this account as deception, because, taken as
representing reality, they would be absurd and even horrible,
would be as foolish as if we were to call Raphael's Christ-
child a lie, in regard to which the same holds good. They
contain truth, even what may be recognised as historical
truth. Thus, in the history of the Temptation, the struggles
and collisions which had agitated the Church, and in which its
presence of mind achieved the victory because it turned back
in fear from the abyss before which it stood, are represented
as an incident in the life of Jesus into which they have been
changed. The most important element in his writings, from
a philosophical point of view, is to be found in Bauer's
utterances with regard to the religious spirit. These under
the form of “resting points” interrupt the critical discussions.
The religious consciousness is opposed to the free conscious-
ness as an alienated consciousness, and therefore to morality as
well. In accordance with this, since what is theological is just
what is not human, the perfection of religion is placed at a
point at which nature, the family, the State, world-dominion, ara
no longer the essentially dominating powers revered as divine,
and therefore not at a point at which the chains of the enslaved
spirit appear any longer surrounded by the flowers of family
and State interests, but where war has been declared against
all these. So now, after the vampire of spiritual abstraction
has sucked all the blood and life out of humanity, and has left
behind the emaciated Ego as the solitary power, the spirit is
not yet capable of doing without the illusion that its essential
nature is an objective power (God) standing over against it.
The position here referred to is the one occupied by the
Christian religion. Its God, Christ, is born contrary to the
course of nature, and works against it. ~He belongs to no
family, to no nation, etc. As an historical existence, he would
be a horrible being; as the peculiar essence of man in an
objective form, set free from any connection with the sub-
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stantial forces in human life, the essence of purely abstract
sclfhood, he is the culminating point of all religion. He is
certainly its end as well; for when criticism, by proving the
' impossibility of such a subjective existence, denies any object-
¢/ ive reality to what composes it, it has driven self-consciousness
back upon itself, and like a Ulysses returned home it will show
that it can still bend the bow. A chorus of admiring bawlers
was gathered round Bruno Bauer by this book, and also
through the injustice shown by a ministry which deprived him
of a lectureship it had not bestowed. Since amongst these
~dmirers the Semitic race was strongly represented, they
were somewhat dejected by his Jewish Question (1842), in
which he came forward in opposition to the cry for the
emancipation of the Jews, because he held that it was utterly
unreasonable to ask that those who excluded themselves and
wished to be the chosen people, should not be excluded.
The Jews, in order to arrive at perfect freedom, that 1s, at a
state in which they would have no religion, would have to
take many more steps than the Christians, who had almost
attained it.  Perhaps Christianity Unvetled would have
conciliated those who had been startled. It was confiscated,
however, in the book-shop ; and only a single copy, so far as is
known, has been preserved. It works out what is in substance
. the same thought, that the Christian is in the most favourable
position for rising to the freedom enjoyed by Atheists, while
_ the Jew has scarcely any alternative but to pass through
Christignity. e
5. Feuerbach and Bruno Bauer do not however stand to
Strauss only in a negative relation, as is implied in what ‘was
often asserted at the time, that Feuerbach's Essence of Chris-
tianity leaves Strauss Doctrine of Faith as far behind as
Bruno Bauer's Synoptics does his Life of [esus. Their posi-
tion rather is the direct opposite to his, as they themselves
[ declared when they said, that while he calls himself a pan-
theist they call themselves atheists ; and every one will agree
with Feuerbach (Z%esis towards a Refornmt of Philosophy),
that Atheism is just Pantheism reversed. If, accordingly,

Feuerbach does not, like Bruno Bauer, conduct a polemic -

directly against Strauss, he does so indirectly, since he attacks
just those very Hegelian propositions which Strauss most
firmly maintained, as for instance, amongst others, that God
knows Himself in man. From this contrast between them
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it necessarily follows that Strauss, to whom every man is
nmrely'-' a s.pecimen, should despise the masses, should be con-
servative in politics, should place above all else that form of
thmkm_g which is free from all idiosyncrasy, should write with
a plastic, unimpassioned calm, should live in Spinozistic seclu-
sion. Feuerbach, again, who so often repeats the statement
that the subject cannot be repeated, that it is difficult to
understand how he can escape immortality, is destructive in
politics, always writes with passion, must have compan
(subjects) about him, even though it is thoroughly bad ; ang ]
Bauer identifies things to such an extent with a sdbject as to
speak of the “seven-year-long sufferings of science” exactly
in the style of Feuerbach, when he renounced his professor-
s_hlp”and said, ** Philosophy has now ceased to be a profes-
sion. Ba}uer’s style, too, mirrors the constant self-absorption
of the s_ub_}ect in itself. Thus, for Strauss, philosophy became
a doc‘trme of ‘“all is one,” while for the two others it was a
doctrine of self-consciousness or of personality, For this
reason the former exalts Spinoza especially, while the two
latter find their spiritual comrades and models in the eighteeﬁth
century. Up to this point there is no other sign of difference
between Feuerbach and Bauer, than that which necessarily
arose from. their entirely different individualities, and just be-
cause their standpoint is subjectivism. In one point, however
they soon differ. Bruno Bauer, in the two anonymous works,
The Trumpets of the Judgment Day on Hegel the Atheist and
Auntichrist (Leipsic, 1841), and Hegel's Theory of Religion and
Art Judged from the Standpoint of Faith(1842), seeks, under
the mask of a pietist, to prove that Hegel agreed entirfziy with
the atheists of the eighteenth century, and that therefore the
present Bruno Bauer was a pure Hegelian. Feuerbach, again
when the authorship of the Z7umpets was attributed to him,
wrote an essay entitled, Az Estimate of the Work: The E ssence
of Christianity (1847), in which he says that his present teach-
ing, so far from being an unfoldin'g of Hegelian theories
on the contrary originated in opposition to these theories. If
any one is to be called his forerunner, let it be Schleiermacher
Hegel's theory, he asserts, is entirely religious, and therefore i;
belongs to the Old Testament of philosophy. (He afterwards
said that the so-called Right Wing of the Hegelian school
was the one which was in complete harmony with the master. )
6. This splitting up of the Hegelian Left into Pantheism
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and Atheism was far from adding strength to the Right. The
result rather was, that the latter was placed between two fires,
and, owing to the undeniable fact that the more brilliant talent
was on the side of the opponents, fell into a not very flourishing
state. Itistrue that the Right was no more silent in reference
to the theological question than in reference to the others,
but its voice died away pretty much unheard. Hinrichs, in a
criticism on Michelet's Hzstory of the Last Systems (Halliscke
[akvbiicher, 1839, p. 457 ff.), expressed himself in regard to
this pretty much after the fashion of Géschel. 1 attempted
in my work, Nature and Creation (Leipsic, 1840), and in a
treatise closely connected with it, though published at a much
later date : 7 Ve Plulosoply of Religron as Phenomenology of the
Religions Consciousness (in: Vermaschte Schriften, Leipsic,
1843), to develop a cardinal point of this question, namely, the
idea of creation, in such a way as to show how the relation
between the physical and religious ways of looking at things,
as well as the idea of miracle, might be made intelligible. I
sought also to prove that, since the different religions show
different stages of - consciousness, the philosophy of religion,
just because it is at one point necessarily an explanation of
myths, absolutely may not be this at another. . Gabler con-
tributed Zhe Hegelian Philosophy, Contributions towards
Right Judgment and Estimate of the Same, First (and only)
Part, Berlin, 1843. This was originally a criticism of Trendelen-
burg s Logwcal Investigations, and in it the Hegelian philosophy
was given a place nearer to Mysticism than to unbelief, while
Pantheism was described as error, and Atheism as absurdity.

Reinhold Schmi&t, a native of Livonia, and Joh. Wilh. Hanne,
a native of Brunswick,—both of whom afterwards abandoned
this standpoint, but went in quite different directions, —wrote
respectively, 7/%e Christian Religion and the Hegelian Philoso-
phy (Berlin, 1837), and Rationalism and Speculative 1heology
in Brunswick (Brunswick, 1838). Goschel's book has been
already referred to above. Even if,—which was not the case,—
the Right Wing of the Hegelian school had been able to bring
men into the field who could have coped with Strauss and Bauer
in theological learning, even if it could have arrayed against
them an acuteness such as was possessed by the former and
which constantly reminds us of Lessing, a gift of musing
self-absorption such as characterized the latter, or finally, the
force of a Feuerbach which, though it early showed a certain
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tendency to cynicism, was always full of power,—it would have
fallen far short of the Left, in so far as influence upon the
reading public was concerned. The reason of this lies in the
fact, that Hegel's teaching had been taken up by the Left in a
one-sided and abstract way ; and the great majority of people
always prefer what one can become fanatical about, and this is
never anything but what is abstract. The concrete, in which
opposite determinations are united together, appears to most,
according as the ethical or the intellectual standard is applied,
to be either a timid half-measure or confused thought. The
man who definitcly takes up one side ev ervnhere gains the
day. If Strauss, in reference to the Dilemma, reminds Hegel
that it is not only profound thinking which disregards con-
tradiction, the majority of people still ignore the fact that
profound thmkmg also does it ; and acuteness, which, in order
to make absurdity 1mpos:.1ble renounces profound thinking,
is—as it was also in this instance—sure of success.

7. In what was last remarked is also involved the reason
why the works of two men who have already been referred to
several times as disinclined to extremes, were so little studied
in a thorough way, when they published books in which all the
questions hitherto discussed were treated in a style which was
generally associated with the Centre of the School. Vatke’s
book was at least praised ; but how little it was actually read,
is evident when we remember that in Schwartz's much-lauded
HHistory of the most Recent Theology, at all events in the first
edition, it was not once mentioned. Conradi's book found
quite as few readers, and not 2ven a single appreciative one.
Weisse’s opinion, that Vatke's book was the most solid one
which had appeared for years in the Hegelian school, may be
supplemented by mentioning Conradi's alongside of it. K.
Conradi, in his Cretigue of “Christian I)aozﬂ?zas Accovding to
the Melhod of the Apostles Creed (Berlin, 1841) holds that the
evangelical history should not be criticized, but only dogmas,
and so takes up the latter in their most primitive form and where
they have just sprung out of history and are still held together
by historical threads, namely, in the Apoatle% Creed. He then
shows how in each Jocus which is examined in accordance with
the three articles, reflection discovers contradictions which are -

- done away with by means of speculation. To the diffieulty

which lies in the subject itself there is added in Conradi’s
book the further dltﬁcult\e that his manrer of uniting phenom-
VOL. IIL e
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enological and ontological investigations, which has been
already twice remarked upon, is in no work carried so far as
in this one. He has here made use of the right he claims of
touching quite shortly on what he had previously more fully
developed; and he exercises this right even where his views
have in the meantime undergone alteration. This is a point
to which Weisse, in his review in Fichte's Zestschrzft (VIII,,
2), rightly called attention. Thus it has come about, that peo-
ple have read out of,—or, as he would perhaps say, read into,
—his profound constructivé ideas and his acute denials, both
Strauss’ worship of Genius and Schleiermacher’s impersonal
but person-making Saviour, the orthodox doctrine of immor-
tality, and the assertion that Christ, in order to be a Redeemer,
had to be the greatest transgressor. While Conradi’s work
already proclaims by its title that all dogmas are to be dis-
cussed in it, this is really done also in Vatke's work, although
it is brought forward only as a monograph on Human Frecdom
in tts Relation to Sin and Divine Grace (Berlin, 1841). He
declares at the very beginning; that he is equally opposed to
the standpoint which passes for orthodox, according to which
- God is regarded as finite individual personality, and to panthe-
ism, which looks on the personality of God as the sum of
human personalities. He further opposes the view, which
was at all events supported by Hegel, that the philosophy
-of religion has to get a grasp only of the subject-matter of
dogmatics, not also of that of theological ethics ; while at the
same time he maintains that religion in its innermost essence is
worship, is an inner reconciliation of self-consciousness and will
with God, with which speculation can never come into conflict,
though it certainly may do so with dogma. The investiga-
tion is divided into three sections, of which the first treats of
the will in general, the second of the will in the sphere of
subjective religion, and the third of the will in the sphere of
objective morality. In the first section, it is specially worthy
of note, that he lays stress on what most Hegelians forget,
holding, that by the Absolute,—he ought to have said, by the
Absolute Spirit, —speculation understands, not what according
to religious conceptions is called God, but the kingdom of
the spirit, God in unity with his kingdom. (If Vatke had not
made such repeated mention of God where he ought to have
said kingdom of heaven, there would not have been such
an outcry about his statement, that the Absolute Spirit-is not
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personal, but more than personal). The second section is the
most important, but also the most difficult. He goes over all
the single moments of the subjective will which constitute the
presuppositions necessary for those complicated relations in
connection with which we can first begin to speak of good
and evil. (Accordingly, in the narrative of the Fall, what lasted
through centuries is compressed into a moment.) It is then
further shown how, through the relation to God and His law,
evil becomes sin, and he maintains that the latter is_necessary
only that it may cease to be. The ideal of human develop-
ment would be reached, when evil entered into the will only in
so far as was necessary to awaken conscience, but in that case
existed only as something which had been overcome and was
simply a possibility. The impossibility of such religious
strength of mind, particularly under special circumstances, can-
not be demonstrated. He then takes up the one-sided methods
of explaining the origin of evil, and the equally one-sided
views as to the relation of human freedom to divine activity,
and at the same time discusses trinitarian and christological
questions, and the different way im which God works in
nature and in the sphere of freedom, from which the impossi-
bility of miracles is supposed to follow. The third section
shows how, by means of a religious transfiguration, moral
communities become a kingdom of God, in which, as in the
glorified Christ,—though not in Christ as reduced to a single
personality,—the fulness of God dwells through the manifold-
ness of spiritual gifts. To evil and to sin, as mentioned
i the first section, there corresponds here the immoral, in the
destruction and utilizing of which Providence consists. The
final result is, that the kingdom of God, once become a Church,
transforms everything, art and science, ingo a means of grace,
and, while at once militant and triumphant, approaches nearer
to the goal where God is free Spirit for free spirits, where His
will is recognised and willed as the will of free spirits, and
where His love is concentrated in the focus of grateful re-
ciprocal love. Even those who are of opinion that Vatke
here approaches too near to pantheism, will feel themselves
essentially beneiited by the thorough study of his work, of
which not even a careful epitome, much less a mere table of
contents like the above, can give an idea.
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C—PHENOMENA IN THE SPHERES OF ETHICS AND
POLITICS.

§ 339

1. Every one will at least have become doubtful of ascrib-
ing an orthodox character to the school in which only the
small handful composing the Right Wing keeps to orthodoxy ;
and, indeed, the most celebrated member of this side, Gos-
chel, often does not know what to think, not of orthodoxy, but
of the Hegelian philosophy. With the destruction of the
second work of restoration, the first was not in any way
thereby re-established. The dialectic method passed into entire
oblivion in the disputes which have been characterized.
Strauss never employed it in his writings; and if he reminds
us of the dilemma of Hegel, he at the same time also hinted
that the solution of contradictions was not the chief thing.
On the other side, Gabler seeks to escape the reproach that
the Hegelian God was just the Hegelian method, by pro-
nouncing it to be of secondary importance. But if it is all
over with the logical foundation of the system, and with its
orthodoxy, then there remains only the third point, which was
brought forward (§ 331, 1) in order to show how Hegel was a
philosopher of restoration. If in the discussions on the funda-
mental principles of the moral life, views should be broached
which unite atomistic-ethics and revolutionary politics with
the negative position in the two points already treated, there
will be no reason whatever for asserting that these views are
in agreement'with those of Hegel. At most, the honour will
be left him of having been the starting-point. This is the
reason why, if in the first section the anti-Hegelians mono-
polized the discussion, and the Hegelians in the second, in
this section that will be done by those who go beyond Hegel,
and are thus ultra-Hegelians.

2. Ricuarp Rotur's Beginnings of the Christian Church
and of its Constilution (first volume ; Wittenberg, 1837), ap-
pears as a prophetic announcement that scientific interest will
soon be diverted from religious to political questions. (R_othe
was born January 28, 1799 ; in 1823 he became chaplain to
the Prussian Embassy; from 1828 to 1837 he was professor
in the Seminary at Wittenberg ; from 1837 onwards, with the
exception of the years 184934, when he was in Bonn, he
was professor in Heidelberg : he died in this capacity on the
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2oth August, 1867.) In this work a man, celebrated for his
gifts as a preacher, and for his thorough piety, sought to carry
out the thought that the Church no longer corresponds to the
Christian life, as a form in which it can be realized, but that
the State alone does this, though certainly not a State which

'has any kind of Church -attached to it, but one which has

absorbed the religious life after the dissolution of its ecclesias-
tical setting. The fact that it is justthe cultured who are’
becoming estranged from the Church, and are turning full of
hope to a State-life, presents an approach to that condition of
things which the seer beholds, in whose new Jerusalem there
stands no temple. This State of the future will, as the Church
did formerly, overleap the limits of natiomality, not in the
form of a universal State, but as an organism of States. This
State, which undoubtedly lies beyond the present, though not
beyond the earth,—but, on the contrary, is always realizing it-
self more and more on the earth,—has, along with the religious
element, absorbed the artistic element as well ; and national
festivals constitute its proper form of worship. In the course
of the investigation, Hegel and Schleiermacher are designated
as those who had the profoundest conception, the one of the
State, the other of religion. This book of Rothe’s, which was
described by many at the time as the counterpart of Strauss’
Life of [esus,—because it annihilates the Church just as
Strauss' book annihilates the Founder of the Church,—was
just for this reason hailed with delight by many anti-Hege-
lians, because they said it shows to what the Hegelian philo-
sophy leads, namely, to pagan deification of the State.

§ 340. g

1. The very thing which Rothe’s book announced as likely to
happen, actually did take place through the instrumentality of
the HarriscHE JAHRBUCHER, the history of which, as the
Editor afterwards said, is really a part of the history of the
time. The originality of the two principal editors, ARNOLD
Ruce (born 1802 ; from 1832 to 1841 Privatdocent in Halle ;
lived afterwards in Dresden and Paris, and finally in England
| Ruge died Dec. 31, 1880, at Brighton.—Ed.]), and Tueopor
EcuterMEVER (Teacher in the normal school at Halle, then
in Dresden, where he died in 1842), each of whom was the
complement of the other, and the fact that they had an ener-
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getic publisher in perfect sympathy with them, enabled them
to bring out this journal under the most fayourable auspices,
on January ist, 1838. The very first article, on the Halle
University, which was the joint -composition of the two editors
{1838, pp. 1 ff. and 665 ff.), shows that the standpoint of the
Jakrbiicker was that of the Hegelian philosophy ; and it is
especially pointed out that £o Ruge belongs the credit of hav-
ing been the first to introduce the youth of Halle to its meta-
physical depths. Later, Ruge challenges any one to mention
a single point in which he departs from Hegel's views; and he
volunteers to read a privatissimum on Hegel's Logic for Leo.
Other contributors call Hegel the centre round which the

present turns (pp.© 348, 770), so that the strictures of Feuer-

bach on Hegel, to the effect that he did not sufficiently recog-
nise the importance of Fichte (p. 46), passed all the more un-
heeded, since Feuerbach himself, in his criticism of empiricism,
explains that in principle he is at one with Hegel (p. 582). If
it is considered besides, that although in the course of the
year 1843, Strauss (On Justinus Kerner, p. 6) and Vischer
(Strauss and the Wiirtembergers, p. 449) had supplied most
‘attractive essays, both were kept from taking up theological
questions, in accordance with the principle of the Jakrbiicher ;
that the editors explain that they do .not share the view
according to which the existence of the Absolute in Christ is
impossible (p. 1101), that they reject Carove’s deism and
humanism (p. 1435), congratulate themselves on the respect
shown to what is positive in contrast to rationalism (p. 611),
take religion under their protection, and defend it against
Heine and Feuerbach’'s Lezinitz, as well as the Church against
the attacks of Rothe (pp. 1073, 1154), call Géschel a man of
great ability, say that philosophy and dogma differ only as
regards form (pp. 1884, 1888), describe the moderate deists
and the' Jews as heretics in reference to the free spirit of the
‘age (pp. 1177, 1187); then, if we regard the Centre of the
egelian school as the standpoint occupied at that time by
the Ja/Zrbiicher in the form in which the Centre was repre-
sented by Vatke and Conradi, these two are perhaps placed
too far in the direction of the Left. As regards politics, the
[akrbiicker showed a decidedly Prussian colouring, as came out,
for instance, in the review of Gorres' Athanastus (pp. 481, 729),
without however raising the suspicion of intentional exaggera-
tion which obtruded itself in other places owing to the large type
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in which the complements paid to the Prussian Government
and administration were printed. Parallels between Prussia
and France always resulted in favour of the former, and it
seented indisputable that the monarchical system was the best.

2. That the Jakrbiicher had made a change of front, to
which Feuerbach's previously mentioned essay on positive
philosophy already pointed (p. 2305),—an essay, be it said,
into which the editors inserted a captatio benevolentie for the
Hegelian school which is not Feuerbach's,—became much
more evident in the issue of the year 1839. This appears
already in the Preface, which casts off the fetters of an exclu-
sive school from the Jakrbiicher, and assures its readers that
it is able to survive the withdrawal of less pietistically inclined
men (z.e. Goschel, among others). It was further seen in
two notices by Ruge of Bretschneider's Bazon Sandax and
Strauss Permanent and Transient (1839, pp. 77, 94), in
which a warning was given against despising rationalism, a
habit which, it was said, was common amongst profound
speculative fools. Gischel is attacked by Echtermeyer in
the sphere of -@sthetics (p. 153), and by Ruge in that of the
history of religion. The admittance of Strauss’ masterly
essay on Schleiermacher and Daub (p. 97) shows that the
theological sphere was no longer closed for him. The essay
on Pietism and Jesuitism (p. 241) pronounces every philo-
sophy which justifies dogma, to be pious philosophy with a
purpose, and treats the dialectic method ironically, by apply-
ing it to the irrational. It is true that refigion is still extolled,
but only in the form of Protestantism, in contrast to old
lumber. Wherein this consists, is a point left indefinite. The
fact that Feuerbach's Philosoply and Christianity was pre-
vented from appearing in the Jakzbiicker solely by the action
of the press censor, shows what position it already had taken
up in regard to religion. When, accordingly, Hinrichs, in a
criticism upon Michelet (p. 465), declared himself opposed to
the views of the latter, the editors, by slight insertions, made
him say things about the Right Wing which he had never

‘thought of saying. The opposite view to that of the Right °

Wing constantly gained more ground in the Jakrbiicker. We
soon find it said that dogmatics ought simply to be the history
of dogmas; that nobody can believe and know, for the one
is incompatible with the other (p. 496). In the notice of the
evangelical histories by Neander and Weisse, Georgii de-
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scribes the standpoint of religion as dualism, and as therefore
incompatible with philosophy, which asserts the existence
only of what is here and now. Ruge, who had just ex-
pressed himself with a good deal of diplomacy regarding
Strauss’ worship of genius, now finds fault only with its
‘aristocratism, which is disproved, for instance, by the indis-
criminate out-pouring of the spirit at the Leipsic Reformation
festival (pp. 985, 1329). The very full essay on the Schiller
festival in Stuttgart (p. 1097), commends the fact that here
we have the celebration of the true revelation of God, that
- which is given in genius. . Rosenkranz, z.e., the Centre, comes
in for his turn, after the /a/#biicher had broken with the
Right. Bayerhof reads him a lecture (p. 1391), because he
is coquetting with orthodoxy, and believes in immortality.
Feuerbach finally gives a criticism of the Hegelian system
(p. 1657) in which he rejects its principal points, 27z the
way in which it begins with the absence of all presupposi-
tions, the importance which is conceded to negation, the sub-
ordinate place given to nature. - In the same way, in an
essay on Goldschmidt's European Pentarchy (p. 1729), Hegel
is reproached with having brought, by his old German ro-
manticism, so many of his pupils into bondage. The last
remark points to the alteration which this year had brought
with it in reference to politics. On the occasion of the ap-
pearance of Forster's war-songs, and in connection with the
Berlin volunteer festival (p. 433), the Prussian patriotism- of
the Jakrbiicker wad still at its height. Now, however, Ruge,
under the mask of a Wiirtemberger (p. 208g), writes a de-
scription of the Prussian Government and the hitherto so
much lauded bureaucracy, in which he turns the * State of
¢ intelligence ” into ridicule; and Biedermann in Leipsic examines
the Prussian State-principle, and finds that it is entirely
steeped in Catholicism (p. 2277). The greatest sensation of
this year is occasioned by the joint “ Manifesto” of the editors
on “ Romanticism and Protestantism,” in which the idea of
Romanticism is so defined as to include all fixed adherence to
the ideas which had been surmounted by meansof Protes-
tantism, to include therefore the standpoint of the fixed Idea.
It was out of policy, Ruge subsequently says, that they had
here confined themselves to the domain of philosophy and
@sthetics ; the main purpose from the be8inning- had been a
political one. The fact that Hegel is here put in contrast with
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Romanticism, the culminating point of which is to be found
in Schelling, and this after Feuerbach had proved that he had
simply completed the System of Identity, produces a singular
impression. ; _ )

3. During the year 1841, in which the Jakrbiicher rapidly
follows the new course it has entered upon, the essays which
have a theological interest, or, speaking generally, any strictly
scientific interest, as for example Vatke's review of Jul
Miiller's frequently reprinted book on Sin (2 \:'ols., Brcs_iau),
give place to the popular discussion of practical questions,
Echtermeyer seldom wrote, and Ruge all the oftener. A
joyful announcement that Feuerbach was engaged on a
critique of impure reason, was followed by the fourth article
of the Manifesto, in which the old Hegelians are reproached
with idleness, induced, says the Manifesto, by the master.
They contemplate the historical process of the world, instead

" of taking part in what is practical; and their romantic cue

makes them unjust to what is useful, to Nicolai and the
Enlightenment. An essay, Europe tn the Year 1849, vindi-
cates hegemony for France, and lays down the position that
there is only one Atheism, namely doubt in reference to the
spirit of history. - Koppen sings the praises of the Enlighten-
ment of the eighteenth century, which, and not the Refox:ma-
tion, begins the modern period, and jeers at the Hegelians,
for whom Hegel's Logic replaces the Veda, while Ruge
affirms that Brahma's kingdom is at an end. In an essay on
Von Gagern and Hegel, he blames the latter for having
abandoned the Theory of Contract, for having taken corporate
bodies under his protection, for closing his system with religion
instead of with universal history and the modern State. He
gives an enthusiastic welcome to Bruno Bauer's National
Church, and extols the Prussian State, because it 'has
annihilated the Church. In another essay, the Hegelians
are ridiculed for the orthodoxy with which they stick to the
Encyclopedia ; and Hegel himself is ridiculed for his idealism,
which prevents him from seeing that spirit embodies itself at
the present time in steam and iron, and that money, without
which there is no industry, is the true idealist. Another
writer calls the Hegelian philosophy, scholasticism, court-
philosophy, a patching-up. It may be imagined}, accordingly,
with what delight the announcement of Strauss's Doctrine of
Faith was received by the Jakrbiicker.
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4. In the Preface to the fourth year's issue (1841) the
banner of rationalism and liberalism is raised, and complaints
are made about the state of things in Prussia. It is declared
that there is need of a free university, which, however, must
be situated outside of Prussia. The Lezpziger Alloemeine
Zettung is censured for not having more energetically taken
up the cause of the Magdeburg magistracy against the devil's
preacher Kimpfe. This year's issue contains nothing from
the pen of Strauss ; but Vischer contributed an essay on the
Tibingen dogmatic professors, in which he states the view
that a time. may come when there will be no Church, a state
of things of which there seemed reason to be apprehensive,
since the ““ National Church,” and along with it the fa/rbiicher,
had proclaimed that there is no Church, Speaking generally,
the moment was wisibly approaching when Strauss was to

;appear as one who has lagged behind. Bruno Bauer's
previously-mentioned treatise on the Christian State i the last
note-worthy essay which the Jfakrdicher, as the Ziallische
S akrbiicher, contained. From July 1841 onwards, it appeared
as the D=ruTscHE JAuRBUCHER;: and Ruge justifies this
emigration from Prussia to Germany in the Preface, which
reproaches the Hegelians with their threefold orthodoxy,
which was at once philosophical, theological, and political.
All the shreds of dishonesty in “which the Sakrbiicher had
draped itself are henceforth to be thrown aside, and it is to
present itself free from Christianity, which had been shaken
to its foundationu by Strauss and exposed in all its emptiness
by Feuerbach, but above all to declare war against political
/s servitude, against the theories of feudalism and property.

Nauwerk and Edgar Bauer,—a brother. of Bruno—con-
tributed essays, all of which concern the domain of politics.
Ruge, in the essay, Protestant Absolutism, demands a State in
which the king will be the first servant. Ina more incidental
way it is declared, that as Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity
had rendered Strauss Doctrine of faith antiquated, so Bruno
Bauer's Synoptics had done the same for his Life of Jesus. The
sole merit of the Hegelian philosophy, as of every philosophy,
is, that it has freed many from prejudices. If any one reaches
the goal more quickly without it, so much the better, _

5. In the last years issue of the Deutsche Jalrbiicher
(1842), a demand is made apropos of a political work by
Theodor Romer for a constitutional monarchy, but with a
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single chamber. In April, Ruge makes it known that diffi-
culties occasioned by the censorship of the press in ':ia}}fony
necessitated writing essays in a diplomatic vein, and a hrrils
that the philesophical parrhesia belongs to the fu[lure. thn
July, there once more appears a manifesto, which pcai.c?% the
essence of Romanticism in the maintenance of what is Christian,
and therefore in Jesuitism. Nauwerk sets up Radma_h]s_m 1as
the true view, in opposition to ideas of reform.  Ruge e e?
the Christian State, calls the War of Liberation a \Paii of
restoration, jeers at the Germans on account of their eia mgf
of nationality, and at the Prussians for their compu SO;?
military service, that pendant of a universal sacerdotalism. s
Nauwerk had extolled the future as th(? epoch of df:mocrgacy,
so also Ruge says in the Preface to the issue of th:s y {e_ar 1_h4 3},1
—with which the [akrbiicher comes to an cnd_,—cu'af .1n “i] u,d
liberalism is made to criticise itself, that the time is gtl and
in which the Church must make way for l‘:‘he schog,ban
‘liberalism for democracy. After the [aksbiicker had cﬁn
prohibited in Saxony, Ruge left German‘}f'.. In Pa({ll?.’% e
brought out some parts of the Deutsch-franzosische [ cz_/fawjéf ef:
(1844). In the following year his Zwo Yeci’?s 532 W:;E'j
appeared (Leipsic, 1845), and the issue of his Coh.:fc - -
began in 1846 (10 wols. _\.'[am}ham).. After his return t
Saxony, in the year 1846, he directed the reform rnow.é'cn*_ua:nCi
first in Leipsic, and then, after he had l':)eeﬂ- fox: a Ior?g peri;)l
member of the Frankfort Parliament, in Berlin, Afte};-l.t e
year 1850 he lived in England, and gave to the pu ‘}c 3
translation of Buckle's History of Cevilization in Eng .zﬁ- :
(Leipsic, 1860), as well as the beginning of his A4 zzzfqézqgmﬁ -‘yl’
and in these, likewise, he showed his spiritual kinship with
the men of the eighteenth century.

§ 341,

1. Just when the /akrbiicker had come to an end, Edgar
Bauer, who up to this time had been known only lt;y some
essays which he wrote in it, began his political lucubrations,
which landed him first in prison and then forced him to go to
England as a refugee. He was not only the f?e. ﬁf con-
stitutional monarchy, but of every form of State in which piety,
z.e, religion, is of any importance wha;gver. SI_IICE, however,
there is no State in which this condition of things does not
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exist, he demands that the State should cease. Man is no
longer to be a political animal, ze., a mere cit, but a - free
" member of society, simply an individual, without king, with-
out marriage, without private possessions, without nationality
and national peculiarities—exempt, in short, from all moral
‘bonds. Since he attempts to transport himself into this
position, he asserts that it is unjust for one who, like himself,
does not recognise the idea of majesty to be condemned as
an insulter of majesty, and to be condemned in accordance
with the Prussian common law, the authority of which he does
not at all admit. :

2. When, however, the worth, not only of religion and the
Church, but also of the State and of every moral organism
was thus denied, or, as it was now expressed, was subjected to
criticism ; and seeing that criticism, as applied both to religion
and politics, has completed its work, criticism may appear to
be at a loss for an object. However singular it may now
seem that Bruno Bauer and his brother should have made the
attempt to place themselves at the standpoint of puye criticism,
Z.e., of criticism, not of this or that object, but of criticism %
abstracto, still this step was actually necessary. It was in
truth already taken when philosophy first constituted itself as
a theory of self-consciousness, when, that is, ‘the Science of
Knowledge issued in Irony (zid. § 314, 3). Only in the present
case the self-deification of the All-destroying Ego seems to be
much more logical, zZ.e., more abstract, than in the case of
Schlegel. This standpoint was much more clearly developed
in the Literaturzeitung edited by Bruno Bauer (Charlotten-
burg, 1844), than in Edgar Bauer's Conflict of Criticism with
Church and State. In both, the doctrine is proclaimed that
there is no truth in anything but man, and that therefore even
the word atheism, because it contains a relation to the object
denied, is not the correct designation for the views of the free
man. For this very reason the free man must not assume

' that anything has absolute value. Everything is posited only
in order that it may be denied ; as soon as it is recognised it
ceases to be true. Criticism does not bring us satisfaction ;
he who will have recognised truths, let him go to religion.
So far Edgar. Bruno, again, at a time when a large circle
of young literati, mostly Jewish, thronged round him as his
admirers, and changed every word he uttered into a stereo-
typed phrase, which was again trumpeted abroad by the
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Rheinischer Zeitung or other journals, as public opinion or
the voice of the people, declares to these followers of his that

the worst testimony against any work is the enthusiasm which

it evokes in the masses, and that the watchword should be:
Away with formulas. In formulas, it is further declared,
particularly in those which speak of freedom, the spirit has'its
real enemy, He now goes on to describe in the Liferatur-
zettung how the Rhine Parliament has treated the Jewish
question, how Ruge asks to have the prohibition issued against
the publication of the Ja/rbiicher removed, how Biedermann’s
Monatsschrift conducts itself like a type of windy liberalism.
Nauwerk with his phrases and points, Marheineke with his
legitimism in science, which seeks to maintain the theories of
the last dogmatic systems long since abandoned, Proudhon
with his theory, the Wiirtembergers, because with them that
still passed for truth which had been a truth in 1839, are all*
alike severely ridiculed, because they do not seem to see that
truths very quickly alter. At the same time, no regard what-
ever is paid to the question, who first gave expression to a
truth ; for not only does Bauer speak slightingly of the
Mannhcimer Abendblatt, with its radicalism and its shrieking
for freedom of the press, but also of the Berlin correspondent
of the Rheinischer Zeitung, who was none other than—FEdgar
Bauer himself two years earlier. He is taken as an example
of radical criticism as it still exists, and is estimated by the
standard of pure criticism, which is only objective and descrip-
tive, and which desires and wishes nothing else than to know
things in' their character as vanity. This tendency so to
regard things must naturally have appeared « wonderful” to
those who subsisted in part on Bauer's formulas. They must
have “shivered” at the sight of such a standpoint ; or they
must have felt themselves under the necessity of denouncing
“ the presumption of two egoists from whom the nation turns
away in disgust.” Bruno Bauer answers his earlier admirers
in the essay, What is now the Subject of Criticism ?  This
essay carries the identification of criticism with the individual
person further than ever, and Bauer now explains that criticism
drops all presuppositions only when those cease to be held of
value which are framed by the masses, those dregs left by the
Revolution. This view is distinguished from that held by
Feuerbach, who in his deification of the species really deifies
the masses. This pure criticism, says one of the last essays,
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is not like theological criticism (Strauss), or philosophical
criticism (Feuerbach), or historical criticism (Ruge), nor, what
amounts to the same thing, like the criticism of theology,
sphilosophy, and history. It rather contemplates the process
* of destruction, and takes delight in it, if delight is not too
passionate an expression for a calm consideration. Once
arrived at this point, nothing remains for the pure critical self-
consciousness but to seek for this process everywhere ; and it
must be regarded as almost a necessity that at this stage it is
just the great destructive process of the eighteenth century, the
French Revolution, which arrested attention. The Memoirs
towards a History of Modern Times since the French Revolu-
tion (1843), written by the two brothers, is intended to be so
objective, in contrast to the accounts of Thiers, Dahlmann
and others, which are written from a party standpoint, that
in it extracts are given only from the Moniteur, with the
feeling of calm joy that every figure which appears on the
scene is valuable only in that it is destroyed. It is this same
calm joy which breathes through Bruno Bauer's Hastory of
the Culture, Politics and Enlightenment of the E wwhteenth
Century (4 vols., 1843), through his wstory of Germany
during the French Revolution (2 vols.,, 1846), through his
Complete History of the Party Struccles in Germany (1847),
through his Ciodl Revolution in Germany (1849), and finally,
through the Fu// of the Frankfort Parliament (1849). Al
these show how every phenomenon perishes of its own *inner
pauperism” ; and we feel, from the way the account is given,
that every phenomenon which is welcomed with enthusiasm
by the gzvs, is immediately recognised by the critic, who
isolates himself more and more, as worthless ; and its fall fills
him with the proud consciousness : iz avidum ferient ruine.
3. There is nothing unfair in placing Feuerbach and Bruno
Bauer side by side as deifiers of themselves, although the
former does not go the length of pure criticism but develops
in quite a different way. The self, namely, or the Ego which
they put on the throne, is itself something twofold. It is
sensuous, and it is intellectual ; and just as the enlightenment of
the eighteenth century, —which, carried out in the spirit of the
nineteenth century, is revived in the Science of knowledge, and
had now repeated itself once more in the reawakening of the
latter in the post-Hegelian spirit,—appeared in the two forms
of the French and German Enlightenment, so the same thing

N INO BAUER., 95’
§ 341, 3.] EDGAR AND BRUNO

manifests itself in the present case. The poveré}r—strgc‘keg
Bruno Bauer had from his youth been accustome t? 1110?
over his own inner consciousness ; and the lfgs.soniw Ec ell?‘
gave in his boyhood, and the potato field WI‘_uch hf_z 1n1§iC—
cultivated in his manhood, became for h1n_1 Wha; {?]]I?hu: 5
copying had been to Jean Jacques Rousseau. It wtxl ’ s{;;h
fore not be regarded as an astonishing circumstance 1 35;.' e
a man, who knows himself to be .lord of all o‘nly”whcn 1:; b ci
and when he says “ criticism ” instead (?f 1 shou_ l;'emlnthh
us often of Nicolai, the Bl:andcnburg Minos of. .the élg t;ze;rll .
century. Feuerbach, again, for whom the engoymcdnz Owiofn
thing can alone be called the possession of 12:,1_21111] , ?{ o
the Bruckberg porcelain factory supplied whatB € ueH L;]b%ch
from his occupation as farmer-general, and amnh. 1< r;, .
from his fortune, ranges himself alongside of _ghosebF 1;1“?11 o
deifying enjoyment and happiness. After (I;e'uez ?1;1’0@(;@&
Preliminary Theses (1842), had proclaimed and

. the Hegelian philosophy, even in its pantheistic form, as

theology, he published in the follO\\-'in.g year his Pf'%f.c’am;biy }ff

reprinted, Werke, p. 269 ff). In this wor e
the Future (reprinte _ P L R
pronounces the transforma}t;gn 9f Lheology_ .mto at_llt1 Chp‘gt‘lzn’
z.e., his Essence of C»‘n‘z.stfmzzry,. to be 1_Lself stil ' dl‘lf: asfi
theological, and religious, because in it man is conci:ew’em;)al ar;
rational being, and therefore the =g and g o
regarded as elements Whl(:‘h have to be ov echhrpe. e
the standpoint of irrationahtry. In contrast to ; is, ’clerpE o
sophy of the future will say: The body in its totality is 1111) . 1%0;;
The sensuous alone is the real, gnd therefore' reasr?nh( oe B
decide what is truth. The' most important ob_]ec!: {ci the S::%(; -
is man ; and it can be §a1d that the origin of 1::[ €as }15 a by
sought for in man only in the sense that we plcf up the .
in Eon\?erszlti011, z.e. from these highest objects of sense. L
not reason, but man as corporeal, that is the measqrre gaiit
things. He is distinguished from the brute by the me %ﬁt i};
of his senses, and from‘the blockhead by the fact that W (enal
immediately obvious to the senses, namely thevpthenor?turec,l
is not for him the true, but w_hat is d1sc0v§:‘red b}}; e cu =
senses, by the eye of the Pl’l.lIOSOPh't‘l‘. Since, Ewe\{er,ss -
does not attain his true destiny, enjoyment and appl?}ie' -
isolation, the motto of the philosophy of the future, whic o
bottom is simply physiology, is, £go and AZz‘wI' g0, Fgr?the
and communism, the former for the }Eead, the latter fo
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heart. A brother, Friedrich Feuerbach, popularized these
theories still further in the Owuflines of the Religion of the
Future (Lurich, 1843; 2nd Part, Niirnberg, 1844), a book
which was largely read by communistic workmen. The
difference between Feuerbach and Bruno Bauer noted above,
was confirmed by a book written by the then editor of the
Rhernischer Zeitung, who in his threefold character of Jew,
Radical, and newspaper editor, felt himself injured by Bauer.
In this book, Z/e Holy Family of the Bauers, Marx grants to
Strauss and Bruno Bauer that they have gone beyond Hegel,
in that they set free what was true in his views from the meta-
physical caricature we meet with in him. But while Strauss
defines the Spinozistic idea of substance abstractly as nature in
contrast to man, and Bauer, on the other hand, had only stuck
to self-consciousness as understood by Fichte, and had at the
same time entirely identified himself with it, Feuerbach had
united both views in the thought of the real man, and had put
humanism in the place of pantheism and atheism. That in
the principles of this philosophy of the future there was really
a contradiction, was too evident to have escaped the notice of
Feuerbach, even if the writings of others had not called his

_attention to it. This contradiction lay in the fact that only

S )

N/the “cultured senses,” only the eye of the “ philosopher” could,

according to Feuerbach, recognise the truth; and that with
such a conception of reality the human species must neces-
sarily be left out of account;and yet all the while it was re-
garded as playing an important #4/. Accordingly he himself
very soon confesses that in the Philosopsy of the Future he
has not sufficiently shaken off the philosopher, nor sufficiently
freed himself from the “rational being ” which haunted him.
This was first accomplished in Z/ke Essence of Fuaith in
Luther's Sense (1844), in which Luther's doctrine is described
as “a hymn to God and a libel on man” ; but it is shown at
the same time that in the latter God is conceived of in such a
human fashion as necessarily to compel us to draw the con-
clusion, that every one finds his God in another man. Homo
hontini Deus.

4. Feuerbach seems to have been somewhat taken by
surprise,—at least he never replied with such moderation and
even humility as on that occasion,—when the work of Max

STIRNER : Z/e Only One and His Property (Leipsic, 1844),

appeared. (The pseudonymous author, Dr. Schmidt, died a

2
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-few years since in Berlin.) This book seeks to show how

religious Bauer and Feuerbach still are, even in their latest
works. The “self-consciousness” of the one and the “Man” of
the other are for them just such highest beings, as “society ”
is for the communists. From their Superstitious standpoint
they forget the main thing, the individual. It is not Feuer
bach’s “ Man,” which is just such another spectre as the God
of the orthodox, but this one Ego that is what is true. There-
fore, long live the Egoist! Whoever respects anything:
unless his respect has been bought, has a soft place in his
head: 'I:o set up ideals, but also to set up any kind of com-
munity, is to be religious. The communists, therefore, are
“common” men. The egoist is the only man. While Max
Stirner boasted of the absolute rights of the solitary individual
man, an attack was made from a wholly different side by a man
who had been thought to be a personal friend of Feterbach,
and to be in entire agreement with his views. Georc
Frieprice DAuMER (born on the 5th of March, 1800, while
At .scho-ol, under the influence of Hegel, and while at the
university under that of Schelling, professor for a time at the
Niirnberg Gymnasium, then living there as a private teacher
and prolific author, died on the 14th of Dec.,, 1875, in Wiirz-
burg), whose Primitive History of the Spirit of Man (Berlin,
1827), closely connected with Schelling’s theory of freedom, did

. not do so much to make him celebrated as his connection with

Kaspar Hauser, and his anti-Christian books,—which soucht to
prove that in Christianity we have the highest point reached
by that phase of thought which is inimical to nature and man,
and the grossest manifestation of which is presented by the
worship of Moloch,—published in opposition to the views of
Feuerbach and Bruno Bauer, 7%¢ 4 nthropologism and Criti-
cesim of the Present (1844), in which he makes a violent attack
upon them, because they deify Man, “the most horrible of
horrors,” at the expense of the only real absolute, Nature : and
because by this anti-naturalistic tendency of theirs they have
taken up the same standpoint as that of the Pietism. When,
moreover we find in this book that Daumer, who was quite
furious with the Pietists for seeing in the cholera an “ extra-
ordinary judgment on the godless age,” declares that it is an
“_ex?eptlonal artof revenge on the part of Nature, because
Pictism was getting the upper hand, we need scarcely be
astonished to find that this enemy of Christians went over to
VOL. IIL . H
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Catholicism in the year 1859, and published Hymns to the
Virgin Mary full of religious enthusiasm. It is not a matter
of much moment whether it was Stirner's or Daumer’s book
which induced Feuerbach to go further. His Zssence of Re-
lgion (Leipsic, 1845) proved that this had taken place. Start-
ing from the idea that Religion is grounded on the feeling of
dependence, z.e., of wishing and not being able to accomplish
one's wish, he arrives at the conclusion to which he had already
given expression in the Zssence of Christianity, that men's
wishes are their gods. The natural man contents himself
with wishing only what nature can supply him with, and
therefore natural forces suffice for his Divinity. In the same
way, the political man is satisied with the State or with the
Emperor ; and in the same way philosophical thought sufficed
for the Greeks. When man has gone the length of putting
himself above all else, and of having unlimited wishes, there
appears in the place of those powersan Almighty power which
grants everything, ze., a power which is as fantastic as the
wishes which create it. The thought which is here expressed
smplictte, namely, that the more supernatural a religion is, the
more absurd it is, was stated more strongly in the lectures
which Feuerbach delivered in the year 1848 in Heidelberg, to
a very mixed audience, it would seem. These appeared in
the eighth volume of his works as Lectures on the Essence of
Religion. He expressly declares that he puts Nature above
/ Man, that he isan adherent of the religion of Nature ; z.c., that
he recognises the dependence of all things on the laws of
Nature ; further, that he is a decided follower of egoism, since
ne regards as highest of all that which is demanded by the im-
pulse of self-preservation, and by what is of advantage to the
individual. - As something really new in these lectures, may be
mentioned the incidental political utterance that the republic is
the goal of history, as well as the statement in the Preface, that
he took no share in the Revolution of March, because it origi-
nated in belief in theories. He, as a complete unbeliever,
could take part only in a revolution which would really be the
grave of monarchy and hierarchy, because it knew its time.
In what Feuerbach subsequently wrote, there are some proposi-
tions upon which he has laid stress with a certain satisfaction,
such as : Man is what he eats. The true wzzculum anime et
corporis is eating and drinking, because it “ holds body and
. soul together,” etc. These later writings may all the more

=
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readily be omitted from a sketch of the history of philosophy,
inasmuch as Feuerbach himself has openly declared that the
peculiarity of the philosophy they contain is, that it is no.
philosophy.

5. Even if these lectures had contained more that was new,
they would not have found such a wide circle of readers as
Feuerbach’s earlier writings. The reason of this is, that not
only had the events of the year 1848 weakened the interest in
reading, but because already, in the year 1846, it had been
shown in a work that even yet he had not gone far enough.
The anonymous work, 7%e Realm of Understanding and the
Individual (Leipsic, O. Wigand, 1846), had, owing to the
name of the publisher, been attributed, when it came out, to
some one intimate with Bauer's circle,. There seemed, later,
to be a strong probability that the author was Dr. Karl
Schmidt, a clergyman in Cothen, who subsequently came
into notice through some valuable educational works which he
published, and who wrote the book in order to show to what
comfortless nonsense this style of thought led. Whoever
the author was, the book remains a notable one, because, by
means of a skilful mosaic-work in which the separate stones
are the very words of the authors themselves, he sums up the
result of the movements of the last three Zustza. After having
in the introduction characterized Paganism, Catholicism, an?l
Protestantism, and having included in the last-mentioned a
sketch of the movement of modern philosophy down to Hegel,
with whom thought was all in all, the question is raised whether
thought is not after all nothing. This question is answered by
Criticism ; and in the First Part it, Z.e. the Realm of Under-
standing, is considered in its different departments and phases.
According to it, the criticism of religion,—as we find it in the
ideas of Bruno Bauer in their earlier form, and also in the
works of Strauss,—was still orthodox; and it was by means of
Bauer's National Church that the transition was first made to
moral criticism in the form in which it is represented by the
two Feuerbachs, who, on their part, made way for the criticism
of the infinite self-consciousness which Bauer employs in the
.Sj_mlazbz‘z}:s, the Jewish question, etc., and with which theological
criticism reached its goal. Edgar Bauer represents the criti-
cism of the State, and finally, pure criticism is represented
by the Liferaturzeitung, edited by the two brothers. Now,
however, the war which was entered upon against. criticism,
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or, against the Realm of Understanding, ze., against thought,

begins to show itself. Quotations from the work of Marx
and from Feuerbach's Philosophy of the Future, make it ap-
pear that Max Stirner is the one who really represents tllm
_culminating point of the tendency begun by Hegel. In him
/the self-consciousness of the egoist has the highest place, and
to this self-consciousness all abstractions have to yield. What
now, if the egoist, described by a nomen appellativum, were, just
for this reason, an abstraction himself! In the Second Part,
the zndividuwn is opposed to the egoist, and this wdiwveduum
thus constitutes the opposite of any realm of understanding.
But in order to be able to do this,—inasmuch as all sciences
aim at recognising law, reason, idea, thoughts in short, in
reality,—inasmuch further as culture, virtue, morality, all these
follies, grant authority to what is universal, and are therefore
based on faith, the individuum must annihilate all science, and
thus become so entirely a pure self, that it is not able to de-
scribe itself by any word whatever, but only to point to itself
with the finger. Not hating like the egoist, not loving like
the communist, the ndividuum does not think and does not
[ will ; it stares and laughs, and the only answer it knows to
the question, Who and what are you? is, I am myself alone.

§ 342

CoNCcLUuDING REMARKS.

1. Whether or not the author of the Realm of Under-
standing might have joined in the mocking laughter of his
individuum, there appeared to be good reason for it. For a
glance back at the movements after Hegel's death seems to
show that in the first Lustrum his metaphysical restoration, in
the second his rehabilitation of dogma, and in the third his
maintenance of the idea of moral organisms, had been proved
by anti-Hegelians, Hegelians, and ultra-Hegelians to be
worthless, and therefore his whole system and all his efforts
had proved to be nothing but a brilliant meteor without any
substance whatever. That where the carcase was, the eagles
should have gathered together, was natural. Thus, during
the process of dissolution which has been described, but
especially after it seemed to be completed, lengthy works ap-
* peared, and are still appearing, which demonstrate the absolute
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worthlessness of the Hegelian system, and describe it as a
just Nemesis for its overweening pride, that at the present
day people no longer concern themselves about it. Perhaps
both statements would have found readier credence if so many
works of this sort had not appeared. At present, many
obstinate-minded persons have concluded from the fact that
the Hegelian system was once more being slain, that it was
still living, and from the fact thata thick book again appeared,
which dealt with it alone, that people are, after all, still talking
about it.

2. One of the first who subjected the Hegelian system in
all its parts to a very stringent criticism was HERMANN
Urrict (born on the 23rd March, 1806, now Professor in
Halle [died in Halle on the 11th Jan, 1884.—Ed.]) who,
while his first writings had belonged to the domain of philo-
logy and esthetics (Characteristics of Antique Historio-
graphy (Berlin, 1833), History of Greek Poctry (1bid., 1835%
On Shakespeares Dramatic Art (Halle, 1839, 2nd ed. 1847),
gave to the public in his work, On the Principle and Method
of the Hegelian Philosophy (Halle, 1841), a strictly philo-
sophical book. This work, which originated in academic
lectures, gives first a short outline of the system, then passes
on to its fundamental principles and method, further criticizes
in succession the Phenomenoclogy of Spirit, the Logic, the
Philosophy of Nature, and, especially, the Philosophy of the
State, in connection with which particularly, Hegel's opinion
respecting the necessity of evil is discussed. It then passes
on to Absolute Spirit, and examines Hegel's Zséketics, his
Philosophy of Religton, and finally, his conception of philo-
sophy. The very severe, often bitter, criticism, concludes
with the remark, that the mere fact that the Hegelian phile-
sophy is pantheism ought not to have led to its rejection, if
Hegel had only proved that pantheism was in accordance
with reason. Raised as a structure without foundation, it
falls to the ground all the more readily, that apart from the
false start, ‘“every further advance is gained only by means of
pure assertions, open insinuations, and arbitrary abstractions,
accompanied by perversions and contradictions of all sorts.”
[t is not easy to understand how a few sentences further on it
can be said that “ Hegel has the immortal merit, not only of
having applied the great legacy of his predecessors, namely,
pure thought, as the true fundamental principle of philosophy
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in the most penetrating way, but of having also made the at-
tempt to carry this out in a strictly methodical form through-
out the domain of knowledge "—“that therefore it is %ot
Hegel's principle (the substantial part of his philosoph 7)
which is defective, but the way in which he carries it out (tﬁe
deduction), ze., the form or method which he adopts as his
principle ; but that, on the other hand, it is just since Hegehl

and owing to Hegel/that every attempt at speculation apart

from form has become simply impossible” In the work
which follows this, 7% Fundamental Principle of Plizlosophy
(2 vols., Leipsic, 1845—46), the first or eritical part, which distri-
butes the history and criticism of the principles of modern philo-
sophy under the headings: Realism, Idealism, Dogmatism
Crlt_xc_lsm, Dialecticism, is likewise occupied with Heéel wﬁer;
Ulrici comes to discuss the formal completion of Dialecticism
—which was developed by Fichte in an idealistic way, by Her-
bart ina realistic way, and by Schelling in an ideal-realistic way
—and to treat of its reversion to idealism. Ulrici in this con-
nection appeals to his earlier works, which gave an immanent
criticism of Hegel's theory, starting from Hegel's own principle
He is all the more convinced of the objective validity of the
criticism_that similar criticisms with similar results, by J. H
Fichte, Fischer, Trendelenburg, and others had rem,ained‘ un:
refuted.  In order, however, not to carry owls to Athens, he
here means to discuss only the principle itself, and to show that
/the so-called absolute standpoint maintained by Hegel is one-
s;d{fd, gro;_m_dless and untenable. What is most worthy of
notice in this criticism is, that Ulrici distinguishes in Hegel
two wholly different conceptions which he had of his svstegm
According to the original plan, the phenontenolosy which Hegel
designates as the first part of his system, was to have been
followed by the Logic or speculative philosophy as a second
fll"lC! last part, which would then have embraced evervthin
This was still the state of matters when Hegel wrote thgt;,
Logue, in which, just for this reason, he treats of the doctrine
of Nature and Spirit. An alteration first took place in the
Lncyclopedia which belongs to the year 1817 ; and the two
real sciences appear alongside of and outside of the Zogze
The charges which Ulrici brings against the Hegelian sys!‘:berr;
are, thatin principle it is purely subjeetive, since the objective
validity of the categories is never proved, that in its develop-
ment it 1s formalism, because the Absolute is here nothin'g 'bﬂt
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method, and that in its results it is not so much Pantheism,
but rather a deification of man. §
3. The review of Hegel by K. Ph. Fischer (vid. supra, § 332,
) mentioned in this work of Ulrici, bears the title Speculateoe
Charactevistics and Criticism of The Hegelian System, etc.
(Erlangen, 1845), and must here be referred to all the more
that it was very much praised in other quarters as well. It
was called by Wirth for instance, “a crown of thorns for the
Hegelian philosophy but in itself the blossom of a positive
harmonizing dialectic.” The intention of this work is to show
that the Hegelian philosophy is *the science of the absolute
negativity of the Idea or of the world spirit which destroys
while it creates and in destroying is creative, and which
Hegel by a process of apotheosis exalts to the position of the
Absolute Spirit.” Owing to the praiseworthy intention ex-
ressed by the author of giving an immanent criticism, it
might have been expected that in this he would have followed
the example of Ulrici, and gone through the system in the
regular order which Hegel himself observed in constructing it.
A singular impression is accordingly produced when we find
that the criticism begins with that part of his philosophy with
which Hegel concludes his system, the History of Philosophy ;
and because, forsooth, “this is admirably adapted for enabling
the reader to understand, to begin with, how Hegel conceives
of the present and actual as the only reality and of the Abso-
lute Spirit as a world-spirit which annihilates all individuals.”
(This is what he calls leaving the reader unprejudiced.) If
in reading Ulrici's critique one has often the feeling that
Hegel is being treated like a school-boy, Fischer offends one
by everywhere scenting out some insidious design. The fact
that Hegel lingers so long over China is not to be explained
by his bad habit of going into detail at the beginning of the
session and then having to hurry later on, but by his pre-
ference for despotism, and so on. Furthermore it is rather
astonishing, after each single chapter has been described as
false in its conclusions, sophistical in its development, to hear
him speak of lofty conception, able and brilliant execution,
profound grasp of ideas, strength of intuition, etc. The way
in which he throws himself into what he writes, which gives a
peculiar warmth to the development of his own thoughts, and
which may be said to constitute Fischer's strength, is a great
hindrance when he comes to give an objective reproduction of
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the thoughts of others. This book accordingly, although it
has been the most highly praised, is really the weakest which
Fischer has written. He becomes unfair because he never
gets out of himself, and never enters without reserve into the
circle of ‘thoughts in which the other moves. After examining
the Hzstory of Rhilosophy and the Plhenomenology, to both of
which he makes the objection that in them all forms of con-
sciousness and speculation are sacrificed to the subjective aim
of self-glorification, he goes on to ‘criticize the Logie. Because
Hegel had said this last coincides with Metaphysic, Fischer
considers that he is justified in-allotting the parts which he—
and not Hegel—distinguishes in Metaphysic to the three parts
of the Hegelian Logic, and next, after he—and not Hegel—
has laid down the doctrine that the theory of Being is meant
to be only dialectic cosmology or physics, he thinks he has a
right to blame Hegel because categories are here introduced
which are not solely physical. In the same way after he—
and no one else—has defined the second part of the Hegelian
Logic, the doctrine of Being, to be ontology, he finds fault
with Hegel because ontology happens to come after cosmology.
In the same way the doctrine of the Notion is put alongside
of rational theology, and then fault is found with Hegel for
identifying human and divine thought. (This want of objec-
tivity comes out in quite a special way when to certain terms
employed by Hegel he attaches wholly different meanings
from those attached to them by Hegel himself, and then pro-
ceeds to open a campaign against him. Even if Hegel makes
a mistake in distinguishing identity from sameness or unity
without difference, the critic has no right so to understand his
words as if he had made no distinction' between these expres-
sions,  But this is just what he does when he says the Logic
ought certainly to have begun with identity. Fischer further
asserts that evil is absolute negativity. Hegel, who by
absolute negativity understands negativity which is done with
ana abolished, represents it as the essence of Spirit. It is
no immanent criticism when Fischer gets arguments against
Hegel from the terminology of the critic, a terminology which
besides cannot, like that of Hegel, adduce in its defence the
right which belongs to the original inventor and the right of
etymology.) Hegel's Philosoplhy of Nature receives the most
gentle treatment of all, because in it Hegel approaches' most
nearly to the views of Schelling. But here too it is plain that
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certain settled convictions which Fischer holds lead him to
make Hegel say what he has never said. Thus he is quite
sure that Hegel entirely transformed the Philosophy of Nature
into logic. Because of this he does not think it amiss, where
Hegel bas said that Nature is the Idea in the form of ex-
ternality to make him say that nature is the logica/ Idea in the
form of externality. He allows himself the same falsification
in the criticism of the Hegelian Philosophy of Spirit where it
is similarly said that, according to Hegel, Spirit is the /logical
Idea in the form of actual being, as if it were not the case that
according to Hegel the Idea is logical only where it is 7oz in
the form of actual being. In no part of his criticism so much
as in this, does Fischer show his incapacity for freeing himself
even for a moment from opinions which he has once for all
formed. The thing which he wished by his arrangement to
make his reader “understand to begin with,” and which Ruge
had demanded from the Hegelian system but had failed to find
in it, namely, that the world-spirit which realizes itself in his-
tory should take the highest place in it, is for Fischer a matter
of certainty. He overlooks the fact that Hegel takes up the
history of the world in the doctrine of finite spirit. The fact
that in Hegel's doctrine of the State there .ds no longer any
mention of religion and the Church, should never have brought
a critic,—who, because Hegel takes up the State af/er the
family, had said with a certain justice that in his case the family
is absorbed by the State,—the length of saying that Hegel's
State absorbs religion and the Church; and yet this is the

judgment which Fischer passes. In connection with the

doctrine of Absolute Spirit, where he declares further that his
views are in essential agreement with those expressed in the
Asthetre, it never seems to occur to him that with Hegel God
and Absolute Spirit are by no means convertible terms ; and he
is quite astonished when, in the Pkzlosophy of Religion, he comes
upon what are not only hints but express declarations by Hegel
to the effect that Religion occupies a higher place than life in
the State. Since, however, the highest expression of religion
ought just to consist in life in moral communities, Ze., in the
State, by thus putting religion above the State the possibility
of this is destroyed. (As if life in the State based on religious
motives would not be a wholly different thing from simple
7ustitia ctoilis.) ‘The result arrived at of course is, that Strauss
had a perfectly correct conception of the Hegelian theory ; and
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that just for this rcason the author's earlier work against
Strauss was also a thorough refutation of the Hegelian system.
4. It is not necessary to mention the titles of all the works
which have set themselves the same task as the two jusf
characterized. The number of these increased to such an
extent that not only did the larger public get accustomed to
~ conclude from the tombstones that death and burial had taken
place; but even amongst those who had previously called
themselves Hegelians the aversion to calling ‘themselves by
this name grew upon them more and more, and assertions
wcre'openly made that the Hegelian school, and even the
doctrine which had been promulgated in it, no longer existed.

' Years ago the author of these Owslines, just because he does
not share this view, could compare his position with that of
the last of the Mohegans; and he was naturally delighted

when, some tirr{e after, quite independently of this, a French-
man assigned him this very position. |

SECOND DIVISION.
Elttempts at a ‘Reconstruction of Dhilosophby.
§ 343

_ 1. The necessity of the dissolution process just described
is ‘already evident from its continuity and progressiveness.
Any one who wished to find the necessity of the process in
the fact that the form taken by the times whose spirit is
breathed by the Hegelian philosophy, the Restoration, namely
was severely shaken in the year 1830 and was broken ug;
in the year 1848, might possibly meet with some who do not
admit the truth of this latter statement. There are stubborn-
minded people who see even in the revolutionary and re-
actionary movements misdirected expressions of the impulse
~towards restoration which correspond to what takes place in
* the living organism which, while still possessing the power

of organization, but being momentarily incapable of produ-
cing healthy formations, produces fungous growths. Such
people would certainly not be taught anything different by the
movements in the domain of philosophy. This is true of all
those, in short, who, however great the differences between
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them, look steadily in the direction of a philosophy of restora-
tion, taking the word in the sense in which it was used above
(§ 331), where it was applied to designate the Hegelian system.
‘I'he aim of the second or positive section is to show how this
is true in the case of the most important of the philosophical
works known to the author of these Outlines which have ap-
peared since Hegel's death and which had not for their con-
scious principal aim to take part in the battle for or against
his system. We now pass on to this section with the request
that if this or the other work is passed over, it will not be con-
sidered that we intend to reject it. The excuse for so passing
over any work is to be found rather in the fact that, for the
present writer at least, any adequate study of all these works
was impossible, and he did not wish to do at the close of these
Outlines what he had never done anywhere in them, namely
to repeat the judgments of others. To this he would add
a second request, that the charge of omission may not be
brought against him until the reader has convinced himself,
—as the index will easily enable him to do,—that the author
whose name cannot be found, or the work which it was
expected would be mentioned, is not to be found in some
other place in this book. Only where it seemed unavoidable,
was any author treated of in detail in more than one place.
In most instances any one who took part in the dissolution
process of the Hegelian school @z also in the reconstruction
of philosophy, is only mentioned in connection with the former,
as in the case of Bencke above (§ 334), or only here. Cases
will however be met with where this was not feasible, and
even cases in which it was necessary, by means of an asterisk
in the index, to call special attention to certain places in this
book as being the principal places. '

2. The belief that in the Quélines before us the systems
treated of before Hegel were rightly described as preliminary
steps to his system, because he did not reject what they taught
and attained nearer to what they strove after, gives us the
right in all references to these, as to truth which has been
already discovered, of seeing a proof of the fact that the
tendency of the time points to a Philosophy of Restoration.
Where, on the other hand, systems appear which promise
something quite new, whether their originality has a real
ground or rests on self-deception, the proof that their spirit is
one of restoration in the three points frequently mentioned
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will give the right of enrolling them in this set. (This right
might appear more doubtful in cases in which the restoration
tendency shows itself in separate points only. But we shall
claim it in those cases too.) A third case, and one which
would occupy an interniediate position between those attempts
at repristination and these other attempts at giving a new form
to philosophy, would occur if one or several of the systems
hitherto considered were to be taken as a starting-point and
further developed. Even in this case the statement given
expression to above would be made good, if in these attempts
it was possible to show the existence of that tendency to
restoration. To the three groups just mentioned there falls
to be added a fourth, which comprises those works in which

we have not so much parts of knowledge united together into -

an organic whole, but rather in which the intention is to
describe how such attempts at connection have been made,
and in how far they have succeeded. The sketch which now
follows is divided into these four groups. The temptation is
- strong to draw a parallel between them and the phenomena

in the domains of politics and religion, and to compare the
first with the romantic longing of many a reactionary, the
second with the Titanic impulse of many a revolutionary, the
third with those well-meaning people who develop further
what already exists, and finally the fourth with those who deny
to our time the capacity of organizing anything, and advise
it to preserve the status guo and to try to understand how it
originated. +Any one who to this comparison might prefer
a comparison with the earlier phenomena in the domain of
philosophy would have to direct his attention to periods of
transition. If he were to go to the dogmatism, scepticism,
and syncretism at the close of the ancient world (s- § 95-104),
or to John of Salisbury and Amalrich (s. § 175), or to the
Renaissance, Mysticism, and World-wisdom (s. § 230-256) or
even if he should go to the sensualistic and rationalistic En-
lightenment (s. § 285-293), he might meet with many start-
ling resemblances.  We begin with the modern Renaissance,

A—RETURNS TO EARLIER SYSTEMS.

§ 344

1. The line of development represented by the five names
Kant, Reinhold, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, owing to the fact
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that the one who comes later declares himself, at first atdall
events, to be in complete agreement with the one who pr?ce fes
him and whom he takes as his'master, appears too nv:u}:,l 0 EIL
continuity to make it possible for any one who wash'cla, drmﬁc
by the mocking laughter in which the Hegelian pfl osophy
seemed to end, to seek refuge with any of those one dp;e_
decessors of Hegel. The case is different with rlegar ﬁt{z
those voices which may be said to come between those Eﬁ.
brilliant stars in so far as they had given warning against the

transition from the one to the other, and had shown how the

ity for this could have been avoided. Little attention
:«E:ie;s;g go them when the call to be logical and to go fl.]l‘[};lt%lj
echoed so loudly; but now that it has been shown to wha}l; t dls
oing further has led, they are to appear as warning Ec llar 5
and are to be listened to. It is thus we can explain the fo m}:-
ing which the old man orI e\crlen l:hce1 deaf.f n;arrllegets, who in the
1l vi 1 rs had stood quite alone.
ﬁﬂi Vlﬁ‘of\feoi:r?:lssiﬁzgenot the perioqd which saw the renewal
of these systems, but that in which they originally sprangi_
up, then Fries will call for mention as the most 1mp.0rtanlt.o
the Semi-Kantians (§ 305). Little attention was paid to nn}
when he' first gave warning against the prejudice in fa\rr}?_ui 0
transcendentalism which begins only Wl_th hant, bl:]t wldlc 13
already raising its head in the speculations of Reinhold, ’?I}]u:-
which after him goes on doing this more and mo're.d .
limits within which his activity as a teacher was confine - an -
the disdainful way besides in which Hegel openly spoke 1?
him and Herbart privately at least, had .caused Erlltes t19 hc
forgotten outside of Jena. It was only in the circle o K S
rationalistic theologians that he was held in hzgh esteem, Owing
to the fact that De Wette closely agreed with him 1-r11 ma;ly
points. Then almost simultaneously two of his pupils w c}r;
particularly in the matter of religion, present a contralslglto eaﬁ
other, came before the public in-order to extol the ph Lgsopl y
of their master as the true one. E. S. MirpT, Who di? bearhk,
proved that he was a man who thought for himsel Y,% 12
works : What ¢s it to Speculate? and What is {E%zlasqfﬁ 2y
(Jena, 1839); and particularly by his Kaent and z’zi;; .S_'zmc;ssizj
(Jena, 1841), and by his Last Words of J. F. MFS] 0 :
Studions (Jena, 1843), he showed that he was a grateful pupil.
Beside him,—and, as has been remarked, in a certain seng.? in
contrast to him,—stands E. F. ApeLt (born 1812, died 1859).
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who, after he had shown himself to be an accomplished writer
by some polemical monographs: Erust Reinkold and the
Kantian Philosophy (Leipsic, 1840), Anti-Orion, for the
Behoof and Good of Hewrr von Schaden (1843) published his
principal work, Zpocks of the History of Humanity (Jena,
1845). This was much better received than his Z4eory of
Inauction (Leipsic, 1854) and his Metaplysic (Leipsic, 1857).
On the other hand, his works, Kepler's Astronomical View
of the World (Leipsic, 1849), and the Reformation of Astro-

nomy (Jena, 1832), are said to be held in high esteem by

astronomers. His Philosophy of Religion appeared after his

death (Leipsic, 1860). The school received an important

accession when MATTHIAS JakoB ScHLEIDEN (born s5th April,
1804 ; for a long time Professor in Jena, then in Dresden,
and afterwards in Dorpat, now lives privately in Dresden
|died in 1881.—Ed.J), who was already celebrated as a botanist,
and who was known to be an opponent of the philosophy

of nature (compare 7%e Relation of Schelling and Hegel fo

Science, Leipsic, 1844), took part with Apelt, Schlomilch, and
Schmidt as editor of 7%e Transactions of the School of Fries
(Jena, 1847-1849), and then in a monograph of his own
recommended Fries to the Scientists as #4ez7 philosopher.

3. Just as the philosophy of Fries had sought to give fixity
to criticism by transforming it into anthropology, so, somewhat
later on, theories of the universe had appeared which have

been described above as offshoots of the Science of Knowledee

(§ 314). The period of recognition arrives for these  too.
Fichte's doctrine, in its altered form, was again recalled to
people’s memories, owing to the fact that his son published his
LPosthumous Works (Bonn, 1834, 3 Parts). He spoke of it at
first as if it were the true philosophy, and afterwards as if it
were meant to be at least the beginning of this. Fr. Schlegel’s
later theories,—the excitement caused by which was of such a
temporary character as is wont to be the case with a mixed
audience,—became the common possession of the learned
world, owing first to the publication of his lectures by Windisch-
mann, 1837, and next of his collected works (14 vols., 1846). It
is not the repeated editions alone which prove that they were
read, particularly in the Catholic world. = The recognition too
of the worth of Schleiermacher’s philosophical theories first
took place at this time. Those who attended his lectures, who
were not purely theologians, went over for the most part from

e o2

-
o 2l

§ 344, 4, 5.) RETURNS TO EARLIER SYSTEMS. 171

him to Hegel, to whom he brought more auditors than he him-
self anticipated. It was first seen after his death, when his
lectures were published, that they contained principles which
appear to many to give a promise of protection from the
bankruptcy which overtook the absolute philosophy in its
culminating point. It is specially the negative assertion that
the Absolute is not an object of Knowledge, as well as the
positive assertion attached to this, that we can only attempt
to reach the Absolute by a kind of heartfelt longing, which,
together, are making more friends for this system now that
the authoris dead than when he was alive.

4. If in connection with Schleiermacher we reflect on the
method of his speculations and on the contrasts which intersect
each other, it can hardly be called a leap if we pass from him
to the two men who were designated above (§ 319, 5, 6) as
those who improved the System of Identity. For one of
these, Johann Jakob Wagner, who had been misunderstood
and was almost forgotten, a palingenesis had already begun.
Kolle and Adam, by cheap reprints of his earlier works, by
editing his posthumous Menor Works (3 vols., Ulm, 1839, ff.),
and by Memozrs (1849), took care that such an important
thinker should not be forgotten who has found in Ditmar,

Papius, Heidenreich, Kretzschmann, appreciative pupils. |
Troxler, it appears, had not been long enough dead to allow

of his being stamped as yet as the philosopher of the future.
Still, certain voices were already raised which pronounced him
to be the greatest, or at least one of the greatest. This was
done by Werber in his Z%eory of Human Intelligence (Karls.,
1841), and by the younger Fichte too, as is shown above.
The psychological turn which philosophy appears to be taking
amongst us, is a further reason for believing that Troxler's
time will come more evidently than it has done as yet.

5. The efforts of Herbart and Schopenhauer were referred
to in § 321 as a critical reaction against the Theory of
Knowledge and the System of Identity; and at the same
time the reason was assigned why, at the time when both
men appeared, they could find no support. It has been
already stated above (§ 333, 4) that things have altered in
this respect so far as Herbart is concerned, and in the same
place the chief representatives of the Herbartian School
were mentioned. The entire literature connected with the
labours of this school down to the year 1849 is to be found

=3
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in the work by Allihn: Zke Fundamental Evil of Scientific
and Moral Culture, cte., Halle, 1849 ; and there has been
" no pause in its production since then. Scarcely any follower
of Herbart will deny that it aims at the restoration of a
metaphysical foundation and of a rigid method, and likewise
at the restoration of anti-revolutionary politics, in which the
idea of a living community is firmly maintained. It is other-
wise, to be sure, with its positive relation to dogma, although

one can understand how adherents of a system which excludes.

every form of theology might take up a friendly attitude to
theologies of the most varied sorts. Like Herbart, Scho-
penhauer too had the experience of being taken notice of
only when he was an old man, and of not having people see
in him, as Herbart had done, merely a representative of the
“fashionable” philosophy, or as others asserted, an ordinary
Kantian. The statement, that this recognition was extorted
in the first instance by an English review article, may be all
the more readily disputed by the author of these Owtlines,
since what he published on Schopenhauer had been written
before the appearance of that article. The same thing that
happened to Herbart in connection with his weakest book,
the Encyclopedia, happened to Schopenhauer, who attracted
more readers by his Parerge, than by his Dissertation and
his principal work. One of the first in Germany to declare
wholly for Schopenhauer was Juris FravessTapT. In the
year 18335 he came before the public with a work entitled
The Freedom of Man (Berlin, 1838). 1In this work, which
Gabler accompanied with a preface, and in which attention
was directed to that great dilemma, the solution of which is

the task of philosophy according to § 269, 2, Frauenstidt,

passed for a Hegelian. - The same thing happened when he
took part in discussing the Christological question of the day
in his work, The Incarnation of God (Berlin, 1839), which
was written with special reference to Strauss, Schaller, and
Goschel. His work, Or the True Relation of Reason to Reve-
lation, 1848, was read more after he had in periodicals and
elsewhere proclaimed himself to be the apostle of the * great
Unknown ” whom he had discovered. He did this in his
Letters on the Philosophy of Schopenkauer (Leipsic, 1854).
In his Zsthetic Questions (Dessau, 1853) too he shows him-
self to be a decided adherent of Schopenhauer. So long as
the latter was alive, Frauenstidt scarcely appeared in any
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other character than that of commentator, especially after it
had been seen how unmercifully Schopenhauer condemned
even the slightest modification of his theories. After Schopen-
hauer’s death, one can see from Frauenstidt's writings, and
indeed from the titles of some of them—as for instance those
cited above in § 321, 9, and the Sckopenaner-Lexicon in two
volumes—that their author thinks only of occupying the
standpoint of Schopenhauer. The same thing is seen in the
many critiques which appeared in journals. The proposal
to remove the cause of offence, which Schopenhauer’s doctrines
had given, by leaving the pessimism out of them, might
certainly be called naive. (It was doubly naive, because such
an alteration would have deprived the contingent of followers
of the élasé young men in the military and civil professions,
who, because they had lost all enjoyment of the pleasures of
youth, were delighted to hear that there is nothing more
melancholy than the wish to live.) How entirely the basis
of the philesophy of Schopenhauer is abandoned by this
modification, which was followed afterwards by several others,
particularly in the New Letlers on the Philosophy of Schopen-
hauer (Leipsic, 1866), is completely demonstrated by E. von
Hartmann in his Neo-Kantianism, etc. (Berlin, 1877). In
this work, the diametrical opposite of Frauenstidt is correctly
found in Jurios Banwsex, who in his Contributions fo
Characterology (2 vols., Leipsic, 1867), and in his work, On
the Philosoply of History (Berlin, 1872) takes Schopenhauer’s
assertion, that this is the worst possible of worlds, so seriously
as positively to revel in its wretchedness. On the other
hand, Bahnsen's individualism is a point in which he does not

-approach so nearly to the views of the man whom both he

and Frauenstidt recognise to be their master, as is clearly
done by Frauenstddt in his monism. His attention has been
likewise rightly called to the fact that his position, with regard
to the subjective idealism of Kant, is a wholly different one

‘from that of Schopenhauer. If any one doubt whether, after

what has been here said of Frauenstidt and Bahnsen, they
should have been treated of in this place instead of in the
third section, amongst those who improved on earlier systems,
the reply is, that they themselves aim only to show how the
true philosophy has been already discovered by Schopenhauer,
and that therefore it is not necessary to lay new foundations,
but at most to add a finishing touch, here and there.  DoORGUTH
VOL, III, it 1
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in Magdeburg afterwards approached very near to the theories
of Schopenhauer from the standpoint of sensualism. This
was done still more by Kosack, who applied his doctrines to
geometry, and by O. LixDNER, who used them in a similar
way in connection with /sthetics. Through Frauenstidt
and Lindner the Berltner Vossische Zeitung was employed
to spread abroad a knowledge of Schopenhauer’s merits.

6. Oken and Baader were mentioned in § 325 as the men
who had best arranged and prepared for solution the last
equation of the most modern philosophy which had to be
solved. For the latter, who- hitherto has had an experi-
ence similar to that of Troxler, a period in which his merits
will receive more just recognition seems to be approach-
ing. We are justified in expressing such a hope by the fact
that foreigners are beginning to appropriate his ideas, and
that therefore, according to the old German way, they are
certain soon to rise in value. This statement has reference
less to such a phenomenon as Jaquemin’s Polarité Universelle
(Paris, 1867), which may be called almost a paraphrase of
Oken's philosophy, than to the conquests which Darwinism
bas made and is daily making amongst us. The very thing
which is most deserving of recognition in this theory has been
so plainly pointed to by the German philosophy of nature
which is at present so much despised, that we are not as-
tonished that the man amongst the German scientists of
whom one is accustomed to think first when Darwin is ‘in
question should have been the most zealous in trying to get
at all events a monument erected to Oken. Compared with

him Baader has been more fortunate, for not only have many - -

learned from him, but they have openly confessed it. None
of his pupils has devoted himself with such zeal to the task
of representing Baader as the philosopher of the present and
future as Franz Horrmany, professor of philosophy in Wiirz-
burg. [Hoffmann died in Wiirzburg, Oct. 22nd, 1881.—Ed. ]
His treatises on the dialectic of Plato, on Plotinus, on Anaxa-
goras, as well as his academic addresses on Schiller, Fichte,
and others, prove that he is not blind to the merits of others.
In the year 18335 he issued the Speculative Development of the
Eternal Self-Generation of God, which is constructed out of
propositions from Baader's works. and is recommended by
the master in a prefatory note. This was followed by On
Catholic Theology and Philosophy (Aschaffenburg, 1836), a
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defence of Baader against the malicious calumnies in the
Athanasia. Closely connected with this is his Festibule to the
Speculative Theology of Franz von Baader (Aschaffenb., 1836).
Lhe Outlines of Social Philosophy by Franz Baader (Wiirz-
burg, 1837; 2nd ed, 1865) consists of maxims by Baader
himself, very skilfully put together. On the other hand, the
valuable introductions with which he has accompanied the
separate divisions of Baader’s works are entirely the work of
Hoffmann, These also appeared in a collected form under
the title : £7ght Dissertations on Baader’s Doctrines (Leipsic,
1857). In another work, Frdnz von Baader as the Founder
of the Phalosophy of the Future (Leipsic, 1856), Hoffmann
collects sixteen criticisms which had appeared on Baader’s
works in journals. He also wrote supplements to the D7sser-
talions in various journals. These as well as many valuable
criticisms are contained for the most part in the Philosophical
Works (4 vols., 1868, ’69, '72,”77). It is to be hoped that
they will soon be followed by others, as the time hitherto
taken up with the editing of Baader's works is now again
at his command.  Although, as his Outlines of Logic shows,
Hoffmann does not shun working at philosophical studies,
still, inclination leads him specially to historical work, for
which he is fitted, too, by reading so wide that it may almost
be called fabulous. It would be a great loss to science if the
works on theosophy and philosophy were not forthcoming,
which, as is evident from the preface to his philosophical
works, have already taken a crystallized form in his mind
in the progress of the work which chiefly occupies him, the
exposition of Baader’s system. Next to Hoffmann, J. Axt. B,
LurrerBECK, formerly professor of theology and now professor
of philology in Giessen [died Dec. 3oth, 1883 —Ed], calls
for mention. As early as his work, On the Necessity of a
Regeneration of Philology (Mainz, 1847), he points to Baader
as the principal representative of a Christian philosophy, and
gives a complete list of his works. To what lofty historical
views his philosophical studies have brought him is shown
by his admirable book cited above (§ 108). His work, O
ff’amfe_r'sq Philosoplical Standpoint, 1854, as well as the works
cited in § 325, 8, are wholly devoted to the recommendation
and spreading of Baader's doctrines. He has besides, as
joint editor of Baader’s works, and particularly by the pre-
paration of a complete index, done himself great credit in

L
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connection with these, |, Hamperaer, professor in Munich
[ Hamberger died in Munich on Aug, sth, 1885.—Ed.],
known specially for his thorough knowledge of the Mystics,
and particularly of J. Bohme, issued, in addition to the Cardinal
LPaints cited above (§ 325), ‘the work Physica Sacra (Stuttg.,
1869). It is well worth reading, and contains what 1s quite
as much an explanation of the thoughts of others, and parti-
cularly of Baader, as a development of his own, on the eternal
and heavenly corporeality. He also took part in the editing
of Baader's works. Of his independent works, we may
mention God and His Rewvelation in Naturve and History
(Munich, 1839), and Christianity and Modern Culture
(Erlangen, 1863-67). The former constitutes a sort of com-
mentary to his Handbook of the Christian Religion for Gym-
nasiums ; and the second consists of smaller essays written at
various times, and which have already partly appeared in
print. The essays on Schelling and Baader stand prominently
out, to the writing of which one who had been a personal
pupil of both men had a very special call. Like Hamberger,
the noble Erlangen professor, Emi, Avucust voxN ScHapy,
who died early, took part in the editing of Baader's works,
His mind, always in an intellectual ferment, after having first
drawn nourishment from Schelling’s later works, was latterly
more and more attracted towards Baader. The works : Oxn
the Natural Principles of Language (Niirnberg, 1838); A

System of Positive Logw (Erlangen, 1841); Lectures on’

Academic Life and Stugy (Marburg, 1845); On the Contrast
of the Theistic and Pantheistic Standpoints (Erlangen, 1848),
as well as the introduction to Baader’s diaries, which he edited,
give evidence of a ghoroughly earnest Christian spirit, which
enables us to understand how the plhilosophus Christianus,
as he calls Baader, necessarily attracted him. ERrnsT voN
Lasavrx was still less a pupil of Baader’s, in the strict sense
of the word, than Von Schaden, although many, owing to his
family connection with Baader, have supposed that he was;
and it is indeed possible to trace the influence of his father-
in-law in some of his religious and philosophical treatises.
This influence consists specially in the references made by
him to the earlier theosophists, and particularly to Meister
Eckhart. Lasaulx, by the studies which he made preparatory
to an edition of Eckhart's works, rendered Pfeiffer's work
easier (vad. § 230, 1).  FaBry, too, the zealous opponent of

i
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materialism, owes a great deal to Baader. Thé great and
still daily increasing influence, however, which Baader’s
doctrines are gaining through his school enables us to assert
that the current of restoration in philosophical literature has
not ceased to flow,

7. This assertion is of course still more warranted, owing
to the fact that the two systems which have been described

.above (§ 326), as the concluding ones, have still adherents

and are still gaining adherents. We mention first, accord-
ingly, the panentheism of Krause. The slight notice which
his system attracted was in great part deserved by the unfor-
tunate -purism which led Krause to substitute German expres-
sions for all foreign words, and these besides were chosen
without a particle of taste or feeling for language. It was
therefore a kind of irony of destiny that his works were more
favourably received in Germany after the thoughts contained in
them had been developed in other languages, and had become
known apart from their “pure” German dress. Heinrich
AHBRENs (born 1808, at first Privatdocent in Gottingen, then
professor in Brussels, afterwards in Gritz, died in 1876
when professor in Leipsic), made foreigners, especially those
belonging to the Romance countries, acquainted with Krause's
original doctrines. He did this by lectures in French, out of
which grew his Cours de Philosophie (2 vols., Paris, 1836-38),
but most specially by his Cours de Droit Naturel, which has
Leen translated into many languages, and which he published
in an improved form as Natural Law, or The Philosophy of
Law (Vienna, 1852; 6th ed. Vienna, 1870). After his return
to the Fatherland he issued TVe Organic Theory of the State
upon the Basts of Philosaphy and Anthropology (vol. i,
Vienna, 1850), which brought about a more extended recog-
nition of the fruitfulness of Krause's doctrines, particularly
in the practical sphere. Similar views were developed by
K. D. A. RopEr in Heidelberg, who was gained over not by
Krause directly, but by Ahrens (compare Outlines of Natural
Law and of the Philosophy of Law, 1846 ; 2nd ed. 1864).
HerMANN Barox von LronmarDpr devoted himself with the
greatest zeal to the spread of Krause's views. (He died in
«875 when professor at Prague.) He had published anony-
mously Hints towards a Criticism of Hegel (Munich, 1832) ;
but after the death of Krause he was the soul of the under-
taking which aimed to spread in the cheapest possible printed
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form Krause’s posthumous works. He devoted himself by
preference to the study of nature, in connection with which
Schimper gave him some fruitful hints. He did not however
lose sight of the ethical question, and his Zectures for Wider
Cireles show the zeal with which he devoted himself to his
life-work. H. S. Linpemany (for a long time Docent in
Heidelberg, then professor in Solothurn, finally in Munich

?

where he died in 1855) received a decided impulse from -

Krause, although he deviated more from him. His Critical
Account of the Life and Theory of Knowledge of K. Chr.
Fr. Kyrause (Munich, 1839) ; his Zkeory of Man, or Anthro-
pology (Ziurich, 1844); his Logze (Solothurn, 184 ); his
Stketcl of Anthropology (Erlangen, 1848), as well as separate
essays in magazines, excited attention. VICTOR VON STRAUSS,
in Biickeburg, by his edition of Krause’s Zheory of Music;
H. ScHRODER, in Munich, by his edition of his mathematical
works, LeuTBECHER, in Erlangen, by his edition of the .#st/e-
fzcs, proved themselves admirers, at all events, of Krause.
Those who steal from him without mentioning his name testify
to his importance in the present day, more perhaps than the
numbers of his adherents. In foreign countries, especially
i the Romance lands, Krause is held by many to be the
greatest German philosopher. _ _

8. It must be held to be a still stronger proof that the
philosophy of restoration is not wholly antiquated, when we
see that the system which had, above all others, been so de-
scribed, namely, the Hegelian system, has, since the death of
its founder, not only retained its adherents, but gained new
ones. Passing over the works which have been already men-
tioned as those of the older Hegelians (§ 329, 10), as well as
those which have been discussed in connection with the pro-
cess of the dissolution of the Hegelian school, we may here
mention, not in chronological order, but in the order demanded
by the arrangement of the system, those works which show
that the number of those who sought to develop further the
separate philosophical sciences in the direction which had
been first taken by Hegel is not small. For brevity's sake
they may be called Hecerians. This description can be all
the more readily employed by the author of the present book,
as the word is held by him to be a title of honovr rather than
a term of reproach ; and in employing it he is far from wish-
ing to deny originality to any one who lays store by this
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quality. As regards, first of all, the fundamental science, it
is to be noted that K. Tu. BavyruoFER, who was well known
afterwards for his political activity, began his career as an
author with his Fundamental Problems of Metaphysics (Mar-
burg, 1835). Rostnkranz developed single chapters of the
Logze in his Critical Elucidations of the Hegelian System
(I{Gnigsbcrg, 1840), with which was connected- later 1}13
Modifications of Logic (in the fourth volume of his Studies,
Berlin, 1839 ; afterwards, Leipsic, 1846 ff). K. WERDER's
Logic, which was announced as a commentary and supplement
to Hegel's Logzc (Berlin, 1841); stopped short at the doctrine
of quality; ze. it only gave the ninth part of the ZLogz.
Simultaneously with Werder, I issued my Outlines ?f Logic
and Metaphysics (Halle, 1841 : 4th ed., 1864), in which there
were divergences from Hegel's views that 1 did not consider
important enough to be called emendations. The first edition
at least of the Outlznes by Kuxo FrscHErR must be regarded,
along with mine, as belonging to the Hegelian school. In
its extended form (System of Logic and Metaphysics, or the
Theory of Knowledge, Heidelberg, 1865), it claims a different
place (vid. § 346, 12). : ;
9. For the development of the Philosophy of Nature, in
which, as was said above (§ 329, 4), so much remained to be
accomplished, there was least of all done. Bayrhofer's wforif. :
On Experience and Theory tn the Natural Scrences (Leipsic,
1838), makes demands for these sciences which his own Con-
tributions to the Philosophy of Nature (2 vols., Leipsic, 1838),
as well as his essays in the fHallzsche [alkrbiicher, do not fulfil.
Roschlaub’s example ought to have made him cautious of
applying the ideas of the philosophy of nature to therapeutics.
Later, Schailer began to occupy himself with the philosophy
of nature ; but the reading public got from him only historical
works on this subject (/istory of the Philosophy of Nature
Jfrom Bacon of Verulam to our own Day, 1st vol., Leipsic,
1841 ; 2nd vol, Halle, 1846; not continued beyond the
second volume), or else critical works. Among the latter
may be counted his work : Body and Soul, Elucidations of
Implictt Faith and Science (Weimar, 1855), written with,
special reference to Karl Vogt and Rudolph Wagner. In
addition, the most was accomplished in the direction in which
logic and the philosophy of nature come into contact.  CoNST.
Frantz's Philosophy of Mathematics (Leipsic, 1842) takes up,
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not only mathematical, but also physical questions, and seeks
to fill up the gaps in the Hegelian theory from its own prin-
ciples. The author, as is well known, afterwards devoted
himself entirely to the work of a publicist, and as such, in
spite of all the enmity .produced by his decided views, he
takes an honourable place in the judgment of all unprejudiced
minds. It is not however only in what he writes about that
the Frantz in his later character differs from the Frantz of
former days. The foundation of his views is also altered, for
it is no longer to the Hegelian doctrine, but to the later doc-
trines of Schelling that he now appeals. The works of C.
Lunw. MExzzER : The Theory of Airpressure (Halberstadt,
1845), and Zhe Plilosophy of Nature, the first volume (Hal-
berstadt, 1847) containing the theory of gravity, which origi-
nated partly through the influence of the W}itinqs of Frantz, are
not of much importance. HERMANN SCHWARZ'S Altempt to
Construct a Philosophy of Mathematics (Halle, 1847), seeks to
prove that from Hegel's own premises many of the theories
of Euler, Lagrange, and others, with which Hegel found fault,
can be triumphantly justified. ®An extremely able book, in
which the impulse given by the Hegelian doctrines is ad-
mitted, is that Of_EI{I_\'ST Karp, entitled : Plhilosophical or
General Comparative Geography (2 vols., Brunswick, 1845—
46). Its author had already made a reputation for himself
by his educational works ; but afterwards, owing to unfortunate
political complications, he was lost to Europe and. to science.
To what a great extent the Hegelian philosophy of nature
inspired with respect even those who did not subscribe to it
is_evident from C. A. WERTHER'S : Zhe Forces of Inorganic
Nature tn thetr Unity and Development (Dessau, 1852), in
which at all events the honour is granted to it of having
taken the last step which must necessarily precede a true
philosophy of nature. Closely connected with the work just
mentioned are : Force of Life, Soul and Spirit (Halle, 1860);
and, Man as a Spiritual Individual (Nordhausen, 186';)),
which really constitute a single work., In this, it is shown
that in the immanent progress of development the physical
and mechanical forces are a means of transition to the organic :
while these last are represented in the three stages of the
vegetative, the animal, and the pneumatic. GEORG Brass-
MANN'S Prolegomena lo the Speculative Sciences of Nature
(Leipsic, 1855), too, is in no sense the work of a Hegelian,
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and yet he takes his starting-point from Hegel. His main
thought, in fact, that a revision of the category of quantity will
sive the philosophy of nature a positive relation to empiricism,
could only have originated in a study of the Hegelian Logic ;
though, on the other hand, it helps us to understand why
Oken could be placed above all other philosophers of nature.

10. As regards the Philosophy of Spirit, and, in the first
place, Psychology, Jom. Urrich Wirta's 7/eory of Som-
nambulism (1836) was entirely appropriated by the Hegelian
school as its property, and was considered by opponents of
the School as belonging to it; without any protest to the
contrary on the part of the author. Rosenkranz called
his Psyckology, or the Science of Subjective Spirit (first ed.,
Konigsberg, 1837), simply a commentary on what was con-
tained in the few paragraphs in Hegel's Encyclopedia. My
own Outlines of Psychology (Leipsic, 1840; s5th ed., 1873
takes up exactly the same position with regard to Hegel's

‘teaching on this subject that my Outlines of Logic does to his

Logic. The work which appeared a few years before, vzz.
Body and Soul (Halle, 1837; 2nd ed., 1849), is an amplifica-
tion of what was contained in the introductory paragraphs of
the Outlines. (The Psychological Letters [ Leipsie, 1851 ; fifth
ed., 1875] have had too high an estimate placed upon them,
and therefore also too much is expected of them when they
are viewed as if intended to give a scientific exposition of the
subject. They are meant to be nothing more than an enter-
taining book which does not teach science, but only communi-
cates the results of science. It is for this reason that even
the later editions are only reprints of the first.) MICHELET'S
Anthropology. and Psyckology (Berlin, 1840) vindicates for
itself the right of taking up a much freer position as re-
gards Hegel than had been done in the Owut/znes by Rosen-
krantz and myself, and it diverges also much more widely
from his views. It was therefore, to say the least, frivolous
on ExXNER's part, when, in his Psyckology of the Hegelian
Sechool (2 Parts, Leipsic, 1842—44), he treated things which
had been said by one of the three exactly as if they were
assertions made by the two others, and when he even quoted
them as such. Somewhat later than those just mentioned,
ScuaLLER came forward as an author in the department of
psychology.  Phrenology in its Main Outlines (Leipsic, 1851)
has to do with only a single chapter of the doctrine of the
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soul. On the other hand, in the year 1860, the first volume
of his Psyckology (Weimar, 1860) appeared, in w}lich he
treats of the psychical life of man. The second, which was
to have taken up conscious spirit, has not appeared. The
delightful and instructive writings of the celebrated alienist
P. JEsseN ‘stand in a very free relation to Hegel's doctrines.
He shows, particularly in his little sketch, Z%e Psychical Life
(1832), but also in his larger work, A tempt to Lay a Scienizjic
Foundation for Psychology (Berlin, 1855), how much attention
he had bestowed upon them. This must be said to be still
more the case with C. Pum. MOLLER's Awthropological Con-
tribution fo the Experience of Psychical Disease, etc. (Mainz,
1837).  How very entire Daup’s agreement with Hegel was,
is proved by his posthumous Zectures on Philosophical An-
thropology (Berlin, 1838).—Ethics and Politics, which Hegel
took up after psychology, are, in addition to the names men-
tioned above (§ 329, 10), represented by the name of K. M.
Besser, who wrote his Systens of Natural Law shortly before
Hegel's death (Halle, 1830). Somewhat later there appeared
several works by G. F. GARTINER : De summo juris naturals
problemate (Bonn, 1838), and Philosophy of Life (First Part,
“Theory of Law and of the State,” Bonn, 1839), which occupy
essentially the standpoint of Hegel. My Plhilosophical

- Lectures on the State (Halle, 1851) occupy entirely the same

standpoint. It makes an agreeable impression to meet, as
late as the year 1857, with the tribute of recognition which
CoNSTANTIN ROSSLER, in his System of the Theory of the State
(Leipsic, 1857), pays to the master Hegel, who is disowned
by so many who live upon him. This impression is all the
more agreeable, as we have not in this instance to do with

“a slavish imitator, but with a man who discerns very clearly

his relation to Hegel. The first part of G. L. MICHELET'S
Natural Law or Philosophy of the State (Berlin, 1866), which,
toodther with the introduction, treats of the law respecting
the individual, was followed in the very same year by the
second part. Although the history of Natural Law, with
which the work opens, arrives at the con'clusion that the
Hegelian philosophy alone avoids the one-sidedness of pre-
vious systems, and gives their due place to the three great
principles, liberty, equality, fraternity, the treatment of the
subject is very different from what we find in Hegel's Phzlo-
sopy of the State. To begin with, the three books into
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which the work is divided do not in the least correspond to
the Heoelian division into law, morality, and ethics; for the
First Book, which is entitled Law respecting the Individual,
takes up in its three sections law proper (property, contract,
primitive-law) ; morality (in very close agreement with the
system of morality mentioned above [§ 329, 10], as the
doctrine of virtue, the doctrine of duty, and the doctrine of
conscience); and family law (marriage, paternal authority, kin-
ship). The Second Book treats of Public Law in three
sections. The first section enters into the question of public
welfare (political economy, administration of justice, municipal
science as the law of association); the second, into that of civic
society (the district, the community, the circuit); the third into
that of the science of the State (State law, national law, inter-
national law). The General History of Law makes up the
substance of the Third Book; and the three sections of which
it is composed take up the law of antiquity (oriental, Greek,
Roman), the law of Christian Europe (pre-mcdi:ﬁ\-'al, me-
dieeval, and present-day law), and finally American law (in
the forms of -civic, ecclesiastical, and State law). The work
closes with hints that Australia will some day outstrip
America. The writer has been unfairly charged with strain-
ing after popularity with. the masses; any one who wants to
secure this will not speak of capital punishment as Michelet
does.—If, finally, we pass from the doctrines of subjective
and objective spirit to that of absolute spirit, and ‘come first
of all to Asthetics, we may place beside those mentioned in
§ 320, A. Ruck, with his Platonic Asthetics (Halle, 1832) and
his New Introduction o AEsthetics (Halle, 1836); but above
all Friepricn TaEODOR VIscHER (born in 1807 at Ludwigs-
burg ; first Docent in Tiibingen, then professor in Ziirich, from
whence he was recalled to Tiibingen [ Vischer died in Gmunden
Sept. 14th, 1887.—Ed.|), with his smaller work, On ke Sub-
lime and the Humorous (Stuttg., 1837), and his large work,
Azsthetics, or the Science of the Beautiful (3 vols., Reutlingen,
1846-51). The Critical Excursions (Stuttg., 1844, ff.), which
appeared later, added certain supplements to these, and partly
supplied some rectifications. Even those who do not admit
that it is only Pantheism which enables us to comprehend the
beautiful, and upon whom the constant thrusts at Theism may
produce a jarring impression, will gratefully acknowledge
the wealth of information and the stimulus afforded by this
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brilliant and able book. The F7rsf# Part contains the meta-
physic of the Beautiful, the essence of which is held to consist
in appearance, meaning that an individual example is adequate
to represent the Idea, and the beautiful is therefore defined
as the Idea in the form of limited manifestation. In the
analysis of what is contained in this we get the three moments
of Idea, picture, and the unity of both; and these are discussed
“in detail when the simply beautiful comes to be considered.
This is followed, in the second section, by the Beautiful as
seen in the antagonism of its moments, the different relations
of which supply us with the mutually contrasted forms of
the beautiful, the sublime, and the humorous. As the objec-
tive and subjective sublime unite to form the tragic, so the
objective and subjective comic unite to form humour. The
return of the beautiful into itself, in which the opposition of
the sublime, in which the picture was negated, and of the
humorous, in which the Idea was negated, is overcome,
prepares the way for the transition to the Second Part. This
part has received the title, “ The Beautiful in its one-sided
Existence,” because in the first section the objective existence
of the beautiful is treated of (the beautiful in Nature, with
inclusion of the humanly beautiful, as seen in individuals,
as well as of the nationally beautiful, and of the historically
beautiful in general) and in the second section its subjective
existence (in the form of fancy, both as seen in the individual
and in entire periods). The ZWird Part is the most ex-
haustive; it discusses the joint subjective and objective
reality of the beautiful, or Art. This part is divided into two
sections, comprising two volumes, and art in general is first
considered, and then the separate arts. The constructive arts
are specified as being art in an objective form, and music as
art in a subjective form. (This part was elaborated by
Vischer's friend and colleague, Kostlin.) In the case of all
the arts, he first treats of their essence, then of their branches,
and, fhally, of their history. Itis only in connection with that
form of art which is both subjective and objective, namely,
poetry, that history is introduced in distinguishing between
the various kinds. = Theatrical art is treated as an appendix
to dramatic art. The complete index enables us once more
-to_glance over the wealth of subjects discussed in this justly
celebrated book.—A single chapter in zsthetics is treated in

a brilliant and interesting way bv Rosenkranz, .Esthetics of
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the Ugly (Konigsberg, 1853). Exactly like sz:«.cher, Rpsen-
kranz, when he comes to treat of tk_le ‘sui)hmf: and the
humorous, recognises it as one of Weisse's merits that he
directed attention to this idea. He however differs from both
as regards the place to be assigned to it. The blunder with
which he charges his predecessors is to be accounted for by
the fact that they conceive wrongly of the place of the beaut-
ful, the sublime, and the humorous. It is not .the two last
which ought to constitute a contrast, but rather the sublime
and the agreeable ; these make up the two sides of the beau-
tiful, which stands above ther'n and embr*flces them. The
ugly, as the negatively beautiful, stands in contrast to aI_l
three : while the common is the negation of thg sublime, an_d
the offensive of the agreeable. A wholly different place is
assigned to the humorous, which, by taking up the ugly into
itself as a moment, and surmounting it, shows us how the
beautiful can triumphantly make the ugly pleasing. The
ugly, as being the negative contrast to the beautiful, must of
course get predicates which are the opposite of those which are
applied to the beautiful; and accordingly Rosenkranz discusses
first its formlessness, then its incorrectness and want of sym-
metry, and finally its malformation, on account of w]‘nch_;F is
caricature. In each of these sections, the most varlecll r_nodihca-
tions which these ideas undergo are considere@; and it is shown
how these modifications arise, partly out of differences gradually
formed, and partly from the fact [that it is now the sublime,
and now the agreeably beautiful, which is more negated by the
ugly. While here it is never lost sight of that the ugl}’ con-,
stitutes the presupposition of the humorous, Rosenkranz shows,
from the blunders of the works of art which -he criticises, how
nearly the humorous often approaches to distortion. In an
epilogue, the course of the investigation is briefly Irecapltulat_ed.,
so that the reader has once more the enjoyment of going
along the pleasant road —Tnropor WiLneLy Danzer (born
Jan. 14th, 1818 ; died May oth, 1850) started originally from
Hegel : but afterwards, owing to his own ret‘]elctlo_ns and to
thebinﬂuence of Weisse, he abandoned Hegel's views, an.d
often very bitterly opposed his teachings on wsthetics. His
works: On Goethe's Spinozism (Hamburg, 184_11_, On the
AEsthelics of the Hegelian [—’éz’lo;\'gp;éy.(I—!amburg, 1844), were
supplemented by the essay in Fichte's Joumra‘l: On .!f},e thz-
sent Condition of the Plilosophy of Art. The later works,

S
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Godsched and fis Time (Leipsic, 1848 ; 2nd ed., 1855), which
was unfortunately not completed by himself, and ZLessing
(Leipsic, 1849), are entirely devoted to the history of litera-
ture and culture. In the year 18355, O. Jahn published
Danzel's Collected Essays. = The works of the Hegelian
school which have to do with the philosophy of religion have

been partly mentioned in the above-named sections, and

partly introduced in the account of the dissolution of the
School —As regards, finally, a comprehensive survey of the
whole system, and as regards also a knowledge of its process
of development, as regards, that is to say, Encyclopzedia and
the History of Philosophy—which, according to Hegel are
integrating parts of his system—I can only refer, in connec-
tion with the former, to Bayrhofer's Zdza of Philosoply (Marb.,
1838), and to the short encyclopzdic survey in my Lectures
o Acadenic Life and Study (Leipsic, 1858). The history of
philosophy, on the other hand, was cultivated with great zeal
in the School. For the most part, to be sure, only single
portions of it were taken up; so that for a long time the
lectures left behind by the master represented the only at-
tempt which had been made to represent the entire history
of philosophy according to his principles. ®First, in the year
1338, appeared the first volume of G. O, Marbach's Hand-
book of the History of Philosophy (first vol., Leipsic, 1838 ;
znd vol,, 1841; 3rd vol. is wanting). In the year 1848 this
was followed by Alb. Schwegler's sketch, which has been
very often reprinted : Ouélines of the History of Plilosophy
(Stuttg., Frankf, 1848), and with which the present Out/ines
are connected. As was remarked, however, separate parts of
the history of philosophy were treated of at quite an early
period in the .Hegelian school. Thus we have medizval
philosophy by Mussmann (v2d. § 118), and that of the Greeks
by-Ed. Zeller (now professor in Heidelberg [at present pro-
essor in Berlin—Ed.]), #id. § 16, 4. The author of this last-
mentioned work, at least when he began his book, was rightly
counted as'a member of the Hegelian school, to which he at

present, according to his own express declaration, no longer

belongs. ™ Then, finally, we have the posthumous sketch by

A. Schwegler, History of Greet Philosophy (Tubingen, 1850

and ed., 1869). Feuerbach and I began almost simul-

taneously to work at modern philosophy. Feuerbach after-

wards abandoned his design.  Kuno Fischer, who in the year
o
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1854 issued the first volume of his widely read book, had
concluded it for the time with Kant. In his fifth volume,
however, he gives an account of Fichte and his predecessors,
and in the first half of the sixth volume the life of Schelling.
Mine extends to Hegel's death. In § 259 will be found the
full titles of all three. With regard, finally, to the post-
Kantian philosophy, C. L. Michelet's History of the Last
Systems of Philosophy in Germany from Kant to Hegel
(2 vols., Berlin, 1837-38) must be mentioned in preference to
all others. It has been already referred to above, when the
separation of the two sides of the School was under discussion.

B—ATTEMPTS AT INNOVATION.
5 345.

1. In the present account, it might be said both of the
adherents of the pre-Hegelian systems and of the Hegelians,
that they either moved towards the stream of the philosophy
of restoration or swam with it. The case is altered when
systems appear with the declaration that entirely new paths
are to be struck out, and that something is to be presented
which has been hitherto entirely unheard of. If the whole
history of philosophy has offered no single example of a
philosopher who knew nothing at all of his predecessors, and
who had not bnilt upon them either while agreeing with them
or combating them, it is doubly improbable that in our day,
when people as a rule read more readily than they think, this
should happen. Accordingly, the few also who came forward
after Hegel's death with systems which were intended to
be as original at all events as the epoch-making systems of
Descartes or Kant in their time, were either writers who
wished to mystify the world, or who mystified themselves, or,
finally, who had so little acquaintance with philosophy, that
they offered as new wisdom doctrines which had long ago
been refuted. We may mention some instances of all these
three cases.

2. Among those who sought to mystify the world, we may
count one, who was at all events, in the highest degree,
a notable man, Frizpricn Rouver (12 Feb., 1814, to 11 Jan.,
1856), of whose life Bluntschli, who allowed himself to be led
for a long time by this political and religious Messiah, has
given us a sketch. His anonymous work, written in German
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and Latin, which only occupies a few pages, and is entirely
Spinozistic in tone : Speculationis imitinm el finis (Munich,
1835), was followed by the writings edited by his brother,
in which, however, Friedrich is always extolled as the real
author of the ideas set forth: Zhe Mission of Germany in
the Present and Future (Zirich, 1841), and 7%e Theory of
Political Parties (Liirich, 1841). In both works the physio--
logical view of the State is laid down as the basis, and it
was this indeed which first called the attention of Bluntschli
to a man who for a long time played a 76/ in Ziirich which
is doubly astounding when' we consides that the Swiss are
generally thought to be good men of business. After his

return to Gefmany, Rohmer lived in Munich, writing political

brockures against absolutism, ultramontanism, and bureaucracy,
and at one time even coquetting with the fourth estate,
Even after his death, which was quickly followed by that
of his brother, mystification did not cease. The works which
appeared in close succession : Criticism of the ldea of God
in the Present Theovies of the World (Nordlingen, 1836),
God and His Création (1dem, 1837), 7The Natural Way of
Man to God (ldem, 1858), are either by F. Rohmer or his
brother, as was surmised on the appearance of the first of
these by some uninitiated but attentive readers of his earlier
works. 1f we discount the boasting of the new * Messiah,”
the first works, with their physiological view of the State and
their conservative position in politics, are in such entire
accordance with Oken and Schelling, while the posthumous
works, on the other hand, with their attempt to mediate
between Pantheism and Atheism (moderated= Deism), are in

such entire accordance with Hegel and the Hegelians, that
we*are without doubt justified in ascribing them to the.

influence of the tendency towards restoration.
3. We meet with some men who are entirely free from the
“intention to deceive, though less free from qc‘ff-deceptlon, and
who announce to the world that philosophy, in order to teach

truth, must strike out wholly different paths from those which .

have been taken by Kant. MicnarL Perocz, in his Few
of the World ; an Attempt to Solve the Highest Problem of
- Philosophy (Leipsic, 1838), holds that God, the highest intelli-
. gence, reveals the immeasurable wealth of His ideas in souls,
which are the only real existences. Of these, the living

chanoe those which are not living into their vesture, and by — §
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becoming one with this vesture produce spirits who manifest
themselves, each in his own world. Petdez ought to have
remembered better than he did that Boscovich and Leibnitz
were his forerunners. Heinrice VoGeL (The Philosophy
of the Life Qf Nature as Contrasted with the Speculatioe
Phiilosophies and Philosophies of Nature whick have hitherto
Prevatled, Braunschw., 1845) does not show himself quite
SO unfrrateful to Locke whom he recognises as the greatest
of all’ philosophers. He too, however more than he really
ought, allows the point of contact between his theory and the
earlier empiricism, as well as the earlier philosophy of nature,
to fall into the background. This theory rests entirely on
immediate and mediate perception, and in it the reciprocal
action of subject and object constitutes the metaphysical basis.
Chronologically, the works of Weper and Rerrr, which ap-
peared at the same time, fall between the two just mentioned.
Weber did not survive the publication of his A ésolute Idealism
(Rinteln, 1840), as he died during the revision of the last
sheets. His friend and sole apostle, Hinkel, simultaneously
with the appearance of the work of the deceased, announced
to the world in his Speculative Analysis of the Notion of Spirit
(Rinteln, 1840), news of the greatest scientific feat that has ever
been accomplished. It consists in the attempt to escape the
pantheism of the Hegelian Left by emphasising individuality.
Single expressions seem as if they were echoes of Herbarrt,
with whom the author pretends that he became acquainted
only after his own work had been completed. If Jac. Friene.
REerrr (now professor in Tiibingen) [Reiff died July 5th, 1870.
-—Ed. |, in his Begiuning of Philosophy (Stuttg., 1840), and in
the System of the Determinations of the Will (Tibingen, 1842),
which is closely connected with it, had not come forward with
too lofty pretensions, both these works, as well as the treatise,
On some Points of Philosopiy (1843), would have met with
a much more friendly reception than they did. His rancour
against pantheism, the compliments which, as contrasted with
thls were paid to the German Enlightenment, and as a
consequence of both the necessary apploach to the position of
Fichte, did not by any means appear to the readers of his
works to be anything so new as they did to their author.
Reiff was not very highly thought of outside the circle of
those who attended his lectures. For a long time it looked
as if Dr. K. Cur. Praxck (P'rzc,'am’omfzt in Tubmoen) would
VOL. IIL K
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take up the position of a follower of Reiff. Already in his
Ages of the World, the first part of which develops the
system of pure realism (Ttbingen, 1850), and the second the
realm of idealism (ddemz., 1857), he treats Reiff as the last
preliminary step. He thus goes beyond him, so that in
consequence Noack, who with a rare versatility leaps from
system to system, was able for a time to extol Planck as the
man who had completed the philosophy of Reiff. RosE too,
whose Method of the Knowledge of the Absolute (Basel, 1841)
seems to have had a stimulating effect on Ea. SCHARER
(Contributions to the Knowledge of the Lssence of Phlulosopley,
Ziirich, 1846), attempted to establish a peculiar standpoint,
which he essentially modifies in his A7 of Speculation
(Ziirich, 1847), but particularly in the following works : Z7e
ldeas of the Divine Things of our 1ume, The System of
Individualistic Philosopley, and the History of Humanity.
Finally may be mentioned the attempts at reformation made
by J. RicuEr in his Nature and Spirit (1st, 2nd, and 3rd
parts, Leipsic, 1851), which, in spite of the fact that they were

very highly approved of in a certain theological quarter, did
not mect with general recognition, because the theories which
were proved to be tenable in the extended work were far
from being so much those of one who was self-taught as
they promised to be.

4. Simultaneously with the publication of Feuerbach's Plilo-
sophy of the Future, and partly owing to the stimulus given
by it, there appearcd the flood of MATERIALISTIC works which
have been since followed by hundreds more, partly written
by men whose names had a high reputation in other depart-
ments. Only complete ignorance of what already existed in
the domain of philosophy could have led to their being looked
upon as something new and never heard of before. Cabanis
had already said all that people were now offered to read,

even to the cynical comparison of thoughts to the excreta of

the kidneys. ~Besides, amongst the really original French
materialists of the eighteenth century, one does not mect with
such absurdities as are to be found in the writings of the
most highly lauded of these dabblers in matter; as, for instance,
that crime takes place according to a law of nature, like the
falling of a stone, and that therefore it is revolting when
a House of Representatives retains capital punishment for
murder, (As if, in truth, this resolution were not equally

8 345, 4.] MATERIALISTIC WORKS, 131

a manifestation of the law of gravitation, and were therefore
not at all revolting.) If it were really true that the philosoph
of nature taught men to speak of things of which they umﬁ e/
stood nothing, then it has nowhere found such zealuu}% ndeig
as among the exact scientists.  Any one in the preshe;lt (El 7
who knows how to handle the microscope well, believes thq}t
without going any further, he has a richt to. decide as t
the nature of cause and condition, foré?c and matter, | C:
and truth. The circumstance that the circle of the re,adzel;“
of these books is very large and is daily increasing, tl z
magazines which are calculated to suit the horizon of‘:::ho?:ﬁ
_masters and peasants are constantly bringing more qciflel‘ent_
to materialism, is for many a proof that it is the i:ai’liloao‘h:?
of the present or of the future. If this were decisive, tlliey
materialism would have already found its match ; for the holIz
Gambrinus can count a still larger number of e‘nthusiast}
aclherents, and adherents who are more zealous. Up till nc \:;c
we have no instance in which the raisino of th({ priceuoé
a book of Moleschott’s or Biichner'’s has pro?ﬁhl(:ed revolutions
in large towns.—The estimate expressed in these words, whi I':
were written in the year 1866, has since been provedhhnwfr-
:'b;m.tecl by t_he- facts; for not only does the mob applaud ;llc
force and’ matter " philosophy, but men have become cc
verts to it whose philosophical importance is notorioues C;f'n(i
IB c:;}gﬂ recognised in these Ouslines. This is the céscjt-»-;i}l
> i-]{.l STI{AL‘SS. | In hx? Legacy to the German People [ 1bid. )
1€ declares that he has “abandoned the harmless pleasure in
artistic figures to which he had surrendered himself in his
Q’Zr;rﬁ: vor Hutten (Leips., 1858, 2 vols.) and in his Foltaire
(l«:-ul.‘}s., 1870), and in other works on culture and history
"”."'l. Is re]t,:urnmg to his peculiar mission, unsparing dcstructigé
criticism.” In 7%e Old and New Fuith, which \ieﬁt through
four editions in the year of its appearance (1872), and the
cighth stereotyped edition of which is now before us, Strauss
does not object if this “confession of all who stand on the
ground of the modern theory of the universe” is called
materialistic. If it is considered, besides, that Strauss himself
had arrived at this change in his views ’through the study of
Voltaire and the latest writings of Feuerbach, then we have
a new proof that the apologies for Lamettrie which have
become the fashion are written out of the hearts of the
cultured people of the day, just because their thoﬁghts are
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entirely of the Holbach-Biichner order. If this really held
good in the case of Strauss, he could not have said that the
difference between materialism and spiritualism is a vanish-
ingly small one, when we compare it with what exists between
them and their common foe, dualism. If we remember,
moreover, how the Systéme de la Nature had defined its
relation to Berkeley, then it is clear that Strauss, in spite of
the change of his views in the direction of materialism, has
not abandoned his Pantheistic standpoint, which reminds us
of Spinoza, and which brings® him into harmony with the
spirit of the cighteenth century, at most in a negative sense,
namely, in making attacks on religion, etc. To this we have
to add, that the materialism which Strauss has adopted, even
" if it had not fallen upon a soil fertilized by the philosophical
ideas of the nineteenth century, must necessarily have borne
fruits other than those of the Biichner sort, because it is
entirely different from the materialism of Diderot and Holbach.
Darwinism, to which Strauss professes himself a convert, in
its theory of descent, essentially rests upon ideas which
would necessarily have appeared fantastic to the men of the
eighteenth century. Malthus again, who, as Darwin himself
admits, brought him to adopt the view of the “struggle for
existence,” has even been reproached by those holding
materialistic views with being monkish, a word which for
the French materialists was confessedly the strongest term of
abuse. Finally, however much Darwin’s followers, and he
himself afterwards, may have extolled his theory as the best
protection against all teleology, his “ natural selection” would
have been called a child of physico-theology by every
materialist of the French school. With regard to the
contents of Strauss work, we find that it is divided into four
sections, of which the firs¢ gives an unconditional negative
to the question, Are we still Christians ? since all the doctrines
contained in the Apostles’ Creed, which he takes up singly,
no longer find any credence amongst the cultured of our
time. The question raised in the second section, Have we
still a religion ? is not answered so unconditionally in the
negative, since the consciousness of our dependence on the
All and on its inviolable laws may perhaps be called religion.
The t/ird section, which takes up the question, How are we
to understand the world ? is the most interesting, because it
supplies the positive complement for the previous negations,

<
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and works out the theory of the universe which Strauss
asserts is that of all cultured persons. He begins with the
cosmogony of Kant and Laplace, discusses the solar system,
the formation of the earth, the origin of living things on the
earth, gemerafio @guivoca, and spends the most time over
Darwinism, which, with all its gaps, has made one of the most
important steps in the direction of truth. The conclusion is
taken up with a refutation of every kind of teleology. Strauss
himself i1s least satished with the fowrZk section, which asks,
How are we to order our lives ? This section contains the
outlines of an ethic which does not amount to a glorifying
of force, as is the tendency in Darwinism. The first traces
of moral qualities are investigated ; the different moral prin-
ciples are criticised ; the right of the sensuous elements to
have a place in marriage and the State is maintained ; the
various forms of the State are considered ; and, finally, the
questions of the day in reference to the condition of werkmen,
capital punishment, the relation between Church and State,
are discussed. As the result of this investigation, he declares
that, in the case of the cultured, elevation by means of the
enjoyment of art takes the place of edification by means
of worship. The two appendices, which treat of our greatest
poets, Lessing, Schiller, Goethe, and of our greatest musi-
cians, Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven, accordingly connect them-
selves quite naturally with this section.

5. It is not only the fact that the materialism of the pre-
vious century impressed a Strauss which should insure its
getting a respectful consideration, but because it was this
materialism which in the last decade brought back many to
the study of philosophy, and #z specze to the study of the doe-
trines of our greatest philosopher, Kant. We are not thinking
here of those who, as Tobias says of himself in his book,
Limits of Philosophy (Berlin, 1875), which is very well worth
reading, were formerly materialists, and were won over from
materialism by Kant, for in this case the merit due to mate-
rialism is too entirely negative. We are thinking rather of
the many instances, which are still on the increase, in which
scientists of the first rank boast of their agreement with Kant.
It must be looked upon as in itself perfectly natural that those
who, like Goethe, are not satished with registering phenomena
and “simplifying them,” but who seek what lies behind these,
which is for them the most essential thing,—and every one
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who goes further than being a mere describer of nature, and
becomes an Zrvestigator, is in this category—should feel them-
selves attracted to the philosopher according to whom correct
thinking must distinguish the essence from the appearance.
That this agreement, however, does not make a man a Kant-
ian, has been conclusively proved by Tobias in the work men-
tioned above. He does this, first by showing how the Kant
who wrote the General Natural H istory of the Heavens stood
as yet entirely outside of the Critical philosophy; and then
again, by showing that the “limited matter” in Zollner's justly
praised book “on comets, that Helmholtz’s connexion of his
views with the speculations of Riemann on space, and even
that what Du Bois Raymond wrote, both in the preface to his
great work, and also in his lecture on the Limits of the
Knowledge of Nature, are, in spite of frequent agreement in
expression, irreconcilable with Kant’s transcendental idealism.
In fact, these men might have quoted the Frenchman Comte
as their philosophical authority rather than Kant, or even
Comte’s English imitator, J. Stuart Mill. Although the
former has few such open admirers in Germany as the late K.
Twesten was, or as the geologist Von Cotta still is, yet among
the philosophically cultured scientists there are many whose
views approximate to his. The fact, that in Germany the
words “ philosophy” and “science” are coming to be em-
ployed as diametrically opposite terms, is one of the many
proofs of this, But even if such were not the case, even if all
those of whom the men just mentioned may be taken as the
representatives were really to be considered as adherents of
Kant's transcendental idealism, the latter would not have to
thank Holbach nor Lamettrie for such brilliant conquests..) For
precisely like the materialism of Strauss, the materialism of
these men is saturated with philosophical theorems which pre-
sent a contrast to the materialism of the eighteenth century,
They are saturated partly with ideas which go beyond the
entire eighteenth century point of view,—and this is true of all
those who, like Strauss, have come under the influence of
Darwinism,—and partly with ideas which themselves, to be
sure, belong to the eighteenth century, but which ran exactly
counter to its materialism. Such a theorem is the law of the
conservation of energy, which was originally laid down by
Leibnitz and confirmed experimentally by Mayer and Joule,
and which remains true to its anti-materialistic origin, inag-
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much as it is not consistent with a materialism & /z Biichner,
as Lange has shown (vid. infra).

6. As forming a complementary correlate, we may put
over against these speculative scientists those who, originally
occupying a philosophical standpoint, were not contented with
this, and are seeking in the empirical sciences something
to supplement it, if not something which will be an entire
equivalent for it. How universally diffused the feeling of
the nced of this step is, is proved by the many lectures or
érockures on the present vocation of philosophy, the majority
of which come to the conclusion that speculation, which has
become bankrupt, can-help itself only by getting a_loan from
the empirical sciences. But, as was said, some went still
farther. The empirical sciences, they say, are not to supple-
ment but to displace speculation ; and this is just the very
thing that was admitted by the father of modern speculation,
namely, by Kant. This startling discovery was announced,
particularly in his later works, by Lubwic Noack (professor,
and afterwards librarian, in Giessen [died June 15th, 1885, —
Ed.]). His first works : Hegel's [dea of Religion (Darmst.,
1845), Mythology and Revelation, ete. (2 parts, Darmst,, 1845),
caused him to be classed as belonging to the left wing of
the Hegelian school ; moreover the /fakrbiicher Siir Specula-
tive Philosophie (Darmst., 1846-48), edited by him, were the
organ of the Berlin Philosophical Society, which consisted
of Hegelians. His Speculative Science of Religion (Darmst.,
1847) occupies pretty much the same standpoint. On the
other hand, this is essentially modified in the [ alrbiicher der
Jreten deutschen Academie (Frankf, 1349), and in the Mystery
of Christianity (Leips., 1850). In the Concise Survey of the
History of Phalosopiy (Weimar, 1853), he appears as an adhe-
rent of the doctrine of Reiff and Planck. He became editor
of Psyche, an anthropological journal, in 18535, and devoted him-
self to giving critical accounts of the philosophers of modern
times. The work, Schelline and the P/%Elaﬂp/{ay of Romanticism .
(Berlin, 1850), betrays its tendency in its fitle. The work
which appeared later, Joh. Gotll. Fichte Judged accoraing
to s Life, etc. (Leips., 1862), was, like 1ﬁany others, occa-
sioned by Fichte's jubilee. Before it was published, there had
already appeared Kanfs Resurrection Jrom fias Grawve, etc
(Leips., 1861), and Kant with or without a Romantic Cue
(1362), the titles of which raise the suspicion that he was trying
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to make a sensation. In these works, Noack seeks to prove
that Kant's whole aim is to represent empiricism as the only
scientific standpoint, and that he is not in earnest in laying
down the theory of the transcendental, even when this con-
sists only of postulates. .

7. A man who nevertheless afterwards admits that no one
is so much the philosopher of empirical science as Kant,
rightly expresses himself as opposed to this undervaluing of
Kant by Noack. This is Friepricu Arpert Laxee. Born
on Sept. 28th, 1828, in Wald, near Solingen, he became, soon
after having completed his studies, a teacher in the gymunasium
at Coln, next privatdocent in Bonn, and afterwards in Ziirich.
He was then invited to Marburg as professor of philosophy,
where he died on Nov. 21st, 1875. By some works on social
science and political economy ( /. Stuart Mill's Views on the
Social Question, etc., Duisburg, 1866, and 7he Labour Ques-
teon, 3rd ed., Winterthur, 1875), he had already gained the
reputation of being, with all his admiration for J. Stuart Mill
and Marx, an independent thinker, when his Hestory of Mate-
realism (lserlohn, 1866 ; second ‘improved edition [1873] in
two volumes) appeared. These two volumes were soon fol-
lowed by a third, but he did not live to see it issued. The
work is divided into two books, the f£rst of which treats of
materialism previous to Kant. It is in four sections: anti-
quity ; period of transition; the seventeenth century ; lastly,
the eighteenth century. Of these sections, the first and the
fourth are the most important, because they contain the
greatest number of critical observations. In the firs/ it is
shown why materialism is as old as philosophy ; ze. why the
first philosophical attempts necessarily led to the materialism
which culminates in Democritus. In his philosophy we find
the main principles of modern science,—and not of the science
of nature only,—27z. the conservation of matter and force, and
the nullity of all teleology, plainly expressed, Sensualism,
the truth of which was first established in ancient times by
Protagoras, must be viewed as the complementary opposite
of materialism. For sensation, which remains an insoluble
problem for materialism, is taken by sensualism as the starting
[J(.)int, which, just because of this, has so often—as in the case
of Protagoras himself—resulted in subjective relativity. The
Socratic and Platonic philosophy takes up a position of anta-
gonism to both at once; for by attributing the highest

et
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importance to forms, it constitutes a reaction, not only against
materialism, but against all science. But it has not been for all
that merely an evil. For man has his attention turned, not
simply to the knowledge which is formed out of the senses.
and the understanding, but also to the poetry which springs
from the feelings, and therefore to religion and metaphysics.
True, it is a delusion, kept alive by the expression religious
“truths,” that such poetry in any way enriches knowledge ;
but it does more than this. It elevates, it supplies an ideal
aspiration, and therefore an enthusiasm, without which nothing
great is accomplished, in science as well as in other things.
In this we have the explanation of the fact, that the epoch-
making discoveries were hardly ever made by materialists,
but always by men who had received stimulus from asthetics
or religion. This may be shown to be true even in the case
of Lucretius, to whose poem, which is directed against the
horrors, not only of the Roman religion, but of religion in
general, Lange devotes an entire chapter. The second secton
of the first book discusses the relation of the three mono-
theistic religions to materialism, and shows how the authority
of Aristotle made the rise of a healthy empiricism impossible ;
it became possible only when the scholastic ideas had been
undermined by Copernicus, Bruno, Bacon, and Descartes.
In the #4i7d section, Gassendi and Hobbes are treated of with
special fulness, as the renovators of materialism. Itdiscusses
also their influence in the seventeenth century, owing to
which a materialism, mixed up with religious ideas, spread in
England, while, on the other hand, in the fatherland of Des-
cartes, the purely mechanical materialism of a Lamettrie and
a Von Holbach sprang up. " These two forms of materialism
are discussed in the fowrt/ and last section of the first book.
It is here that Lange’'s peculiar attitude towards materialism
comes at length clearly into view. He extols it, because it
shows and spreads abroad the purely scientific-antipathy to
miracles, and to teleological connection. He finds fault with,
it, because it does not recognise the fact, that, besides the)
need man feels of having scientific knowledge, he has also to|
strive towards what is higher, towards what is ideal, and to |
embody this by means of fancy. In short, materialism fails
to see that it lies in the organization of the human spirit to
construct certain fictions for itself, without which it would |
simply fail to reach what is highest. The affinity between
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Fh;s thought and Kant's idea, that the world of understandino
is but an island, and not the whole world, is evident : only it
is intelligible that with Lange’s wsthetic nature it is parti-
cularly in Schiller’s lines of thought and expressions that his
criticism moves. The “form ” of the poet and his * beautiful
shapes ™ are exalted by no thinker of recent times so much
as by Lange. It will readily be understood that the second
book, _which treats of the history of materialism since Kant is
especially interesting, and for this reason, if for no other, that
in it tbe theories of the author himself come more promin,enrlv
into view. In the second edition, this book constitutes the
second v_o]ume, and is no longer divided into three, but into
four sections. 1In the preface to this volume Lange speaks
of J. Stuart Mill's posthumous work on religion in a highly
appreciative way. As regards the contents of this book. the
order of subjects in the separate sections is as follows: In
the first, Kant's position in reference to materialism is ex-
plained, and in connection with this, Lange considers the
entire SLglllﬁcapce of this greatest of German philosophers.
The truth of his ‘main thought is admitted ; namely, thatevery
act of cognition is a product of what lies outside of us and
of wh_at 15 within us, and that therefore the essential reality
of th{ng's remains unknowable, Ahe author censures Kant
for wishing to discover and deduce « priore what exists itself
@ priworve in us. It is further proved with much acuteness that
there are c_>thg3r things besides time and space, etc., which thus
exist @ prewrz in us, and in fact, that with increasing develop-
ment various things come to have this character. Lance
next takes up the materialists after Kant. Besides Feuerbach,

he discusses the views of Moleschott and Biichner. Their

merits are fully acknowledged, although his final verdict
endorses what is hinted at above sud 4 ; namely, that works
of this sort do not deserve to be taken any notice of in an
account of the history of philosophy. Attention is repeatedly
d1rectt;d_ to the fact—that after Kant the earlier “niive ”
materiahsmf is_no_longer- possible. The latter, .too, is more
and more making room for a standpoint which-may be called
relativism, in the form in which it is taken up amongst others
by Radenhausen, the author of Zsis (4 vols., I—Iambu?g. 1863).
Well wortll noting is what Lange says when he comes to
speak of Czolbe, who in a way of his own, which is in a
certain measure the opposite of that taken by Kant, goes
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beyond materialism. In the second section, modern science
is discussed much more fully than modern philosophy. In the
second edition, this section is enlarged into two, whose wealth
of matter may be judged from the headings of the chapters:
“ Materialism and Exact Investigation,” «“ Force and Matter,”
“Scientific Cosmogony,” “ Darwinism and Teleology,” «“ The
Position of Man relative to the Animal World,” “ Brain and
Soul,” “Scientific Psychology,” “The Physiology of the Organs
of Sense,” and *The World as Presentation.” The reproach of
dilettantism brought by Liebig against materialism is extended
to the majority of the German scientists, in the way of denying
to them the possession of the philosophical —zt.e. the critical—
and historical, sense. Mathematics saved the French, and prac-
tical logic the English, from the intellectual freaks of the Ger-
mans. vIn science, idealism takes a place, by way of comple-
ment, beside materialism, which has its justification within its
own limits. The latter is the conservative element, the former
the innovating or divining element. In connection with the
discussion of the most important cosmical and anthropological
questions of the present day, the merit of having excluded|
the miraculous and arbitrary from nature, and of having de-
stroyed the fear of gods and demons, is repeatedly adjudged!
to belong to materialism. Its positive assertion, however,
that matter is the sole reality, cannot be maintained as true
in presence of the results of modern science, whose two most
brilliant conquests refute it. The law of the conservation of
energy cives the highest place precisely to that which the
materialist-denies ; and the physiology of the -senses, which
has made such strides since the time of ]J. Miiller, leads to
the conclusion that the world of sense, including our body,
I8 @ presentation, a joint product, of our organization, and that'
therefore its real nature is unknown to ws. On this point
the greatest living physiologist of Germany, Helmholtz, agrees
with the greatest German philosopher, Kant. What was
formerly the third, but is now the fourth section, which treats

_of ethical materialism and religion, is, in spite of its brevity,

one of the most important. In the second edition it was
enriched by some very interesting investigations. Among
these may be counted, together with others, the remarks on
Strauss’ last work, as well as the observations on the peculiar
materialism of Ueberweg. Starting from modern political
economy, which is based on the dogma of egoism, Lange
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proceeds to show that, instead of seeking to find out (relatively)
“ what form political science would take, supposing men to
follow only their egotistical interests,” it falls into the error of
asserting (absolutely) “ since men are egotistical, therefore,” etc.
This position is consequently a false one, because, along with
the ideas which are accompanied by pleasure and pain, the
complex result of which we call the Ego, and upon which ego-
ism is based, we find ideas which we call the external world.
By means of these we are induced to go outside of ourselves,
and they constitute the first foundation for sympathy, and the
like. The work then goes on to criticise the abuse which is
occasioned in moral statistics by the employment of averages,
and finally a statement is made of a more connected kind
than is given in any previous part of the book, regarding the
standpoint of the author. He so far agrees with Kant, that
knowledge is entirely limited to the sphere of sense, but he
is of opinion that we can speak of truth only in the sphere of
experience.  If, accordingly, he further maintains, likewise
with Kant, the irrefragable validity of the ideas of the Beau-
tiful and the Good, this is owing to the fact that, according
to him, our organization, perhaps for reasons which can be
explained in a purely physiological way, is so constructed, that
it does not only seek to recognise the true, but aspires after
what is worthy. |Ideas have thus only this practical character,
and therefore Kant arrives at God, freedom, and immortality
only by making the mistake of confusing what is and what
ought to be, or, Notion and Idea, a confusion which he him-
self so severely censured others for making.  Artand religion,
and also metaphysics, have to do with Ideas. It is a mistake,
therefore, when they make any assertion about reality, or
when they interfere with investigation. We can understand
how, on account of the irrefragable certainty of Ideas, the word
truth should have been employed in connection with them.
and how people should accordingly speak, for instance, of
religious truths. Nevertheless, it is a misfortune ; for it has
helped to make men constantly forget, that every Idea which
is formed theoretically, and is thus given expression to asa
tact, has at most a constructive or symbolic value, The fact
that faith stands on quite other ground than investigation
makes it quite as unassailable as a symphony of Beethoven,
which eannot be refuted, or as the Sistine Madonna, against
which no proof can be brought. That the asthetie, religious,
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and metaphysical aspiration after the qbsoipte, 1;\9111(:11 is ne{ve?
reached in knowledge, has had an effect in sgzmulatmg ‘a_nc
advancing knowledge, cannot l?e disputed. Stlll, ‘-[help;?tzie
of turning what are determinations of value into expla ory
reasons cannot be too severely censure_d. Qne can dmolre
veadily forgive the religious man for hating sc1<;lnce Sn tt“:.g
philosopher for mocking at religion, than w end e :
domains are confounded, when existence is constructe ?pr::i:zi’ -.
and when dogma is defended on scientific grou'nd?}.f } ;i
best way is to keep the two separate : the poetry, w 1((::1 -
was said, stimulates even scientific investigation ; an N

_ scientific investigation, which is limited solely to phenomena,

Z.e. to our ideas of existence, and therefore only to a 1'§I})11;e(i
sentation of existence.  Accordingly the most d‘lSI{)IEI:gUISﬂ;: t
investigators are so much occupied with thenl'iu ject, ,11;’
Ll1t:j,-"ha.ve no time for negative dogmatics, unli ? S0 Il‘lhd)1
modern materialists.—There are not many books from w 11
0 much information and stimulus can be drawn ashfrom t1t15!
of Lange, which has just been Fllaractquggcl in ttils Séc?,?h?)
synopsis. A peculiar attraction is exercised upuif 1§§cher
think quite differently from him by the fac:t.t at, ;;de i
decidedly his inclination leads him to take up‘“oneh.‘ o
atill, even if it is with evident relqctance, recognises the g thi‘s
in which his opponents have right on their side, an e
in spite of the outcry of partisans. Just on thrﬁs agci)}mw,e,s
cannot be said that we are demanding what is beyond Lang =
powers, much less beyond human powers, if We cEpiess tu_
wish that, when he mentioned the blunders made byda 'bpe‘fhe,
lative philosopher in physics, or those to be fou}il Iljli -
lecture on the soul delivered in Carlsruhe by. it e;ﬁ detp:,w
chemist Erdmann, he had maintained the same dignifie Tolclnb
in which he exposes the absurdities of Biichner. ( :
sentence is repeated exactly as it was printed 1.11.’1‘87(7), Stlmlljai
in order to add that the new edition of Lange's work =
made the wish here expressed unnccessary, becau;e 1tb ;gn
been fulfilled.) How much Lange’s 1mport’anae_1 ascegsor
recounised is evident, not only from the fact_thhxt 11:. subc E.mse
in office has edited a posthumous work of his, buta S(}),fzc,.'m,
Vaihinger, in his interesting work, Vo ffzzﬁmaﬁf;‘h .ai;:;ebg:
and Lange (Iserlohn, 1876), proceeds exactly as if he

pug.ll ﬁ'{‘]}:;‘lge's idealistic _Naturalism is connected in a posi-
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tive way with Kant, then the way in which Hemricn Czonpe,
who died 1gth February, 1873, founds his realistic naturalism
and sensualism, may also be said to connect him with Kant,
though certainly in a negative manner. Although he very
early decided to study medicine, philosophical and theological
studies have occupied much of his attention. It was Hol-
derlin’s Hyperion which, as he acknowledges, first placed the
germ of naturalism in his mind. This was next nourished
by the study of Strauss, Feuerbach, and Bruno Bauer, and for
a short time assumed an entirely materialistic form. The
careful study of Lotze’s writings (v¢. § 347), contributed to-
wards enabling him to see that materialism was untenable.
He could not, however, rest content with what he calls Lotze’s
theological turn. On the contrary, he regarded it as a
necessary consequence that, just as Lotze conducts a polemic
against a special vital force, he should take up a polemical
attitude towards the supernatural in general, towards an im-
mortal soul and a God. Whether or not he still occupied
the materialistic standpoint in his inaugural .dissertation on
the principles of physiology (1844), I do not know; as I am
not acquainted with it. It is certain that in the writings
which followed, the New Account of Sensualism (Leips.,'
1855), and the work which was occasiomed by Lotze's criti-,
cism, Origin of Self-consciousness, but particularly in the much
more mature work : 7%e Limts and Origin of Human Know-
ledge in opposition to Kant and Hegel (Jena and Leips., 1865),
he decidedly left it behind. Not that he became untrue to,
the principle of naturalism, the abandonment of all that is.
supernatural, but he asserts that it is impossible to deduce
the phenomena of life from pure matter, as the materialists
attempt to do. Without renouncing the application of the
mechanical principle, and particularly without renouncing the
fundamental principle of naturalism just mentioned, it is none
the less necessary to make assumptions other than those made
by the materialists. Czolbe, moreover, differs from most
naturalistic thinkers in so far as he does not maintain that the
advances made in science compel us to give a naturalistic
explanation of all existence. On the contrary, all facts are
complex, and leave us a free choice between the assumption
of the supernatural or the rejection of it. If this reminds us
of Kant's zon liguet in his critique of theoretical philosophy,
then Czolbe goes still further with Kant along the same road.
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It is the ethical interest which forces us to come tec a decision,
and in the name of morality he demands that we declare for
the side of the alternative which science presents to us. In
diametrical opposition to Kant, however, he demands that
since the highest happiness is secured by contentment with
the natural world, we should give up the discontented striving
to get beyond it, which, as being analogous to the theological
sin against the Holy Ghost, may be called the sin against the
order of the world. The foundation of religion, that is, the
assertion of the existence of the supernatural, is immoral. It
is a moral duty, a matter of honour, to exclude everything
which can lead to the assumption of a supernatural second
world. If we follow this command, and in explaining exist- -
ence, never go beyond the sphere of. the mechanical, ze. of
rigid causal conneetion ; and if we also, consider that,—as is
most simply shown by.the parallelogram of forces,—cause is
never a single thing, but is always the coming together of
many causes, and that therefore the effect is always a com-
bined resultant; then we are brought by this to something
stable, which is not an effect, but is eternal. 1_ his is exten-
sion, in the two forms of continuous space which pervades
everything and is pervaded by everything, and of the many
discrete and mutually impenetrable atoms.  These, which are
only actually indivisible, have different forms of crystallization ;
and, by means of their arbitrary movement, attraction and
repulsion, the changes in the inorganic world take place.
Like the atoms themselves, many more of their combinations
date from -all eternity, as will be granted by the materialism
that has inherited its fancies about cosmogony from the
Mosaic®account, which have only led to wild dreams of a
plowing ball of gas, etc. The earth is eternal and was
eternal.  (In his first work, Czolbe had sought to replace the
ither by very much attenuated air: in the second, he asserts
the ¢xistence of the wther.) Quite as eternal however as,
space and atoms, are; secondly, th:ﬁ: forms, _kl__l_l‘dS, species,
such as we meet with in the organic world, which are con-
structed on a regular plan, and which cannot be deduced
simply from the attraction of atoms. Czolbe very energeti-
-ally defends the constancy of the genera; and the eternal
existence of the human race is united with the idea of. pro-
gress in such a way as to show that the capacity for develop-
ment possessed by the race had a beginning in time, sinee,
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previous to the impulse which was given by individual men
of genius, the human race developed quite as little as the
animal species. Here, where, together with the existence of
matter, Czolbe maintains the existence of the forms which
manifest.desien, he gives full expression to his views on the
relation of causal connection and the -relation of design, and
justifies himself for having called his work a naturalistic teleo-
logical application of the principle of Mechanics. In con-
trast to the ideas developed in the earlier writings, emphasis
is laid in the later works on the thought that neither from
matter nor from the eternal forms is it possible to explain the
fact of the so-called psychical phenomena, z.e., the sensations
and feelings from which all others spring. They, too, must
be regarded as something original and eteghal. As in the
case of the equilibrium of large masses, the ehtrance of a small

preponderance liberates an enormous expansive force, so a |

cerebral process can liberate sensations and feelings which
exist in a latent state and in a condition of equilibrium from
all eternity. This eternal power of sensation and feeling in
such latent conditions is called by Czolbe world-soul ; and he
accordingly lays this down as a third principle : Since in the
case of individual sensation the power of having sensations
possessed by the world-soul is set free,—becomes living, 7.c.,
conscious,—we may explain without having recourse to in-
genious theories how the eye commands such a range of
space, etc. The deduction from sense-perceptions of the further
psychical processes, particularly of -conception, judgment,

reasoning, which was very fully given in the earlier work, in.

rheady :
the first section, headed Psychology—the other two sections

being entitled, Philesophy of Nature, and Politics—is reca-
pitulated, so far as the most essential points are concerned,
in the later work. It is decidedly improved in this reca-
pitulation. In the earlier work, the author often makes the
matter such an easy one that we are almost reminded of
Condillac’s deductions. In the later work, the main diffi-
culties are by no means so lightly passed over, although
Czolbe himself admits that his account is of a dilettante
character. The most essential difference is, that while con-
sciousness was, in the year 1855, held to be explained when
the existence of a rotatory movement in the brain had been
‘admitted—so that some one at the time proposed the question
whether a revolving mill-stone was also conscious—now the

§ 345, 8.] CZOLBE'S NATURALISM, 145

world-soul, ze., those latent sensations and feelings which
penetrate the whole of space, is made the foundation of con-
sciousness. In short, by adding the third principle to matter
and the equally eternal forms, the deduction gets a much less
forced appearance. After Czolbe has drawn attention to the
contrast between his views and those of Kant and Hegel, 7.,
to his agreement with both, and to the points in which he differs
from them, he lays emphasis in some concluding remarks on
the scientific, moral, and esthetic value of his naturalism.
He here explains that it_is only-an accident if naturalistic
thinkers adopt revolutionary or democratic views. The fact
that division of labour allows every occupation to be carried
on in the best possible way, has brought him to the convic-
tion that it is best to let the monarch rule. Quite as little
has his naturalism made him blind to the fact that humanity
is infinitely indebted to religion, and particularly to the Chris-
tian religion; and his atheism does not hinder him from show-
ing respect to all ecclesiastical arrangements. It is true that
the attack of Strauss from the idealistic standpoint, and still
more that of Renan with his realistic turn of mind, have
shown that the days of the Christian religion are numbered

and that the moment is approaching when, just as the in.
dividual must bury his parents and stand on his own feet, but
In a state of isolation, farewell will be said to fancy’s creation
of a Father in heaven. “A chilling thought certainly for
most ; but for the man who has grasped it in all its deep
meaning with both the understanding and the heart, it is far
less sad than the separation from actual parents.” As the
ten years which elapsed between the New Description and the
Lamts do not give evidence of any pause in the development
of Czolbe’s mind, his unresting advance is proved by his
posthumous work, Outlines of an Fxlensional Zeory of Know-
ledge (1875), which has been edited by Dr. Johnson.”” A trea-
tise which he himself published on mathematics as the ideal
for all knowledge, constitutes the kind of bridge by which this
!atter work is reached. In this treatise, space, of which time
1s regarded by him as a fourth dimension. is made to support
all sepsuous qualities to begin with, and next all sensations

the concentration of which in one point gives conscious indivi-
dual sensation. An interesting comparison of the three phases
of Czolbe's naturalism is given by Vaihinger in the twelfth
volume of the Plilosophische Monatshefte (Leips., 1876).

VOL. IIL L
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C.—FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF EARLIER SYSTEMS.
§ 346.

1. Those who took an earlier system as the starting-point
of -their progressive activity were much more numerous than
those who went back to the past because it had accomplished
all that was necessary, or than those who turned away from it
because it had accomplished nothing. Perhaps of all three the
work done by those first mentioned was the most worthy of
recognition, and yet it met with the least recognition. For if
the older schools still found some adherents, and if most of the
newer schools found one adherent at least, as Weber did in
Hinkel, and Rohmer in his brother, and so on, none of those
about to be characterized succeeded in getting even a single
real pupil. In order to get a better general idea of the
subject, we shall here separate those who started from one
single system, from those who started from a study of many
systems. It must be at once aclr-nitted, however, that this
separation can scarcely be maintained with exactness; and
particularly in the case of some who have been here placed
in the first group, a doubt may arise as to whether they
do not belong far more to the second. Since both groups
are introduced here without any reference to their relative
merits, an occasional misplacement will do no harm. We
begin, accordingly, with those whose startingpoint was only,
or was at least principally, one system which they then go
beyond. At the same time, the chronology of the origl_nal
systems, and not that of the derivative ones, will determine
the order to be followed. To be sure, the consequence of
this is, that the most recent phenomena will be discussed
first, and afterwards those which appeared much earlier.
In the last decade in particular, and for the most part after
the last edition of these Outlines was issued, there appeared
the works of the men whom we may call, with Von Hart-
mann, the Nro-KaxTtiaxs, and who if their views were to
be described in detail, would have to be dealt with in this
place. The conditional particle just employed announces that
an account of these phenomena is just the very thing which
will not be attempted here. One reason, among many
others, for not giving such an account, is, that it is_; not within
my power to expand this Appendix into a third volume.
Such a volume would however have been necessary, if the
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whole or even the majority of the men were to be character-
ized, each of whom brings forward a theory so peculiar to
himself that it cannot be discussed together with any other ;
and it would be necessary to show, moreover, in the case of
each one, that we were justified in placing him among the
Neo-Kantians, because with one the “ Neo” does not seem
to be suitable, and with another the * Kantian.” Both terms
will be most readily admitted as applicable in the case of one
who, twenty years after Weisse had demanded that we ought
to place ourselves at the point of view of Kant, went much
further, and began the series of those through whom Kant
again became the fashionable philosopher. This was Orro
LLIEBMANN, at present professor in Strasburg. His maiden
work, Kant and the Epigones (Stuttg., 1865), gives a descrip-
tion of the four tendencies which are all rooted in Kant's
teaching—the idealistic represented by Fichte, Schelling, and
Hegel, the realistic represented by Herbart, the empirical
represented by Fries, and the transcendental represented by
Schopenhauer. He closes his account of each with the excla- |
mation : “We must return to Kant.” It is-also pointed out iny

this work, that Kant's assumption of a thing-in-itself beyond
space and time is an absurdity, and is the real cause of these)
four errors. In his second book, On the Indwidual Proof
for the Freedom of the Will (Stuttg., 1866), he similarly ap-
proaches Kant in many points; but he asserts that he is not
satisfied with the way in which Kant reconciles freedom and
necessity. Finally, Liebmann, both in his work Oz Objective
Vision, published in 1869, and in his latest work, On #fe
Analysts of Reality (Strasburg, 1876), describes his stand-
point as that of the criticism whose foundation was laid by
Kant, the Newton of speculation—a name to which he is en-
titled, since he formulated the laws of the intellectual world,

‘Just as his teacher and pattern formulated those of the

physical world. With express reference to his first work,
however, he points out here also, that the theory of the thing-
in-itself is the weak point from which Hegelian pantheism/
and Schopenhauer's pansatanism have been developed.!
Much more uncertainty than exists in Liebmann’s case may
perhaps attend .the question, whether some who are called
Neo-Kantians ought not rather to be counted among those
who have been considered in the two last sections. This
affects those whose position, in reference to each other and to
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himself, Liebmann himself defines. What our opinion is with
regard to Lange is shown in the place where we have treated
of him. But how is it with Hermann Cohen, who, on account
of his Kant's Theory of Experience (Berlin, 1871), has been
made out by many to be simply a Kant phllolowmp or, with
J. Bona Meyer, who, on account of his brochure, Kant's Views
on Psychology, as well as his fuller work, Kant's Psychology,
(Berlin, 1870), has been taken by one for a Kantian with a
colouring of the doctrines of Fries, and by another considered
to stand wholly outside the Kantian point of view? Are
Stadler (Kant's Teleology, Berlin, 1874) and Arnoldt (Kant's
ldea of the Highest Good, Konigsb., 1874 ; and Kant's 77an-
scendental Ideality of Zime and Space, in the Altpreuss.
Monatsschrift), really such orthodox Kantians as they have
been said to be? How far do the expounders of Kant's
theory of knowledge abide by his principles, and how far do
they deviate from them as for instance, Holder (An Account
of Kant's Theory of Know!edg:e 1874), Paulsen (A#tempt at o
History of the Development of Kant's Theory of Kunowledge,
Leips., 1875), J. H. Witte (Contributions towards the Under-
standing of Kant, Berlin, 1874 ; [ntroductory Studies to the
Knowledge of Existence of which we have no Experience, Bonn,
1876 ; On the Theory of Knowledoe and Ethics, Berlin, 1877) ;
or how with expounders of other single points in his theories,
as Laas (Kant's Analogies of Experience, Berlin, 1867), who,
with his psycho-genetic deduction, stands somewhere between
Aug. Comte and |. Stuart Mill; and so with many others?
Any one who wished to describe the phenomenon of Neo-
Kantianism in such a way as to give a clear conception of
what each of its representatives accomplished, or at least
sought to accomplish, would have to answer these and such-
like questions. Just for this reason, and because a mere
string of names and titles of books in place of such an account
is of no value, this Outline must leave such an exposition to
those who are not hindered by external considerations from
using their pens freely.

2. Reinhold’s son, Carist. ERNST GOTTLIEB JENS REINHOLD
(born in 1793 at Jena; died when professor there, on the
17th of September, 1856), likewise connected his views with
those of Kant, and still more with those of his father, while
at the same time going beyond both. He had already made
himself known by his Z/eory of Knowledge and Thought
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(1825), and by his Lagic, or General Theory of the Forms of
Thought (1827), and still more by his works on the history of
philosophy, before developing his doctrines more fully in his
Theory of The Human Faculty of Knowledge and Metaphysics
(2 vols., 1832—34), in his Manual of P/zzz’osapéfcal and Prope-

dentic Psy::/zo/acry, together with Outlines of Formal Logic
(1835, 2nd ed., 1839), and finally in his Qutlenes of the Sciences
of Pi fazzzm!P}zzlamp/% ) (1837). His viewsavoid all extremes,
and are of a moderate cha;acter; but they were taken little
notice of outside of Jena. Reinhold himself describes the
task which he set before him, as an attempt to go beyond the
pantheism which Hegel I'&lb(:‘.d to the summit of its perfection,

and thus too to go beyond all the one-sided views which had
established themselves in the period before and after Kant.
This end, which coincides with genuine ideal-realism, is to be
reached by founding his system on a thoroughly-worked-out
theory of knowledge. Reinhold here accordingly takes as
his starting-point, the becoming conscious of self, and in par-
ticular, indeed, the becoming conscious of self as active, z.e.,
as wil. - In the exercise of the active force which brings about
movements, and by means of it, we first get the idea of exten-
sion and duration ; our sense of effort gives us-the conception
of cause, and d}rectly indeed of active cause ; and by means of
the conception of the effect which is to be produced, it gives us
the conception of final cause. If we transfer this conception to
the world as a whole, there then arises from it the conception
of the primary existence which conditions all things and works
with an aim in all things, and which is to be conceived of as
an omniscient ruling power, possessed of thought and will.

3. Just as Ernst Reinhold finds the starting-point for his
speculations between Kant and his own father, KarL Fort-,
LAGE finds it between Kant and Fichte. He was bdrn on the
2th of Jan., 1806, at Osnabriick, was for a long time privat-
docent in Heidelberg, and afterwards in Berlin, and is now ac-
tively engaged as professor of philosophy at Jena. [Fortlage
died Nov. 8, 1881, in Jena—Ed.] He is one of the most
many-sided, and at the same time one of the most thoroughly
cultured, philosophers of the present time. According to a
statement he makes in his youthful work : Zie Gaps in the
Hegelian System (Heidelberg, 1832), he allowed himself to be
captivated for a short time by the views of Hegel. He how-
ever soon went back to those whose thoughts, as it appeared to
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him, Hegel had only improved upon,—and that too in a one-
sided way,—namely, to Kant and Fichte. His Meditations on
Plato's Sympostum (Heidelb., 1835); the Lectures on the His-
tory of Poetry (Tubing., 1839); the Account and Criticism
of the Proofs for the Existence of God (Heidelb., 1840); The
Musical Systems of the Greeks (Leips., 1847), present him to
us as busied with questions connected with AEsthetics and
the philosophy of religion, and show that he was thoroughly
versed in these subjects. He then turns his attention to the
history of philosophy; Z/he Genctic History of Pllosophy
since Kant (Leips., 1852) contains, besides, what is the best key
to Fortlage's peculiar standpoint.  After the hints which he
had given in this work regarding the most pressing tasks of
philosophy, it was not surprising that his next work, which
is the fullest he has given to the world, was the System of
Psychology as an Empirical Science (2 vols., 1853). With
this are closely connected the very charming F£ioht Psycho-
logical Lectures (Jena, 1869), which are written in a popular
style. To these there were added in the same year Sux
Philosophical Lectures, and in the year 1874, Four Psycho-
logical Lectures. The two first reached a second edition in
1872. Besides this, he is an industrious contributor to the
Viertheiljahrsschiift, to Fichte's Zeitschrift, to the Heidelberg
and Berlin Jakrbiicher, to journals of light literature, all of
which contain highly valuable treatises from his pen.” With
the exception of the epoch-making Kant, upon whose shoulders
we all stand, Fortlage rates no philosopher so high as Fichte.
Since he takes the absolute autonomy-for-his-starting-point,
which Kant reaches by analytic and psychological methods,
and from which everything is deduced synthetically, begin-
ning at the top and going downwards, he irrevocably trans-
forms philosophy into pantheism. ¢This pantheism, however,
is of a transcendental sort ; for the Absolute, the identity which
rises superior to the contrast of subject and object, does not
enter into this contrast, Ze., into the world of appearance or
phenomena, and is not immanent in it. “The damage done to
the Science of Knowledge by Schelling and Hegel, simply
consists in their having conceived of pantheism as immanent,
since they both put the phenomenal world,—represented in the
case of the one by nature, and in that of the other by history,—
in the place of the Absolute. /Fichte, on the other hand,
transfers the standpoint of the spectator entirely from the one
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Kantian world to the other, from the wd;izL_ of sense o, the
moral world, in which the many phenomenalEgos,—Egos of
appearance, or individuals,—vanish in presence-of. the absolute
Ego, which, in all individuals alike, addresses itself-as Ego,
ze., autonomously. This transcendental pantheism' is radita

or absolute idealism, and is quite openly expressed in the

original Science of Knowledge ; while in Fichte’s later writings

it is not in the least altered, but only concealed under the
cover of a certain timidity. (For this reason, Fortlage de-
scribes as realistic every standpoint which approaches that of
immanence, and therefore, too, that of Schopenhauer, because
he thinks of the phenomenal ego as absolute.) According to
the Science of Knowledge, the Godhead is the absolute Ego
itself, which therefore can never appear to the relative finite]
Ego as a Thou, but only as an extension of itself, a freeing of ~
itself from certain limits. Accordingly, we must not speak,
as Baader does, as if the relation between God and the Ego
was one in which the one stands adove the other, as the world
of truth and the world &f appearance, but as if the relation
were one-in which the one may stand zn place of the other.
The mythology of Theism is surmounted by meanssof the
Science of Knowledge ; but so too is Materialism. Both, as
the fate of the Hegelian School has shown, crop up as soon
as the attempt is made to maintain the immanence of auto-
nomy in place of its transcendence, by doing which we relapse
from idealism to realism.” Th:t a return to the pure and,
absolute idealism of the Sczence of Knowledge is necegsary,i
secems to be felt by some of those who combat Hegel's'
immanent pantheism. There is need of something else, how-
ever, and to this the views of those men have pointed who
were stimulated by Fichte, but who went their own way, and
who may be called Semi-Kantians. To the @ prioze deduc-
tions of the Sczence of Knowledge must be added the. counter
proof, or the mathematical proof, in a_psychology which]
proceeds according to empirical methods. A beginning was
made in this direction by Herbart, whose psychology is

essentially an attempt to elevate the Science of Knowledge

to the rank of an exact science. Even if there is much to ~
object to in Herbart's standpoint,—above all, that he has
foisted plurality into the absolute existence, and further, that
his practical philosophy is very weak,—still there should be
no mistake about his great merit in having opened up wholly
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new outlooks for psychology. This merit still belongs to
him, even although he has fallen back from the standpoint of
the Science of Knowledge to that of realism, and just because
he stops short at the idea of immanence. Finite existence
_ consists in fact, according to the Sezence of Knowledge, of two
factors or potencies, which in their transcendental “condition
constitute a state of repose or stable equilibrium, but in their
immanent condition appear in a state of unrest or unstable
equilibrium. These are, the rational factor, or the Ego, and
the irrational factor, or the Non- ego. The former is Cdpable
of being posited absolutely, while the latter cannot be so
posited ; and accordingly, in the state of unrest which marks
immanence, it is only partly posited, that is in the form of
appearance, just as the Ego is only partly annulled, ze., it
also takes the form of appearance. Thus immanence or
appearance consists of two semi-existences which, taken
together, are not indeed equivalent to pure existence, but can
introduce something analogous to it, or something which is
a false substitate for it. Since existence in itself is quite the
same whether it is divided into two semi-existences or returns
into the truth of its absolute calm and perfection, the absolute
existence ought not to be brought so close to the phenomenal
as to make it possible to think that it may be grasped in any
one point of the phenomenal; nor, on the other hand, ought
it to be so far hidden away behind the phenomenal, that the
factors of the phenomenal come to be out of connection with
it. Herbart commits the first blunder, for in his theories we
are constantly coming across, complete subjects, absolutes,
resting points of speculation. (Fries falls into the opposite
mistake, for he renounces all knowledge of anything absolute.)
Like Herbart Schopenhauer and Beneke have dl‘-‘:D, to be
sure, fallen back to Realism ; but they have opened out new
paths for psychology, the former by laying stress on impulse,
that is volition, the latter by emphasizmg the mechanism
connected with the formation of ideas. The only way of
rendering a great service to the Science of Knowledge is to
reconstruct according to psychological methods the results
which have been synthetically arrived at; and indeed the fact
that Kant discovered its premises in a psychological way
already points in this direction.V If the Ego in its broken

state would learn, by pursuing the method of psychological |
analysis, to rediscover in itself the traces dnd traits of the /
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" absolute Ego, then the revivifying principle would once more

be laid hold of, and by this means philosophy would be able
to awake from its dream-like absorption in nature and
history, and become alive to what is the truly human reality,
a perfected psychology.—In the historical work from which
all the foregoing propositions are taken, Fortlage had given
expression to the wish which he hoped would be fu]nlled

and in his System of Psychology he himself seeks to conmbutc
to the fulfilment of it. It may astonish many, that Fortlage,

who was so enthusiastic about the Science of Knowledge,

should have chosen from among the three men whom h
had mentioned as the prophets of a new psychology, the very
one as guide who had seen in Fichte the real destroyer of
philosophy.  (/7d. § 234, 2.) And yet this approach to
Beneke is intelligible. Not only was Schopenhauer’s theory
of volition found to be compatible with Fichte's doctrinethat
impulse rules the phenomenal world, but also Beneke’s teach-
ing, according to which the original faculties exist first in the.
form of effort. If, in order to complete presentation, we now
take, not the satisfying of the sense of effort, as Beneke
does, but, like Fortlage, take the liinitation or resistance as
the second factor, then with very slight modifications the
“new psychology ” may be turned to account in the service
of the Science of Knowledge. Moreover, Beneke's psycho-
logy commended itself to an apostle of the Science of Know-
ledge who placed the natural and rational impulses‘in one
and the same series, while certainly regarding them as different
potencies, by the fact that accordmw to it the corporeal is
only the spiritual depotentiated. (Smce Fortlage applies the
name materialism to this way of surmounting dualism—a way
with which he agrees—this confirms what was pointed out
above, when Beneke’s spiritualism was under discussion.)
To one, however, who wgs acquainted with the natural
sciences, and who saw how the law of the conservation and
transposition of forces in motion was daily opening up new
perspectives, this thought must have appeared of much higher
importance than Beneke himself had imagined. When, as
Fortlage’s colleague Snell, in his able exposition of material-
ism, had done with the process of sensation, impulse was
placed in a similar relation to the electric current in the
nerves, as that in which heat stands to suddenly arrested
movement, such propositions of Fichte’s as, presentation is
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arrested impulse, and others, also received an entirely new
significance. To these material peculiarities of Beneke’s
psychology was then added the formal one, that it, more
than any other psychology, really followed wholly the example
of the natural sciences. Fortlage, in short, hails Beneke as
che real creator of a true empirical psychology ; and he has
also raised, in his lectures, a splendid monument of his
veneration for his character.  This does not mean that he
became his follower, but that he learned from him to give
simply an analysis of the perceptions given in consciousness,
and to let all questions about the metaphysical essence of the
soul alone, not because they are unanswerable but because
they are premature. Similarly, he also learned to combat the
delusion, which prevents the specific character of inner ex-
perience being recognised, that psychology becomes a science
only when it is made a chapter of physiology.  In particular,
he succeeds in doing this by taking up the physiological

question in the second part, after he is done with the psycho-

logical question. Fortlage himself states that the two points

with which the psychological investigation is mainly occupied

are zmpulse, which analysis finally reaches as being primary

and as what lies at the foundation of everything, and 2easoz

or reflective activity, which determines the ascription of actions

to us and our moral personality. What the Seionce of Know-
ledge lays stress upon as an unavoidable conclusion, namely,
that in the mechanism of the impulses we are to see nothing

' /but reason which has not yet risen to self-consciousness, is

here to be empirically reached by its being shown how, by
means of continuous arrest and transformation (the process
of becoming latent), there arise from the original impulse the
states of attention, questioning, doubt, etc., up to reflection
and knowledge. Of the nine chapters into which the whole
investigation is divided, four belong to the first volume, -
They treat of consciousness (pp. 53-118), of the general
qualities of the matter of presentation (pp- 119-238), of the
special qualities of the matter of presentation (pp. 239-384),
of the relation of consciousness to the matter of presentation
(PP- 385-491). The second volume treats of the vegetative
impulses (pp. 33-112), of the impulses in the nervous system
(pp. 113-218), of psychical activities in the narrower sense
(pp. 219-293), of sense-knowledge (pp. 294-389), of will
(PP- 399-489). Both parts are preceded by introductions, of

o
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which that to the first calls for special attegtlon, E:?—li;ﬁs?ca”[:
ins highly instructive explanations of the psychok gﬂe

L al conceptions of force, and suggests that in .11
e p}g?l«cﬁles we have the intermediate link between physica
- tﬁm ulse. Besides the difficulty of the subject,d‘the
Eergjlii?[terrrﬁnﬁlogy employed bybl*]‘ortiage r:iz?s é}:;:r;‘:: thagt

i sembles to a ¢ g .
i 'wc?rl])(? ﬁléﬁgiil't anIctl lgzieke, but for the most part it
?mplo}le ']?he strictness with which he makes distinctions
lrsenrcli?a‘:s. necessary the use of a large num%}aer o.f. 1{1&;:3 Ca:prf;
i d there are not many readers who wi - -
e hem. The arrangement of the separate ¢ a..pter:-.i
Ezmizegottksu{.:h as always to make it easyhto _‘cak?J i?eg;fn;z;?s
e ‘ ject ; any one who in spite
- Gif lthel xo‘gflfvﬁ?%rfgtt’hi];c hzs learned something from
o trle . who wishes to get a glimpse of the authors’
. ;’\n) (t)r;r? an casier way, should read the Zzght l_,edures&
Sta?(igl}lomarticular, he will find the last, on mater;a?.hsm 3211
iacllx{;ailigmp of great service in this respect. I—Ilere{ agf%gisiency

in the larger work, Fortlage’s ‘anu_-.n:mngl.dg_ ogu}: i
?ss clgnstantl)?coming, into view elt}‘mer lin the ::rné) ;{;S;S C];e]i'ef

i oiri in the frank assertio  bel
Pporjlrifei?lity;a?fiipﬁﬁ ?.f::al}lf ﬂ: which he ta{j\?i l‘;he lglocg‘:;;
- ' is protection.—While Fortls
s th‘e “i't:]il}cll-icgfieu?fggeéllipén the Science of {(fzowt’g_eige
piaieil ELt E?)m the side of its bearings on life (and in parglcv_l—
e he considers its relation to socialism), he extols it
}Erllra“;}*lcerr)?spzcial way as the pantheistic theory 0{ tl}l)e umsx;cx;ieé
| . gl au

which cannot take the p'lac_e of reilgli)n 511m;i§ra ?‘:W. o

.thod inseparable from it is accessible only to : 1 =
Ior::?\er thinkcI:Jr, ‘again, lays stress al-most .ex;lg:;m%}g:hgg -
ethical importance, which he consulBers rien“yhen S
oreatest of all philosophers. Karr DAVER, han
under Hegel in Berlin, occupied quite a ;Elec?a;t t}?at e
the circle of his fellow-students, owing to t eha t n,Ot tre§
attended Schelling’s lectures at Erlanlgen', Gc,won e
him as one long since buried. After having e

le position in the wvery varied spheres in wil ey
gilfoewr? his activity, he came before the reading puﬁt;l \Was
his work : 7o Ficktés Memory (1Lelps., 183{62;{;5;“(;‘ 01-;3 e

eedily followed by ZVe Idea of freedom an 1 s
iﬁ'h’?“lzoga}zt (Erlangen, 1837). The recognition he re

Lhoug
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from L. Feuerbach in the Hallische [ahrbiicher was deserved,
even if it was too much in the style of a panegyric. Cox-
siderations on the Moral Spirit, etc. (Erlangen, 1839), and the
magazine entitled 7%¢ Moral IWorld (Erlangen, 1840), which
unfortunately was very soon given up, were published soon
after the works mentioned above.. In all of these there is
evidence of a mind refined by the study of the ancients and
tempered by the experience of life, which seeks to restore
/the forgotten conception of virtue, and to remind a public
" which was no longer accustomed to think of them, of the
postulates of freedom and unpselfish love. In secking to
carry out this aim, as will readily be understood, he often
follows the same lines as Fichte. As in the case of the
latter, so too in that of Bayer, we feel infallibly certain in
everything that he writes, that words and life correspond.
WiLsELM Busse reminds us of Fichte in a wholly different
sense, or, if you will, in an opposite sense. In his work:
/. G. Fuhte and his Relations to the Present State of the
German People (1st vol., Halle, 1849), he attempts to prove
from the fact that in Fichte philosophy led to the glorifying
of nationality, while philosophy is meant to be a knowledde
which goes beyond the limits of a distinct nationality, t that
philosophy has destroyed itself and- has come to an end.

4. Since in these Oxtlines the view has been repeatedly
maintained, that Fichte’s later doctrines are quite different
- from the original Sczence of Knowledge, we must decide in the
case of every one who confessedly connects his speculations
with those of Fichte, whether his starting-point has been
the earlier or the later Science of Knowledge. To those who
thus connect their views with those of Fichte, and who are of
opinion that there is no difference whatever between Fichte's
carlier and later doctrines, such a decision may seem quite
arbitrary ; and they may pelha.ps pronounce it caprice, that
Fortlage and the You~cer Ficate (vid. § 232, 4) should be
here separated from each other, the former as the continuator
of the original Sezence of Knowledge, the latter as that of the
later. This separation is warranted by the fact that Fortlage
regards Fichte's later doctrines as a veiling of the original one,
while Fichte j junior regards them as an unveiling of it. The
works by means of which I. H. Fichte took a share in the
dissolution of the Hegelian School have already been men-
tioned. To them, apart from magazine articles, may be added,
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Speculative Theology, which forms the third part of his system
(Heidelb., 1846). This was followed, after a long pause, by
the System of Ethics, 2 vols. (Leips., 1850-53); and after
this, Fichte devoted himself entirely to subjects in the domain
of psychology. As the basis of psychology, first appeared
the Awnthropology (Leips., 1856), which has already reached
a third edition. The main propositions contained in it are
repeated as introductory propositions in the Psyckology (First
Part, Leips., 1864, Second Part, sdenz). Before the appear-
ance of this work, Fichte published: On #ke Question of the
Soul, ¢ Plilosophical Confession, and after its appearance, 7%e
Continued FExistence of the Soul, and Maw's Place in the
World (Leips., 1867). Soon after, there appeared the Mzs-
cellancons Writings, 2 vols. (Leips., 1869), which consisted
partly of what had already appeared in print, and partly of
unpublished matter. The preface to thé first volume of the
last-mentioned work, and the first papér, which contains an
account of Fichte’s philosophical self-culture, are specially wel-
come, because they supplement the more incidental explana-
tions with regard to his standpoint given in § 332, 4. Fichte
expressly defines as the starting-point of his philosophical
culture the “standpoint of the Sczence of Kmnowledge in its
later form,” which “still had too firm a hold on him ” when he
wrote his Knowledge as Knowledge of Self. At that time, it
is true, he was already firmly convinced that philosophy must
be based on a theory of knowledge, and that it must be theo-
sophy. Later;, however, it became clear to him, particularly
owing to a deeper study of Kant, that only a basis of anthropo-
logy and psychology makes such a system possible as he aims,
at constructing, wviz., an ethical theism which is panentheism.
He himself dcsignates the Psychology as the work in which
the truth of this standpoint has been established in a perfectly
decided way; but he says that the Anthropolosy belongs to the
Psychology and forms the introduction to it. That th.: very
book which contains what is essentially the key to Fichte’s
doctrines, and constitutes the basis for the othér branches of
philosophy, should have appeared last, has had unfortunate
results, so far as Fichte is concerned. For, owing to the fact
that, in connection with these psychological investigations,
attention is constantly being directed to the ethical and
religious doctrines which have their basis in psychology, the
complamt has frequently been expressed, that he repeats him-
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self a great deal. That Fichte, in the course of an active
Aife extending over more than forty years, has not kept to the
- views which he developed in his first works—which he him.
self will admit—is to his credit. But it is difficult for him as
it is for everybody else, to admit to himself and to the world
that what he has once laid before the public is wrong. Hence
the trouble he takes to bring his earlier assertions into har-
mony with what he discovered at a later period. The con-
sequence is, that the earlier views often get a wholly different
meaning, and the reader is at a loss to know whether he has
ever _und(:‘:rstoo_d Fichte. For the historian, scarcely anything
remains, in characterizing the principal works, but to follow
the chronology. Before the publication of the Speculative
‘T /eology as the third part of the ontology, fragments of it
had appeared in smaller essays, which Fichte either refers to
or esscntially incorporates in the complete work. The intro-
duction is attached to the theory of knowledge and ontology
and at once states definitely Fichte’s relation to his predeces:
sors, particularly to Schelling and Hegel. Their Absolute
the identity of the subjective and objective,—is really o;ﬁy
world-reason. We must pass beyond this to its ground
through which it is explained and ceases to be blind reason.
What is last with Hegel, is simply the relative Absolute. Tt
must be taken as a problem, and by getting a basis for it the
true Absolute must be discovered ; and this is the personal
God, and not simply the world-subject. The investigation is
divided into three parts, the £s# of which (§ 14-64) develops
th‘e Idea of God from the conception of the world, ontologic-
ah)f, from the world as the sum of finite existences, cosmo-
logically, from the world as a system of specific differences
teleologically from the world as”a graduated series of means
and ends. The second part (§ 65-155) treats of the being of
God in and for itself, and the comprehensibility of God, the
idea of absolute personality and the divine attributes are dis-
cussed in three sections. The #ird part treats of the bein
of God in relation to the “other” in Him. This is dene in
three sections, which take ‘up the creation, preservation, and
perfecting of the finite world. The theory of the universe of
znqnads must be regarded as, at least, one of the principal
points, since Fichte himself agrees that it is to bé considered
as such. In opposition to Hegel, who allows the finite to be,
taken up into the infinite, and thus reaches pantheism, Fichte
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| maintains that, as nothing really comes into being nor passes
.away, the finite too, since it is not only phenomenal but real,
is eternal. Thus the manifestation of the finite, which cer-
tainly loses its independent existence, must bring us to re-
cognise in it the really eternal existence of the finite which is
not found simply in the Absolute, but in the eternal primitive
‘'ways in which the Absolute realizes itsell. When, further,
these primitive ways in which the Absolute realizes itself are
comprised in God as the 7ez/ infinitude, or as nature, from
which God creates the world, and over which he is Lord, not
as one who comes into being but as eternally existing, and
as one who is a personal God, Fichte is conscious of having
points of contact with Bshme and Baader. (This now leads
him to adopt Baader's distinction between true and false time,
true and false space. It is, however, a question whether his
views do not thus come into contradiction with what he, in
agreement with Weisse, had taught at an earlier period. The
inclusion in his system of the world-zther adopted by the
physicists, seems to be attended with still more unfortunate
results, Fichte, in an odd way, brings forward this =ther as
the recognised agent, too, in the origin of musical tones.)
When, finally, the perfection of the world is placed in the love
which takes an active form in the God-man, Fichte expressly
points out that it is here simply the conceivability of the God-
man which is alleged, and that he is not expressing anys
opinion whatever on a question which it is the prgvince of the
philosophy of history to decide upon. A retrospect of the
results of the Speculative Theology, lays claim to the honour
of having given a metaphysic which solves the problem of the
world from the highest standpoint. The -first wolume of the
Systene of Ethics, with which Fichte appeared before the pub-
lic four years after the publication of his Speculative Theology,
is made up of a critical and historical survey of ethical theories
since the middle of the eighteenth century. Of the Germans,
Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Krause, Schleiermacher, Her-
bart and Schopenhauer, are fully treated of. So, too, are the
theological tendency shown in the theory of the State, and the
historical theory of law, as represented amongst others by
Schlegel, Baader, Steffens, Savigny, Puchta and Stahl, In
the second book, the ‘theories of the English and French
schools are discussed. He treats of the Anglo-Scottish moral
. systems from Hobbes to Wollaston, from Locke to Ferguson,



160 GERMAN PHILOSOPHY SINCE HEGEL. [§ 346, 4.

from Reid to Mackintosh and Hamilton, and finally Jeremy
Bentham, following for the most part the accounts of others.
He then goes on to the French, and takes up the sensualistic
school, spiritualism and the eclectic school, the political
authors since Montesquieu, and finally socialism and com-
munism. His standard of judgment as respects the contents
is as follows : Does the system start by maintaining that the
idea of eternal personality—of genius—is warranted by reason,
and does it hold fast to the three ethical ideas which follow
from this, those namely of law, of the community as the com-
plement of individual life, and of the immanence of God ?
Formally considered, it is : Do the conceptions of duty, virtue,
and property have justice done to them in the system ? Judg-
ing by this standard, Fichte thinks that, among the Germans,
a high place ought to be assigned to the ethical theories of
Krause and Schleiermacher, and a very low one to that of
Hegel. The English moral systems are treated with great
respect, as is usual in German books. Fichte asserts that,
among the French, he agrees most closely with P. Leroux.
Proudhon’s merit is declared to consist in his having correctly
shown, by his scepticism, how the one-sided views which have
hitherto been prevalent destroy themselves (treat themselves
with irony). In the second or descriptive part, Fichte's own
theories are discussed, and it is indeed in the gemeral part,
after ethics has been defined in the introduction as the theory
of the original will of man, that we first get an explanation
of the system of ethical ideas and human freedom. In the
first of these, the three ideas above referred to are brought
prominently forward ; but in treating of the life in common
which rounds off human life, a distinction is made between
the two ideas of benevolence and perfection. The idea of
freedom is followed out through the different stages of voli-
tion up to the point where it appears in the form of character
which is in conformity with the highest good. In the special
part, the doctrines of virtue and duty are discussed, and much
more fully than either of these, the doctrine of property. It
is shown how the realization of the idea of Law takes place
in the relations which are based on private law ; how that of
the life in common which completes human life is seen in
family law, the law of the community, 'state law, and the law
of nations ; how that of the indwelling of God takes place in
the Church, which exercises its highest function in the mission
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which it has of realizing the idea of humanity.—Since both
in Fichte's earlier ‘works, and particularly in his Ethics also,
genius and the justification of genius play an important g/,
one cannot but feel pleased when he at last explains this idea
more precisely than he has done before. This he does in the
Anthropology and in the Psychology which is connected with
it, and does it so carefully that we may pronounce genius to
be the really fundamental conception and kernel of Fichte's
psychological investigations. Since the inner personality is to
be thought of as taking a bodily form, while fancy again is
the essentially formative power of the soul, the fact that in
Fichte's psychology fancy plays the most important 74% does
not conflict with what has been stated above. The destiny of
man is, that in his outer body he should ‘manifest his inner

“body, which becomes visible in gesture and physiognomy and

cannot be lost, so that the body of the future will consist
entirely of gestures. (Since ather is to be the means by
which this inner body is to be’ rmed, Fichte has certainly a
right to protest against the statement that he does not allow
the soul to receive an wtherial body till after death. He can-
not say, however, that he has never taught the doctrine of a
body composed of wther.) The idea of inner body as the
temporal and spatial form of the soul's individuality gives
IFichte the chance of expressing his views regarding his rela-
tion to Fortlage, and upon the appeafances of spirits, and upon
what Schopenhauer had said about these. Here particularly,
more than anywhere else, ichte manifests a desire to agree
with everybody, even thotth criticism should suffer somewhat
by this proceeding. A great deal of what is said regarding
ecstatic states, exercising influence from a distance, and the
like, could scarcely withstand criticism. As Ethics leads in
the end to the renunciation of self-will, whereby we come
into accordance with God’s will, in the same way Psychology
brings us to the point at which anthroposophy becomes theo-
sophy. Not only is the artistic creative fancy aware that it is
an inspiration, but psychology too, when perfectly developed,
shows us how not only volition and knowledge, but also the
feeling of self, leads us to the thought that there lives in and
through us something which is more than human ; which when
renunciation takes place is penetrated by a feeling of the cer-
tainty of the eternal self, and in which the love of the per-
sonal God which we experience is for us the guarantee of this
VOL. 1II b N
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personality. Since the foregoing abstract of Fichte’s works
was made, two other closely connected works have appeared,
which make it much easier for us to get an insight into his
theory of the universe. These are: Zhe Zhewstic View of
the World and its [ustification (Leips., 1873) ; and Questions
and Reflections vegavding the approaching Development of Ger-
man_ Speculation (Leips., 1876). (The latter was an epistle
to Zeller. occasioned by his work referred to in § 287.) To
arrive at a decision as between mechanism and teleology, and

therefore, too, as between atheism and theism, is regarded as |

the problem of the present. By the choice of the latter, how-
ever, truth is not yet reached; for the naturalistic theism of

Schelling, as well as the speculative theism of Weisse, deviate-

from the truth, because they overlook the peculiar character
of our speculations, which make man their centre. From
Kant, who was the first to maintain this in its entirety, we
must learn that the startingpoint of our speculations is to
be found in what is given in experience, and therefore in the
world, from which we, by reasoning deductively, reach the
First Cause. It will therefore depend on our conception of
the world, whether we stop with the idea of the unity of the
world, or with that of a world-soul, or that of a transcendental
original subject, as ethical theism does. Besides Kant, Leib-
nitz must be named as the second main pillar upon which the
philosophy of the present rests. IHe must be so regarded, not
only because by his individualism he opposes the pantheism
of Spinoza, just as Herbart has opposed in recent years the
Hegelian pantheism, and not only, further, because by means
of teleology he has put mechanism back into its proper limits,
and because his idea of harmony points to an intelligent cause
of mechanism, but because his doctrine of monads supplies a
point of connection for one of the most important doctrines
of psychology. According to this doctrine, the human spirit
not only contains in its consciousness certain elements which
are prior to experience, but is itself a being of an @ prior:
nature existing prior to experience, from which by its own act
(it raises itself to the condition of a conscious subjectivity.
Hegel did not sufficiently appreciate these two greatest
philosophers of Germany, and therefore he belongs to that
Spinozistic period which has now expired. Of the more re-
cent philosophers, a higher place is given to Franz v. Baader
than Fichte had hitherto assigned to him.
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5. The same intermediate position that was assigned to
Fichte's doctrine in its altered form was also assigned to the
views of Schleiermacher. Long before the attempt was made
to create a school for the deccased master by publishing an
edition of his works,—a thing that Schleiermacher had never
any desire to do while he was alive—two men had been
stimulated by him, whom we can scarcely be accused of rob-
bing of their originality, if we say that they took the theories
of Schleiermacher as their starting-point. The one, Herxric
Ritter (born Nov. 21st, 1791, in Zerbst; for a long time a
professor in Berlin ; after 1833, in Kiel; next, for a series of
years, in Gottingen, where he died on Feb, 3rd, 1862), had
been attracted especially by Schleiermachet’s way of treating
the history of philosophy. IHe shows, however, that he had
many points of contact with his teacher and friend, by his non-
historical works as well, among which may be mentioned, Oz
the Relation of Philosophy to Life in General (Berlin, 183 5);
On the Knowledge of God in the World (Hamb., 1836); O
Lvil (Kiel, 1839); and also by his Syszem of Logic and Meta-
physies (Gotting., 1856), and by the Plalosophy of Nature
(Gotting., 1864). The other, J. Pr. Romanc, who was first a
teacher of philosophy and afterwards a clergyman in Switzer-
land, wrote : On Moral Matters, presupposing Deterniinism to
be True (Bern, 1833), and On the Freedom of the Will and
Determinism (ldem, 1835), in a way which reminded, every
one of Schleiermacher’s doctrine of election. His System of
Natural T heology (Ziirich, 1841), and The Newest Pantheism
(Bern, 1848), involved him in a dispute with the Ultra-
Hegelians, :

6. Those who appropriated the ideas of the System of
Identity, not in-order that they might abide by them, but in
order to further work out their consequences, are too NUMErous
to allow of their all being mentioned in a brief sketch, even
if one were acquainted with them all. Only types of certain
groups of phenomena can be introduced here. = After havine
studied in a thoroughly systematic manner first the theorics
of Kant and then those of Reinhold and Jacobi, Davip
Turobor Avcust SUABEDISSEN (born April 14th, 1773, for a
long time teacher of philosophy in Hanau, then tutor fo the
Ia_st Elector of Hesse, from 1822 until his death, May 14th,
1535, professor of philosophy in Marburg) took up Tate in
life the study of Spinoza and the System of Identity, while at
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the same time always continuing to occupy himself with the
subjective theories of Jacobi and others. His activity as an
author was at first shown especially in connection with educa.
tion. He first applied himself to writing upon philosophy in
his great work, 4 Study of Man (3 vols., Cassel, 1315-18),
which was followed by the Zutroduction to Plealosophy (Mar-
burg, 1827), Outlines of the Theory of Man (Marb., 1829), and
finally by Outlines of the Philosophical theory of Religion
(1831) His Outlines of Metaphysics was not I)leliSl}&dﬁ till
after his death'(1836), and makes us regret that so many of
his things have not been printed. While with Suabedissen
it may be easily shown that his strong pedagogical interest
displayed itself in his studies of Spinoza and Scﬁelling,. it lay
in the nature of the case that we should see something entirely
different, where enthusiastic love of Nature and Art is the
characteristic of a man’s life and has determined his chojce
of a vocation. KarL Gustav Carus (born Jan. 3rd, 1789,
at Leipsic, where he was for a long time privat-docent in
medicine, camé to Dresden in 1315, became royal physician
in ordinary in 1827, and died while holding this office, on the
28th of July, 1869), was -twelve years younger than Suabe-
dissen. It was in the first instance owing to his splendid
esthetic and -artistic culture, and next owing to the circum-
stance that comparative anatomy, which he naturalized in
Germany, had been previously declared by Schelling to be a
desideratum, that he was inclined to adopt the teachings of
the latter, and has developed them into that panthgistic
poetical conception of the world which makes his writines so
attractive. It will be understood how one who was a thouoht-
ful observer of form and a devotee of morphology has received
less recognition, at a time when contempt for these is held to
be the distinguishing feature of an exact investigator, than he
would have received at a time when Meckel was excused even
for propounding his theory of transitions. We mention, of
course, only those works of Carus which have a philosophical
Interest: Lectures on Psychology (Leips., 1831); Twelve Letlers
on Life upon the Earth (Stuttg., 1841); Outlines of a New Cra-
ntoscopy on a Scientrfic Basis (Stuttgart, 1841, With an atlas,
1843) 5 Psyche : A Contribution to the H. zstory of the Develop-
ment of the Soul (Plorzheim, 1846); System of Physiology (2
vols,, 2nd ed., Leips., 1847-49), Physis : A Contribution lo
the History of Dodily Life (Stuttg., 1851), Symébolism of the

&
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IHuman Form (Leips., 1853); Organum of the Knowledge of

Nature and Sprrit (1856); Nature and ldex (Vienna, 1861);

Comparative Psychology (Vienna, 1860); Recollections and
Mematrs (4 vols., Leips., 1865). The ideas of Schelling took

a wholly different form, again, from what they had done in the

case of the educationist and tutor of princes, or in that of the

scientist who was an artist and the friend of a king, when

they laid hold of a man who was liviag in an isolated position,

and who by individual taste and vocation had his attention
directed to a study of the religious consciousness, and who
was absorbed in it. According to his own confession, it was

the beautiful intellectual spring-time awakened by Schelling,

which spread its warmth over the youth of the Finlander

KarL SeperboLM, and won him over to the cause of German

culture. He was a clergyman, first in Finland and after-

wards in Moscow, and lived for a long time in an entirely
solitary position. He published a series of writings the main

results of which are presented in the Eternal Facts, Outlines
of @ Union of Christianity and Plilosophy (20d ed., Leips.,

1859). The second and third parts of this work appeared
under a different title, as Zhe Spiritual Cosmeos: A World
Zheory of Reconciliation (Leips., 1859). His rage at Hegel

often borders on hate; and he considers Hegel's identity of
opposites as the cardinal error of the most recent forms which
philosophy has taken, while he applies the primal law of
contraries universally; and in accordance with this he first
deduces from the eternal one or the Absolute, the contrast
of God and the world. As the contrast of Father and Son
shows itself in the former, so within the latter we have that
of Spirit, which is God, and of Nature, which is not God.
He rejects the doctrine of the Trinity held by the Church;
and he is in general very indifferent about the triplicity after
which modern philosophers make such wild chase.

7. In§§ 321 and 322 the systems were characterized which
abandoned the Theory of Knowledge and the System of Iden-
tity while partly combating them and partly combining them.
Of the former class Herbart's system was there mentioned first.
Whether it is because his doctrines form such a strict unity,
or whether it is for other reasons, no attempt has as yet been
made to further develop them systematically. Even Drobisch,
who is indisputably the most important member of the school,
has only modified them so far as is wont to happen when
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objections are taken up which have been made from a wholly
different standpoint. Herbart's ideas were really altered and
made productive only when they came into contact with other
-elements, which furthered them particularly by rousing opposi-
tion. THEODOR Warrs was one of the few who, even when
his views had diverged to a large ex
Herbart, yet recognised in him the grea

atest philosopher of
modern times; and he was accordingly, even to the last, con-

sidered by the school as one of its members, [e was born
at Gotha in-1821, and made himself known to the philosophical
public by his splendid edition of Aristotle’s Organon (Marb,
1844).  After having entered upon a professorship of philo-
sophy at Marburg; he appeared as a writer in the department
of thought to which he has since confined his activity as
an author, namely that of anthropological psychology, “The
Loxndation of Lsychology (Hamb., 1846), and the Manual of
Lsyciwlogy as Natural Sczence (Braunsch,, 1849), which muty.
ally supplement each other, are the writings which are of the.
mest importance in determining his philosophical standpoint ;
for his fullest work, 7%, Anthropoloy of Uncivilized Legples
(Leips., 1st vol, 1859, 5th vol. 1st Part, 1865), which was in-
terrupted by his death in 1864, contains, in addition to an
cformous amount of materia], critical remarks upon others with
a negative result, rather thap positive statements regarding
the disputed questions jn anthropology, Although Waitz re.
peatedly declares that he rests his views upon Herh
ciples, that Herbart's theory is the only one which is compat-
ible with the results of science, and so on ; and although, when
he speaks of idealism, we might think we were listening to the
scolding of Exner, Allihn, or some other follower of Herbare,
still the place which he ascribes to psychology is not one which
can be reconciled with Herbart's principles. In the present
sad condition of philosophical studies, he thinks it ought to
be made the foundation of philosophy. That is to say, Waitz
simply allows that Beneke was justified in saying what he did
against Herbart, Wait, wishes to have psychology designated
as science, because it too adopts the fundamenta] assumption of
all science; that ever ‘thing stands in a relation of rigid causal
connection ; and because it, just like the other sciences, by an
analysis of what is given in experience, reaches an hypothesis
from which it fureher synthetically deduces phenomena. It

certainly differs from alj other sciences in so far as its stand-

art’s prin-
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