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Translator's Introduction

From approximately 1847 until the end of his life in 1854, Schelling wrote on a
range of philosophical topics with the ultimate goal of explicating a purely rational
philosophy, particularly as it relates to mythology, religion and revelation. The notes
and fragments from this period were assembled by Schelling’s son, K.F.A. Schelling,
in a collection of 24 lectures known as the Presentation of the Purely Rational
Philosophy. While the importance of this work for the development of Schelling’s
negative and positive philosophy is well-known, the significance of the political
content which appears near the end of the lecture series has been largely ignored.
This could be in part attributable to the heavy hand that K.F.A had in composing
the final lecture of the series. Specifically, Lecture 24, in which Schelling gives his
final word on the state and the monarchy, was written based on fragments but also
on conversations that K.F.A. and his brother Hermann had had with their father.

1 I would like to thank first and foremost Joseph Lawrence for his extensive editing and proofing of
the final version of this translation. Christian Stadler, Benedikt Rottenecker, Petr Kocourek and Sean
J. McGrath also kindly provided their assistance at various points in the translation process. I would
additionally like to thank Claire Garland for typing out the ancient Greek, and last but not least, JTain
Grant for allowing me to consult his translations of these lectures. I have extensively borrowed from
the latter’s notes, and relied on his translations from and references to ancient Greek, to complete
the translation of this text. A section of this translation (part of Lecture 22 and all of Lecture 23) was
published previously in a reduced form in Daniel Whistler and Benjamin Berger (eds.), The Schelling
Reader (London: Bloomsbury, 2020). All in-text pagination refers to SW XI.
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Schelling’s late political program includes a minimal concept of a rationally
structured state, characterized by the constitution and the legal system, that ought
to serve the freedom of individuals. The state should foster—but not determine—
individuals’ capacity to freely decide for themselves and to cultivate relationships. The
state, Schelling is clear, is not the goal of history and cannot be perfected. Accordingly,
theinstitutions and laws of any imperfectstate, which ought to constantly be reformed,
should not directly mediate our moral decisions and mutual relations. According to
Schelling, the state, perhaps somewhat ironically, ofters the individual the freedom to
rise above it in the development of her personality, virtues and relationships.

Schelling’s concept of social responsibility is grounded in his concept of the
person, which, Schelling notes in these lectures, should serve the whole. In a word,
Schelling values relations between persons higher than relations between citizens,
implying a qualitative distinction between the two. Schelling’s esteem for the notion
of personality is furthermore integral to his defense of the existence of the monarchy
in these lectures. While citizens have the freedom to develop their own laws and to
self-govern (to an extent), the monarch, Schelling claims, is the person responsible
to the people of the state and before whom all citizens are equal. As a person, he
is also individually answerable to the divine. Despite this appraisal, Schelling is not
advocating for an absolute monarchy. He rather supports a constitutional monarch,
such as was already achieved in England and was developing at the time in Germany.

Ultimately, as persons, Schelling maintains that we do not find satisfaction,
reconciliation, or love within the state’s borders. Social virtues, according to
Schelling, are personal virtues through which we enter the “voluntary and therefore
higher community” (SW XI: 541). This higher community is, for Schelling, a unified
religious community to come. In this structure, the state can be seen as the ground of
society, but it should not become synonymous with the free, voluntary, community,
as the latter is not bound by the limitations of state borders or national identities
and into which all human beings will eventually enter on their own free will. The
“voluntary” should therefore be distinguished from the “involuntary” community,
which, for Schelling, is the state. In espousing such a view of the state, Schelling
accordingly critiques the idea that human beings could consent to an original social
contract.

Our faith in the possibility of the existence of this type of free community
in the future is embedded in the progressive, historical self-revelation of a personal
God, i.e., a person who exists above the state who can recognize us in our personhood.
Schelling’s late political philosophy thus explores the desire of human beings to move
beyond the state politically and morally in her longing for justice in the form of
the reconciliation of all of humanity (which, for Schelling, is linked to her longing
for the recognition of a personal God). While the human condition prohibits us
from achieving a perfectly just community without God, it does not prevent us
from working towards it. Indeed, for Schelling, we are called by God to do so. In
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his last work, Schelling thus presents an eschatological political philosophy, which
demands a critique of the structural injustices of the present and an existential
revitalizing of personal responsibility in the context of the fight for social justice.

Lecture 22

[516] We now return to the general context and ask: what does spirit do in
the world? The first thing, as we said in reference to Prometheus, is that, pervading
the world, it is knowing spirit. As such, spirit is not free and does not have its own will
until what has intruded upon it [das ‘Dazwischengetretene’] no longer stands opposed
to it as something foreign. That to which our considerations are thus directed is the
knowledge that refers to the world

Already many, and particularly those who trace their roots back to Leibniz,
have advanced the proposition that the sole immediate object of the soul (the one that
mediates all others for it) is God. For the soul that is still thought of in its originary
relation and as supramondane, we have affirmed the same thing, though in other
terms. But we cannot say the same thing for the soul insofar as it is posited outside
of this relation and drawn into the realm of the physical-material. To do so does
nothing more than to prove how commonly, in our times, “God” and “that which
is” [das Seyende] are taken to be fully identical. For, relating to the side of the soul
that is turned to the world, we would rather say: the sole immediate object of the
soul is what is [das Seyende], which is taken in the sense that has been sufficiently
explained and established throughout these lectures. For the entire concept of the
soul is: not to be what is, but to be that which s what is [nicht das Seyende, aber das es
seyende zu seyn] (recall Aristotle’s considerations of [S17] ti v elvau [#7 én einaz]); the
soul is nothing other than this; thus to wrest being from it is to wrest it from itself.
Therefore we say that it cannot let go of* what is, that is, as long as it itself is. Thus
in whatever being that the soul is, each soul has its unmediated object, i.e., the object
which mediates all others for it. The exterior object, with which the soul is in contact
by means of the senses, changes the being to which the soul belongs. But insofar as the
soul retains and reconstitutes the being that it is, even in change, the changed being
corresponding to the object becomes objective [gegenstindlich] to the soul. It awakens
within the soul the representation of that which is foreign and external to it. Without
such a reconstitution [Wiederberstellung], through which that which is foreign
and posited in the soul is excluded, what Aristotle says cannot be explained: that in
sensory perception there are pure images of things without their matter, images that

2 See SW XI: 451, “For if the soul is not to be thought as independent of that to which it is related as
soul, as what it is, but this is reduced to physical matter, then the soul, without thereby renouncing this
relation to what it is, or towards immaterials, it cannot but follow it into the (contingently) material,”
citation referenced and trans. Iain Grant, henceforth IG.
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remain fixed in the sense organs even after the removal of their objects.” Without this
reconstitution, what Aristotle goes on to say would be even less comprehensible: that,
in sensible things, we actually see the znzelligible within them.* To be sure, sensation
[Empfindung] (perception) is sensation (perception) of the particular [des Einzelnen]
as such, for example, #h7s human (Callias). The representation, however, is not itself
this particular, but its universal, its universal image or ¢avracua [Phintasma).’ After
that, Aristotle firstly concludes that: perception for itself corresponds to mere saying
and thinking—and the meaning of these expressions for him was shown above.® The
accompanying feeling of the pleasant [518] and unpleasant, however, has assertion or
negation” as a consequence, in which sense even the animal soul judges.®

3 Aristotle, De Anima, 11.12, 432a5 (precise section numbers provided by IG): % pév aiobyoic ot 16
Sextixdy T@Y awoOn TG eld@v dvev TS VAng (é mben aesthésis esti to decticon ton aesthéton eiddn aneu thas
hylés) (that which is receptive of the form of sensible objects without matter [trans. IG]). Also Aristotle,
De Anima, 111.2, 425b24-5, with the supplement: “dt5 xai &med06vtwy @ alodyrav tveiow al pagraciou
&v Toig aloOvpiots” (dio kai apelthonton ton aisthéton éneisin bai phastasiai en tois aisthétériois) (This is
why even when the objects of perception are gone, sensations and mental images are still present in the
sense organ, [trans. IG]). Compare with that which is said of the physical in the process of thought in
SW XI, 450 [note IG].

4 Aristotle, De Anima, 111.8: ’Ev 1o €ideat Toig aofntois & vonta dot1v (En tois eidesi tofs aisthétois ta
noéta estin) (the objects of thought reside in the sensible forms [trans. IG]). Aristotle, De Anima, 111.7,
431b2-3: Té pév €idn o vonTiedy (i Yuyfig, not 6 volc) &v Tolg Pavtacpact voel (td mén eidé to noétikon
(¢85 psychés, not & nodis) en tois phantdsmasi noei) (the intellectual faculty (of the soul, not the mind)
conceives of the forms in images [trans. KB]).

S AloBdverar piv 16 xab' Exaotov, 1 8’ aloBnoig T@v xabélov, olov dvbpwmov, AN’ 0d Kakdiov (Aisthdnetai
men to kath’ hékaston, bé d’ aisthésis ton katholon, hoion ﬂnzbm‘pou, all’ ou Kallion) (Although it is the
particular that we perceive, the act of perception involves the universal, e.g., “man,” not “a man, Callas”
[trans. IG)]). Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, 11.19, 110a16-b1.

6 InLecture 15 [XI 358-9].

7 Aristotle, De Anima, 111.7 [431a8-10]: Té pév odv aloBdveoOou Spotov 16 @dvou udvov ol voeiv- tav ot
#00 #) v pdv, olov xatapdon | amopdoa. diwxet 3| pevyer (1 Yvyn) (10 meén oiin aisthdnesthai hémoion 67
phinai ménon kai noein: botan dé hedy ¢ lypéron, hoion kataphdsa ¢ apophisa. diokei é pherigei (bé psyche))
(Sensation, then, is like mere assertion and thinking; When an object is pleasant or unpleasant, the soul
pursues or avoides it, thereby making a sort of assertion or negation [trans. IG]).

8 Aristotle, De Anima, 1I1.2 [426b8-11]: éxdot aioBnoig Tod droxeipévov aiodntod totiy, dmdpyovoa
&v 16 aloBnteplo fj aloOTepiov, xat xpivel Tag Tod voxetpuévo aioByTod Tag Stapopas, olov Aevkdy pév kel
wérowy 8\ (ekdste aistheésis toil hypokeiménon aisthétod estin, hypdrchousa en tdi aistheterio héi aisthéterion,
kai krinei tas toi hypokeiménon aisthétodi tas diaphoras, hoion leukon mén kai méian hdpsis) (Each sense
then relates to its sensible subject matter; It resides in the sense organ as such, and discerns differences is
the said subject matter; E.g., vision discriminates between white and black, [trans. IG]). And Aristotle,
De Anima, 111.9, 432a15-17: 7 Yy ket Slo dproBou Suvdperg ) T6v {bwv, 6 Te xprtind, 8 Stavolag Epyoy
¢oi (specifically, in humans) xai aioBioews, kol 11 16 xwvely xota Témov kivnow (bé psyché katd dio oristhai
dyndmeis bé ton 200m, 107 te kritikdi, ho dianoias érgon esti (specifically, in humans) kai aisthéseos, kai éti
101 kinein kata tdpon kinésin) (The soul in living creatures is distinguished by two functions, the judging
capacity, which is a function of the intellect and of sensation combined, and the capacity for exciting
movement in space [trans. IG]). The vobg xpitids (noss kritikos) can be meant only of the human in that
context, or as a convenient expression, such as in 6 tijg Yvyijg vods (ho tés psychés nods), two expressions
which he strongly distinguishes from each other. See SW XI: 454fF [reference IG].
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After this, there can be nothing surprising, if, in going further, we say that
the soul of the animal also concludes, for this is what comes third, after judgment. The
three mental [gezstigen] functions were once so difterentiated: simplex apprebensio,
Judicium, discursus. One would nowadays say: concept, judgment, conclusion
[Schlufs). Now it can be easily and immediately seen that the three classes of categories
that Kant issues under the headings of quantity, quality, and relation behave like each
of these three functions. The soul of the animal also distinguishes the many and the
few in simple perception; mathematics moves in the mere concept. That quality falls
to judgment, we need not even say. But furthermore, it can be shown that the actions
of the animal correspond entirely to the concepts that mediate conclusions to the
understanding [die dem Verstand den Schluf§ vermitteln]. The animal sees only, for
example, the green color of the fodder, but does not doubt that this accident has a
substance underlying it. Equally, before all experience, the animal seeks the cause
[Ursache] of the effect. The idle, standing horse turns towards the cause of a sound
which was unexpected to him; the timid bird, the shy game animal [das scheue Wild)]
flees in the opposite direction from each unusual stirring of leaves close to him; it is
not the understanding that says this to him, but the soul, under whose control he is
alone, and which therefore rules over him even more than over the human.

[519] If the famous David Hume had just once observed the child in his
cradle, who, as yet having no experience, incapable of moving his head, at least turns
his eyes to the side from which a sound unknown to him comes, e.g., that of a musical
instrument, then he would have indisputably spared himself of his explanation of the
origin [Entstehung] of the concept of causation in us. “We are finally accustomed, when
we see two phenomena follow one another over a long period of time, to thinking of
these two phenomena as in a necessary connection, and namely the prior as cause,
and the following as effect.” The child mentioned above had no time to become
accustomed in such a way, or even to have observed two phenomena [Erscheinungen)
repeatedly following each other. Kant was completely right when in claiming that the
human (and with the required distinctions, he could just as well have said this of the
animal) only attains experience because it is natural for him to seek the cause when he
is aware of the effect.

Here, explained and shown in its particularity, is that which we earlier
claimed in general about the noetic, intellective soul.’® Explained, at least from one
side, is what Aristotle meant when he said in another context: the soul does not know,
but it is itself the reservoir of knowledge."* The soul is unformulated knowledge, which

9 Hume, Treatise on Human Nature, 1.111, 6.

10 In the Nineteenth Lecture, especially SW XI: 446-8, 452-3 [page specification IG].

11 Schelling, Uber das Verhdltnis der bildenden Kiinste zu Natur, SW VII: 312. The following note
has been provided by IG: In the phrase, “die Seele weib nicht, sondern sie ist die Wissenschaft,” Schelling
makes science [ Wissenschaft] into the “making [schaffen] of knowing [Wissen]” that the soul is, in
roughly the same sense in which the physicist Johann Wilhelm Ritter did in his (28 March) 1806 paper
to the Bavarian Academy of Sciences, entitled “Die Physik als Kunst,” where he writes: “die Wissenschaft,
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exists as mere material, and is not elevated to actuality. If, in the well-known formula
that is also valid for Aristotle, one sets the word ‘soul’ in place of the undetermined
term sensus, then it is the most certain truth that there is nothing in the understanding
[im Verstande] that was not first in the soul. The famous Leibnizian restriction:
excepto ipso intellectn (with the exception of the intellect) is inapt, for the idea is much
more that the understanding, taken completely materially, is already completely in
the soul. This purely essential reservoir of knowledge that is non-acquired and prior-
existing (« priori) must precede each acquired, that is, actual [520] science.'”” What is
at issue in actual science is what spzrit has to acquire, if spirit is to become powerful
enough to take on the world [soll er der Welt mdichtig werden]. For spirit by itself is
without science. As Aristotle says, it is similar to a tablet on which nothing is actually
yet written. Certainly, one can, so to say, casually read or hear that Aristotle called
the soul a blank tablet, whereas he explicitly said this of the understanding [vom
Verstande].”® In relation to the soul, active knowledge [das Wissen] is something
accidental [Zufilliges], something merely added on, just as spirit itself is, according
to Aristotle, something added on. In spirit there is nothing that is merely material or
in potency; Spirit is thus not science, but is only kzowing: knowing, however, only
through its relation to the soul.

This relationship to the soul rests on this: firstly, that in the soul there
are already concepts, free of all matter, thus the simple forms which maintain the
representations of singular, sensible things. This does not mean, however, that these
concepts are objective for the soul. They are in the soul materially, as a third, we might
say, unformulated and merely potential. As Aristotle also says: the soul is certainly the
seat of concepts, but this is not the whole of the soul, but only the intellective part. The
concepts in it are notactual but merely potential.’* The concepts are raised to actuality
first only by spirit, in which, for this very reason, they are no longer simple concepts

das ist diejenigen, was Wissen tiberbaupt schafft [science, that is that science that knowing makes].”
Wilhelm Ritter, Die Physik als Kunst,” in Jocelyn Holland (ed. and trans.), Key Texts of Jobann Wilhelm
Ritter (1776-1810) on the Science and Art of Nature (Leiden: Brill, 2010): 536-7. Ritter’s paper preceded
Schelling’s speech Uber das Verbdltnis der bildenden Kiinste zu der Natur (October 12, 1807), read in
the same venue, by just over a year.

12 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 1.1, 71al-2: méoo didaoxedin xol waoe pddnoig Swwvontien éx
mpolmapyobong yivetan yvooews (pdsa didaskalia kai pisa mdtheésis dianoctiké ek prodiparchorisés ginetai
gnoseds) (All teaching and learning that involves the use of reason proceeds from pre-existinent knowledge
[trans. IG]).

13 Aristotle, De Anima 111.4, 430a1-2: “What the mind [zoxs] thinks must be in it in the same sense as
letters are on a tablet which bears no actual writing” (note provided and trans. IG). Further applications
of this formula will come in what follows.

14 Aristotle, De Anima I11.4, 429227-29: xai €D 81 o Aéyovteg, Thv Yuyny elvou témov eld@v, Thiy 871 ofte
8N, &AM 7 vonTiih, oBte évrekeyele, A Suvapel ta €idn (kai ed dé hoi légontes, tén psychén einai topon
eidon, ple?z dti odite hdle, all’ bé noétike, odite entelecheia, alls dyndmei ta eide) (It has been well said that the
soul is the place of forms, except that this does not apply to the soul as a whole, but only in its thinking
capacity, and the forms occupy it not actually but only potentially [trans. IG]).
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of individual, sensibly-experienced things, but rather concepts of these concepts,” i.e.,
the universal concepts through which spirit has the power and knowledge to take on
things [der Geist der Dinge mdchtig und wissend wird]. For to be powerful enough
to take on a thing can only mean to go beyond it and not to convalesce with it, but
rather to remain free from it. The name by which spirit denotes an individual thing,
e.g., as a tree [521], does not simply contain the concept of this tree, nor even the
concept of all actual trees, but of all possible trees. This universal [Allgemeine] is the
pure product of the spirit itself, because, as Anaxagoras had already said, in order
to grasp al/, this universal must be unmixed and should have nothing in common
with anything else.' So, in relation to each thing, it must behave as the universal, as
the equally powerful over all. But what befalls concepts also befalls judgments and
conclusions [Schliissen]. For, we have seen that the soul does not only grasp [begreift],
but also judges and concludes. So also the judgments and conclusions, which remain
unexpressed in the soul and always refer only to the individual, are elevated to the level
of actual universals. It is, for example, not #his 4 but rather 4 in general that has B as
a consequence.

But secondly, it is to be noted that spirit does not exercise its effects
[ Wirkungen] first of all through a particular act, but through its presence, through
its simple existence. This is not a contingent and passing effect, it is rather a lasting
effect, independent of spirit’s own will, which spirit does not exercise by virtue of a
disposition (diaeaig [didthesis]), but by virtue of its nature—just as it is the nature
(8¢ [éxis]) of light to make actual the colors of a body that really are only porentid. 1
am referring here to what Aristotle says of the active understanding, admittedly only
in general."” For if there is nothing new on the issue which we can use to distinguish
ourselves from Aristotle, we must hold all the more tightly to the method which,
for us, turns our consideration of transitions and the more formal differentiation
of moments into law. The last step brought us thus no further than to the natural

15 Aristotle, De Anima, 111.8 [432a2-3], | aloBnoug eidog aloBnTav, 6 voic 8¢ eldog eldasv (hé aistheésis eidos
aisthétdn, ho nods deé eidos eiddn) [“...the mind is a form that employs forms, and sense is a form which
employs the forms of sensible objects,” trans. IG].

16 Aristotle, De Anima, 1114, 429218-19: Avéyxn dpa, émel mdvTa voel, duryf] elvar, Gomep pyoty
Avakaybpac. xal undevi unbev Eyery xowdv (Andnké dra, epei panta noei, amigé einai, bcfsper pheésin
Anaxagdras. kai medeni methén échein koindn) (It is necessary that mind, since it thinks all things, should
be uncontaminated, as Anaxagoras says ... and have nothing in common with anything else [trans. IG]).
17 Aristotle, De Anima, IIL.5, 430a14-17: xal Eotwy 6 v Totottog (6 momnTinds) vog @ wavta yiyveoda,
6 0% @ mhvTa ToLel, 6 LG Tig, olov TO i TpbTOV Yap Trve kol Totel T Suvdpel dvTa ypwpote Evepyelo
xpwparta (kai éstin ho mén toioditos [ho poiétikos) nods ti panta gignesthat, ho dé tdi panta poiein, hos béxis
tis, hoion t0 phds: tropon gdr tina kai poiei ta dyndmei dnta chromata energeia chromata) (Mind in the
passive sense is such because it becomes all things, but mind has another aspect in that it makes all things;
This is a kind of positive state like light; For in a sense light makes potential into actual colors [trans. IG]).
On the difference between Swibeoig (diathesis) and g (béxis), see Aristotle, Categories, VI (actually, as
corrected by IG, Aristotle, Categories, VIIL.8b27 and 9a5-9), which concludes, “Thus is habit unlike
disposition; the former is lasting and stable, the latter soon undergoes change” (trans. IG). In Aristotle,
Metaphysics, VIILS, 1044b33-5, #c (béxis) is opposed to what wapa oo (para physin) is [note IG].
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understanding and to [522] common, iec., generally understood knowledge of
things. It has brought us to understanding which is merely natural, because spirit
here only acts according to its nature, and to knowledge common to all humans and
presupposed in each one, because here the individual spirit does not yet act as itself,
and individuality thus cannot yet make any difference. In contrast with the potential
knowing that lies in the soul, what emerges here must already be valid for actual
science. But it relates itself to freely generated science as a pre-existing (wpoiimdpyovon
[prodipdrchonsa]) body of knowledge that only has the potential for science.

After this science and above it, we thus posit acquired science, in which the
will has a part. This should already be evident from the fact that such science has
always expanded, increased and grown only in relation to human purposes, i.c., to
the objects of the human will. And even this acquired science, which has natural
cognition [Erkenntnis] as its presupposition, relates exclusively to the sensible world.
For this science wants to gain power over what Aristotle says has intruded upon us
[des ‘Dazwischengetretenen’]. In it spirit would be only a dianoetic, thinking spirit,
but not thinking itself [das Denken selbst], which it becomes only when it attain the
purely and plainly intelligible. However, since there is nothing absolute in nature and
everything is only relative, the Aristotelian distinction between the passive and the
active understanding cannot be a simple, separative opposition, rather there are stages
and mediations. If we begin from the understanding that is, in the deepest sense,
passive in the intellective soul, so then the active understanding, by its nature, will be
actus in its relation with the former. But to the extent that the active understanding
is neither free nor voluntary nor conscious of any activity, but acts only according to
its nature, it a/so is only passive understanding, however at a higher a level or potency.
In relation to it, the freely generating understanding that awakens science behaves as
actus. But to the extent that it is bound to the natural and has this as its presupposition,
we will not be able to fully absolve it of passivity. Only the pure and simply active
understanding, the creating understanding, [523] can be actually separated (ywprofeic
[choristheis]) from all presuppositions, thus from all matter. As Aristotle says, this
understanding is purely itself."® But we are not yet at this place; for the concern here
is initially only with the understanding that subordinates itself to the foreign, to what
has intruded upon us [des ‘Dazwischengetretenen’]. Insofar as thisis the case, it remains
connected to matter (is T@v ovvbétwy [tdn synthéton], as this is expressed elsewhere').
Nevertheless, even if it is not actually separated, this understanding is at least free
in relation to everything material and also separate from it in accord to its nature
(xwprotog [choristos], an Aristotelian term). It is therefore capable of understanding
[auffassen] material stripped of all sensible properties down to sheer quantity so

18 See the passage in the Twentieth Lecture (SW XI: 457-460).

19 Aristotle, Metaphysics, XI1.9, 107526-9: “There remains the question of whether the object of
thought is composite [...]. The answer is that everything which contains no matter is indivisible.” The
human mind, meanwhile, is a “mind of composite beings,” trans. IG.
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that it can be grasped mathematically.” In the same way, it is capable of raising itself
from the mere phenomenon to the thing itself (to the essence).” But its capacity goes
beyond even this. As freely acting, it is here in its essence (pure actus). For this reason,
it can also grasp stself with thinking.*

The goal was to show, for all Aristotle’s separate expressions, their
interrelation in which their truth is manifest. One thing, however, still seems
to demand explanation. There is one time that Aristotle says: it remains only to
determine the understanding as powerful nature, in reference to that which is foreign
and intrudes upon us.” All the same, he also says that the understanding is in accord
to its capacity the intelligible, but actually or in fact, it is nothing before it has grasped
the intelligible.** But, regarding the first point, [524] as long as the foreign element
has not been penetrated by it, the understanding relates to that element as the mere
power of comprehending [Macht des Begriefens], just as the light, when it is impeded
by the moon which comes in between it and the earth, is also merely the power of
illuminating the earth. This does not stop it, however, from being actus purus in
itself. And concerning the second point, under capacity [Vermdgen] here we do not
understand a possibility that ceases to be a possibility once it is activated, but rather
a power, which even when activated, continues to be a power. Aristotle says the
same thing of the understanding. When it acts freely and once it has actually become
knowing, the understanding is still in a certain respect a power,” especially insofar

20 Aristotle, De Anima 1114, 429b18: & év daupéoet 8vta (ta én aphairései onta) (something quite
separate [trans. IG]), a common Aristotelian expression for the mathematical.

21 Aristotle, De Anima I11.4, 429b13-14: 6 capxi elvon xal odpxa (20 sarki einai kai sdrka) (an equally
common expression for the distinction indicated above). Ibid: &Ade (4 1@ aioBnTixd) 9 ToL xwpLoTe xpivet
(dllor (¢ 167 aisthétikdi) é toi choristdi krinei) (We judge flesh and the essence of flesh either by separate
faculties or the same faculties in distinct relations [trans. IG]).

22 Aristotle, De Anima, 1114, 429b9-10: xai adtdg 08 b 7o TéTe (700w OUVN T EVepyely St> adToD) Sdvartan
voel (kai autos dé anton tdte [dtan dyneétai energein di> hautoi] dynatai noein) (the mind is then capable
of thinking itself [of exercising its function by itself] [trans. IG]).

23 Aristotle, De Anima, 1114, 429220-22: (Tapeuoutvépevoy yap xwldet 6 AAASTpLOY Kol AVTIQPATTEL)
dote und” adtod elvar Qoo Tve undepioy duvdpel, AN §) TabTny, &1t dwvatdy ([paremphaindmenon
gdr koljer to alldtrion kai antiphrdttei) hoste méd’ autodi etnai phyisin tina médemian, all’ ¢ tadten,
héti dynatdn) (for if what belongs to something else appears in it by nature, it hinders and blocks it).
Translation from Jason W. Carter, “How Aristotle Changes Anaxagoras’s Mind,” apeiron 52, no. 1
(2019), 15.

24 Aristotle, De Anima, 1114, 429b31-2: &1t Suvduer Twg ol T& vonTa 6 vole: dAA> Evredeyein odOev,
Ty dv wi) voij (hdti dyndmei pos esti ta noéta bo nodis: all’ entelecheiai ouden, prin dn mé noé) (mind is
potentially identical with the objects of thought but is actually nothing until it thinks [trans. IG]).

25 Aristotle, De Anima 1114 [429b6-9]: &tov 0" obtwg Exaota yévetan, dg motiuwy Aéyetan & xat’
gvépyetay (ToDTo 08 cupPaivel, 8Tay SUVN T Evepyelv O alToD) 0T Ev Spbiwg kal TéTE Suvdel TAG: 0D WY
budiwg xal wpiv waletv ) evmel (bdtan d’ hoditos békasta génetai, hos epz’stcfmo_n légetai ho kat’ enérgeian
[todito dé symbainei, botan dynétai energein di’ hantor] esti mén homdios kai tote dyndmei pés: ou mén
homdids kai prin mathein ¢ beupein) (But when intellect has become the several groups of its objects,
as the learned man when active is said to do [and this happens when he can exercise his functions by
himself], even then the intellect is in a sense potency, though not quite in the same way as before it
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as it affirms its superiority over the purely contingent actuality. In its contact with
the object, it does not itself descend to the level of the object; in contact with that
which is material, it remains free of the material as ywptotov (choriston) and remains
above it as subject (in the sense explained above). We are not speaking here of the kind
of possibility that a seed has to develop into a plant, if certain conditions are met.
Instead, it is the kind of possibility that someone has who has the power to produce
something.*® Aristotle explained elsewhere in abundance the sense in which he uses
the term powerful. Whoever has the power to sit down will not always sit; he has
also the power to stand. The power for one includes the other. One can have the
power to talk, and not talk, just as one can have the power not to talk, but nevertheless
talk. When one of these options achieves actuality [525] (2av dmapéy # évépyea [ean
hypdrxéi hé enérgeial),” it does not make the other impossible. Thus the power to
do one thing remains the power to do the other. I, at least, do not know how else to
understand Aristotle, to whom it is impossible to ascribe a tautology such as results
from the other explanation.”

That’s enough for our explanation of an Aristotelian expression. But
that which we just presented in general contains, in short, the complete theory of
natural cognition [des natiirlichen Erkennens]. For the acquired science must also
be accounted for as one of natural cognition’s parts, for it derives entirely from it.
The man in whom spirit is not free from the feeling, naturally judging, deciding

learned and discovered [trans. IG]). (Here, namely, it is the power before everything actual, there the
power that outlives the actus). Concerning the “becoming all” at the beginning of the passage, it is the
Aristotle’s way of expressing that what does the knowing in knowing Zs the known (note IG). Hence
Aristotle, De Anima I11.8, 431b23-4: Eor1 0" ) émoTipn pev Ta émotnTd T, 1 8 alodnog té aloOnra (é5z7
d’ he epz’stcfmé mén ta epistetd pos, be d’ aisthésis ta aisthétd) [“knowledge is in a way what is knowable and
sensation in a way what is sensible,” trans. IG], and Aristotle teaches generally: Té adté &' éotiv 7 xat’
evépyelay emoTu 16 mpaypatt (10 antd d’estin é kat’enérgeian epistemé tii pradgmati) (Knowledge when
actively operative is identical with its object, trans. IG]). Aristotle, De Anima, 1I1.7, 431al.

26 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1X.3, 1046b34-5: To olxodépuw elvau 6 dvvard elval oty oixodopet (70
otkoddmor einai to dynatdi einai estin oikodomein) [‘to be a builder’ is ‘to have the power of building,’
trans. IG]).

27 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1X.3, 1047a25: “having the actuality,” trans. IG.

28 Aristotle, Metaphysics IX.3, 1047224-6: "EotL 8¢ Suvatdv Tobto @, 2av Omdpky ¥ évépyeia, od Aéyetar
e T Shvay 008ev Eotar d8bvaTov- héyw 8> olov, el Suvardy xabficBa xal dvdéyeTar xabijobur, TobTw, tiv
brépén 6 xabfjobar, 06y EoTou ddvvatov (E:tz' dé dynaton toiito 67, ean hypdrxei bé enérgeia, oii légetar
échein ten dynamin outhén éstai adynaton: légo d> hoion, ei dynaton kathésthai kai endéchetai kathésthai,
toiito, ean bypdrxe 1o kathésthai, outhén éstai adynaton) (A thing is capable of doing something if there is
nothing impossible in its having the actuality of that of which it is said to have the potentiality. I mean,
e.g., that if a thing is capable of sitting and is not prevented from sitting, there is nothing impossible in
its actually sitting [trans. IG]). The od6év (outhen) in the first sentence posited as it is so generally, when
we do not restrict it by the od Aéyetou k. t. 1 (04 légetai k.t.1), thus thought as referring to this, would be
meaningless. The second sentence is added here because in it the évdeyéuevov (endechdmenon) and the
Svvardy xabfjodau (dynaton kathésthai) are distinguished. To the first, the mere possibility of sitting, a
sitting belongs as much as does an upright figure, since the animal either only lies, or can only lie and
stand (trans. IG).
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soul, and thus is not in his own esse”—is the natural man, as rightly translates the
New Testament expression &vOpwmog Yvyixés [dnthropos psychikds]. As such, he
knows nothing of God. But suppose he somehow acquires a knowledge of God
from the outside, he might well, through an analogous application of the means of
knowledge for the naturally given—those which are valid for the sensible world—
also seek to reach the supersensible. Such was in fact the way of proceeding of the
former metaphysics, or of the part of it that was called natural theology, as was
rightly if somewhat naively expressed by the honourable Garve [526] when he said:

In ageneral manner, for this metaphysics, the supersensible world is, if further
separated, ot otherwise separated from the sensible world than the part of this
world that we cannot see is separate from the part that s visible to us. The path
through which I pass from the knowledge of our earthly globe to knowledge
of Saturn is not essentially different from the path that leads me from all that
I have learned, experienced, and seen in the world to that which existed before
it, to that which will be after it, and to that which towers sublimely above it.*

But it is here that Kant traced the great line of demarcation by revealing the artifice
by which natural knowledge deceived itself in wanting to prolong itself into the
supernatural. As Kant says, this is where reason “over-soars,” becoming transcendent.
What J. G. Hamann says in relation to Socrates, but evidently already guided by
Kantian declarations, expresses the true result of Kant’s critique of natural knowledge
in a way that this critique itself was unable to do: “The grain of our natural knowledge
must rot, decay in ignorance, so that from this death and from this nothingness life
and the essence of a higher knowledge can germinate and be created anew.”

We took, at the beginning of the present lectures, this metaphysics as our
starting point,** but declared it immediately to be a spurious and factitious science
(disciplina spuria et factitia). This might seem to entail a contradiction. But with
this judgment metaphysics was not declared to be a merely contingent product.
For, from the point of view of natural knowledge, metaphysics is also itself a natural
product. Its attempt to rise to the supersensible by means of the purely natural
faculties of sensibility, understanding, and reason (as the capacity to infer) was and
still is inevitably its first impulse. No teacher of philosophy can take or presuppose
anything other [527] than the standpoint of natural reason of the person he wants
to instruct in the science of reason. And beyond this any preparation for true science

29 obx torw 8mep totiv (0sik estin hdper estin) (see Aristotle, Metaphysics, V1.4, 1030a: a man “is not
precisely a certain type of thing,” [note KB]).

30 Christian Garve, Die Ethik des Aristoteles - ibersetzt und erliutert von Christian Garve, vol. 1
(Breslau: Bey Wilhelm Gottlieb Korn, 1798-1801), 214.

31 J.G.Hamann, “Sokratische Denkwiirdigkeiten,” Samdliche Werke, vol. 2, ed. Josef Nadler (Vienna:
Herder, 1950), 73.

32 In the Eleventh Lecture.
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can only exist in the elimination and abolition of false knowledge. For this reason, the
natural introduction to philosophy, over which many people rack their brains, does
not consist in setting forth some true theory, for example, as some seem to imagine,
a theory of knowledge (as if such a theory would be possible before and outside of
philosophy). Instead, it can only take the form of a critique of the sole science possible
to the natural man. In this respect, Kant’s work has lasting significance also from a
didactic perspective.

For our further development the theory of knowledge that was here presented
has achieved the following: The I, in which we now entirely include ourselves (it is zbe
only principle of our further development), the I that is in each person, and in which
place everyone may think of their own unique self, has now been revealed as free in
reference to the alien reality that has intruded upon us. Through knowledge the I has
power over what is alien. The will that possesses itself finds itself also limited by nature
in consideration of means (for all cannot serve all). But on the other hand it is free in
consideration of ends, or, given that many things are themselves sought as means, free
in reference to the ultimate and proper end, which, once one has come into possession
of him or herself, can be nothing other than to maintain oneself in one’s being [Seyz].
Or, better, given that a being that consists only in suftering and privations would have
no advantage over non-being [Nichtsseyn], to maintain oneself in well-being, i.e., in
the full enjoyment of one’s being [seznes Seyns]. That well-being is the ultimate end
of willing, is a point not worth belaboring. At the same time, however, we now know
man is sufficiently equipped with natural understanding to recognize and distinguish
as such all that has a closer or more distant relation with the final end, to use it in
accordance with this insight and to make it serve his will, i.e., to treat it as its material
condition.

Here, however, the I immediately encounters certain limits, of which we
cannot even say where they come from. The only thing immediately clear [528] is that
they can neither come from the sensible world nor from God; for the Iis free from the
latter, according to the presupposition. Nor can these limits come from men, insofar
as they are sensible beings. It thus remains only that they come from men, insofar
as they have an intelligible side and are intelligible beings. The human, with whom
we have been concerned up to now, is the individual. As an individual, man has his
place in the sensible world. But we have no choice but to assume that each person,
outside of the place that he or she takes up in the sensible world, also has a place in
the intelligible world. In the soul, of which we say, that 7z is equal to the rotality of
being [dem ganzen Seyenden], the human exists as a possibility, i.e., as an Idea. But this
entire possibility is not fulfilled by the individual. He leaves thus innumerably many
possibilities outside of himself as unfulfilled through himself. These possibilities,
since in all of them there is only the one idea, have such a relation among themselves
that each serves as a complement to the other, and so the one could not be without the
other, and if this one could not access being, then also no other (that is, no individual
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by which it is fulfilled) could be entitled to it. This is an intelligible order that is thus
older than actual men, and which therefore does not first come from actuality, but
persists in the latter and imposes itself on the will that has become autonomous and
self-acting as a law. It does not allow anyone to override the measure of his due right.
Only in this way does it become possible for each and every one to exert their will.
To this extent, there is a completely equal claim to both Being [Seyx] and to well-
being. But where would there be any order and how should the possibilities mutually
complement each other without differences, that is, without inequality? The question
thus arises—from which concern does this inequality come and on what does it rest?

Here we must once again remember, that that out of which man is taken
and created (a°) is not a single type of thing, but is equal to all being [Seyenden] and
contains thus also in itself all the possible degrees and differences of which being is
capable. It does so, however, only in eminent potentiality, so that, when it comes to
the actualization of these [529] possibilities, here, as in a second and indeed superior
world, all the degrees of being [Seyz], from the lowest to the highest, must appear. A
sequence of degrees thus emerges, whose members are of different values, depending
on how close or how far they stand apart from what comes last, which is the real
purpose. The human counts as the purpose of nature, though in this case it is not
the human as the individual. Instead, it is the idea of the human, which can be fully
realized not by the individual but only by the totality. As such, the end goal can only
be the totality. In regard to it, all people cannot be of equal rank, but only of a higher
or less worth, depending on whether the material they draw from is closer or further
from the centre point. The more the common element lives in them, the higher they
stand; the more they act only for themselves, for their individual aims and for their
own preservation, the lower. A person is elevated and ennobled in relation to how
much he or she serves the totality. The regular warrior, standing in the same rank with
the others, is proud in this feeling of community, of which he knows he is a member.
He serves; the commander rules. But the commander in turn is also only a means and
not the end, so that in general one can say: he who rules the most, is he who serves
the most. In the natural course of things, those who lived earlier serve the succeeding
generations; the descendants enjoy the shade of the tree that their fathers, with much
effort, planted and cultivated. The later time rejoices in the truth that an earlier time
achieved through fighting, toil and even pains of all kinds. No one complains that his
actions are beneficial to those living later. In truth one would not feel demeaned, but
rather elevated, if one were justified in regarding himself as born not for himself, but
for the whole (non 5ibi sed toti natum se credere mundo).>

One can recognize as a human feeling the wish that all humans would stand
at the same rank, but it is a futile effort to set aside differences that, instead of first
deriving from the world of freedom, were already designated in the intelligible world
and hypothetically predetermined by the idea. It is futile to try to [530] eradicate an

33 Lucan, Civil War, 11.383 (reference IG).
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inequality that, instead of being made by humans, comes from an order that reaches
beyond this world and is the consequence of that greatlaw of all being [a//es Seyenden],
according to which not only no state, as Aristotle says,* but also no community can
consist of only pure equals (2§ épolwv [ex homoion]). Community requires beings that
are different from each other according to the idea, and thus in accord to their inner
worth (£ €lde1 diapepdvtaw (ex eider diapherdnton)). There can be no type of order of
possible or real things, in which one does not stand apart from the other, from birth
onwards, by virtue of the fact that the one rules while the other is ruled.* This law,
that Aristotle declared as a general, as a natural law, is the power that each feels and
also reveres without even wanting to, the power that allocates to each his own (szum
cique), allotting to each the position in the world that is his to fulfill by virtue of an
innate, natural right. To overstep such a right would have pernicious consequences
for him. It is not, moreover, left up to the whim of another to respect or not respect
it. It is imperative that one accept that the will by virtue of which one wills oneself be
directed to the position for which one is determined.* It is for the sake of that position
that one can be regarded as an end and thus as carrying one’s purpose in oneself. It
is an imperative, for this law does not come from man. Nor does he escape the law
by making himself independent from God. On the contrary, iz was by stepping to the
side of the other [of that which is, des Seyenden] that be has made bimself subject to the
law. The law appears for those who know nothing of God [531] as an independent,
self-enthroned power. It is independent of God, elevated to his equal (actually taking
his place). It appears as a power that towers above the human, and as the source of
natural “law [Recht], common to all,” of law that “precedes the real community
and any agreement amongst men.” It was not developed or apprehended through
the understanding, but is a system of laws which of itself makes itself felt by all:

For their life is not of today or yesterday, but for all time, and no man

34 Aristotle, Politics, 11.2, 1261a24-33. The chapters of the Politics are indicated by roman numerals in
the margins of the Sylburg text (Friedrich Sylburg [ed.], Aristotelis Politicorvm et Oeconomicorvm libri
qui exstant [Frankfurt: Wechel, Marni & Aubrig, 1587]) referring, it appears, to the Zwinger edition
(Theodor Zwinger [ed.], Aristotelis Politicorum libri octo [Basel: Eusebii Episcopii opera ac impensa,
1582]).

35 Aristotle, Politics, 1.2 (Schelling gives ‘1.5, corr. IG), 1251a22-24: T yép 8pyev xai dpyecOat od pévov
TQv dvaryxain, AL xal TV cVUPepPSVTWY EoTi Kol 00D Ex yevettig Evia StéaTe, T uév el To dpyeoa,
o O>¢mi 16 dpyew (10 gar drchen kai drchesthai ou mdnon tén anankaion, alla kai tén sympherdnton
esti kai euthys ck genetés énia diésteke, ta men epi to drchesthai, ta d'epi to drchein). (Authority and
subordination are conditions not only inevitable but also experient; in some cases things are marked
out from the moment of birth to rule or to be ruled). As Aristotle says here, the relation belongs to the
“advantageous”, yet he equally says: “slavery for the one and mastership for the other are advantageous”
Politics 1.2 [1255b7]). Compare Aristotle, Politics, 1.5. On the originally organic society, compare 1 Cor.
12, 12.14.15-26, trans. 1G.

36 “bumana qua parte locatus es in re (disce),” in Persius’ famous phrase. Persius, Satires, I11.72-3: “what
is your position in the human commonwealth.”
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knows when they were first put forth.”

These are the familiar words of Sophocles” Antigone, which Aristotle did not fail to
mention at that juncture where he speaks of a general premonition of the human race,
the premonition of a power which, before and independently of any human contract,
determines right and injustice.”® This same power, in so far as it actually manifests
itself, was celebrated in Greek antiquity as Dike, which, according to the old saying
that Plato always mentioned in the Laws, always appears in the entourage of Zeus. As
the tragic chorus reminds us,* the inviolability of Dike had been invoked by Antigone
(pure, but now consecrated to death) when she had earlier called upon eternal justice.
The sudden emergence of Drke in unusual human destinies was perceived with terror,
also in the general opinion of the people.*

[532] It is here where even Kant exceeds the limits imposed on theoretical
reason. As a moral being [ Wesen], humanity is not released from the intelligible world,
and what would be outside of the domain of the former (theoretical reason), is not so
for practical reason. This is reason; for it too has asits last content the purely intelligible,
that which is [das Seyende). It is practical, because precisely this intelligible imposes
itself as a law to the will that has become self-acting or acting as its own, demanding its
submission. In this sense the moral law is therefore also to be named the law of reason,
because it is namely the law that originates from the intelligible order and by virtue

37 Sophocles, Antigone, 456-457.

38 Aristotle, Rbetoric1.13,1373b7-10: Eotiyap, 8 pavtedovton Tt mvteo, phoet xowdv dixatov ol &dtxov,
®' & undepia xowmvia wpdg aAATAoVG 7], undE cvvBicy, olov xal # Zooxkeovs paivetar Aéyovoa k. T\ (ést7
gar, ho mantedontai ti pantes, physei koinon dikaion kai ddikon, k' dn médemia koinonia pros allelous &,
meéde synthéke, hoion kai bé Sophokleous phainetai légousa k.t.l.). (For there is something of which we all
have a presentiment, being a naturally universal right and wrong, even if there should be no community
between the two parties nor contract, to which Sophocles’ Antigone seems to be referring). Itis contained
in the wavrevovral (manterontai) that it is not of this world and is not in the intellect.

39 Sophocles, Antigone, 853-5: “Forward and forward still to farthest verge / Of daring hast thou gone,
/ And now, O child, thou fallest heavily / Where Right erects her throne” (trans. IG). In the speech
against Aristogeiton, Demosthenes says of Dike: v ¢ Tag dyiwtdrag Aum tedetas xatadeifog Oppeds
mapi Tob Atbg Bpbwov erial kabnuévny (én ho tas agiotdtas émin teletis katadeixas Orphens para toi Dids
thrdoou phesi kathéménén) (inexorable and sacred Justice who, as we are told by Orpheus, our instructor
in the most holy ordinances sits by the throne of Zeus). Hesiod, Works and Days, 248: Q) Pacikels, Dueis
3¢ xatappaleodar ko adtol ™vde dixny. (HO basilets, bymeis dé kataphrazesthai kai autoi tende dikén.)
(you princes, take notice of this punishment). Schelling possibly intended to cite 259, where Justice “sits
beside her father Zeus,” (trans. IG). Sophocles, Oedipus at Colonnus, 1384: Atxn £bvedpog Znvdg dpyadols
véwolg (Diké xynedros Zéenos archaiois ndmors) (Primeval Justice sits enthroned with Zeus [trans. IG]).
40 Compare the discussion on the inhabitants of Malta in Acts 28:4: a 0% €ldov xpepduevov 16 Onpiov
(v Epdvay) éx Tiig xetpds Tob TTaddov, Exeyov mpdg dAMAova. TavTwg Povel éotty 6 &vBpwmog obtog, &v
Sreocwbévra éx T Badkdong 7 dixn (v odx elaoey (hos dé eidon kremdmenon to therion (tén échidnan) ek
tés cheiros toii Paiilon, élegon pros allélous. pdntos phoneiis estin bo dnthropos hoiitos, hon diasothénta ek tés
thalldsés be dike zén ouk efasen) (When the islanders saw the snake hanging from his hand, they said to
each other, “This man must be a murderer; for though he escaped from the sea, the goddess Justice has
not allowed him to live, trans. IG]).
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of which the intelligible is also in the world. At one point in his Critigue of Practical
Reason, Kant states about conscience: “by means of this we become aware of a nature
[ Wesen] that is distinct from ourselves, yet is most intimately present to us.” After
“nature” he adds the explanation: “of moral, legislative reason.” Indeed we cannot
oppose this addition, if the thought is to be fended oft that this nature would be God
(for, in Kant’s scientific and moral character, the asserted autonomy of reason, i.e., the
moral law’s independence from God, is one of its deepest—and despite what shallow,
superficial people may bring against it—one of its most admirable features).* In
contrast, we must however protest against thinking that this nature refers to human
reason, as the unfortunately chosen expression of autonomy seems to say. It is not the
latter; it is reason that lives in being itself that subjects the will to itself. (This reason
is certainly autonomous, i.e., it does not receive its law from God.) That which in
theoretical reason is only as latent (as an object of pure contemplation) has become, in
relation to the will that is a practical end for itself, active. This intelligible power does
not address itself to human reason, but only to the will [533]. The consciousness of
this is not called reason, but conscience. It is called conscience to express the constant
and ever-recurring nature of this knowledge, the unremitting and untiring power by
which it acts.

The end result of our last considerations is that an intelligible order precedes
the real or external community between people. The sheer content of this order,
however, would lose all meaning in a world of factual being [Seyz], if, with that
content, the Jaw did not also pass over, i.e., if the latter did not also receive a factual
existence, appearing as a power, not merely in a person, i.c., in his conscience, but also
outside of him—if thus a constitution armed with actual force did not enter into this
world, a constitution in which domination and submission occur. This external order
of reason equipped with coercive power is the szate,* which, materially considered, is
a sheer fact, and has only a factual existence. But it is sanctified by the law that lives
in it. It is a law neither of this world nor of human invention. Instead, it directly
originates and emerges from the intelligible world.** The law become actual power is

41 Kant discusses conscience in Koniglichen Preuffischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.),
“Critique of Practical Reason,” Kants gesammelte Schriften, vol. 5 (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1900-), 98-9
(in English see Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, ed. and trans. Mary Gregor [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997], 82fF). Later discussion will show how important it is that Kant “secularised”
morals. A Frenchman commends Pascal’s Provincial Letters: “elles ont beaucoup fait, pour seculariser
’honnété, comme Descartes, esprit philosophique.” (“They have done much to secularise honesty, as
Descartes has done for the philosophical mind.,” trans. IG).

42 In the state one lives xatd tve vo0v xai 16w dpBiy, Eyovowy ioylv (katd tina nodn kai taxin orthén,
échousan ischyn). Aristotle’s terms in Nicomachean Ethics, X.9, 1180a18: “by a certain intelligence, and
by a right system, invested with adequate sanctions.” This last corresponding in what follows to: Sdvauig
dvoyxaotiky (trans. IG).

43 Just as this intelligible order in the world is independent of the individual and without his will, it
is also self-initiating from itself, in that its natural existence [DaSeyn] is given in the family (paternal
power).
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the answer to that act by which human beings posited themselves outside of reason.
This is reason in history.

Lecture 23

[534] The domain into which we are now entering is that of practical
philosophy. This is the part of my presentation that could easily appear as the most
questionable, if for no other reason than that it concerns what seems to be, quite apart
from science, the closest and most important thing to everyone. As a result, no one
hesitates to make their own judgement. Moreover, because it is a topic that so many
regard as of such ultimate importance that it alone seems able to fill the whole scope of
a human spirit, there are few who will understand why, in the context of the present
lectures, it cannot appear for its own sake and be examined accordingly. Instead, it
is much rather the case that for it in particular (or at least above all), what we find
ourselves emphasizing is not what leads one to cling to it, but what impels one to
hurry beyond it.

In fact now, however, we see the I—as previously noted, the only thing that
remains to which a further development can attach itself —, we see the I in consequence
of the law, lost and having completely strayed (déchs) from all that it wanted, from
being-for-itself, from being which is only itself, from Being which is the real absolute,
i.e., from being [Seyn] free of everything, where it would have nothing in common
with anything else (a duryég [amigés] in the sense of Aristotle), and would be a law
only for itself. In contrast, the I is now restricted by the law, which imposes itself
on its will as something unwanted. It is delimited by the universal, and no longer
belongs to itself, but to a different and foreign power, whose effect on the I can only
be displeasure and rebellion against the law as it strives to free itself and [535] take
possession of its own will. One craving against the other. The &pyéuevog [archdmenos]
wants to be the apyaw [archon]. This is the necessary other side of the matter. It should
be just as much considered and recognized as is, from the other side, the holiness of
the law.

Liberation from the law could at first be purely factual, a simple stepping
beyond. Given that according to the law the I remains the unconditioned lord of his
own action, nothing could withstand this, if it were not the case that, in reference to
this world of purely, factual existence, the law itself had become the factual power
that guarantees its fulfillment independently of the will. The obligation that had
been imposed from within appears thus as an external, compulsive force (d0vauig
dvayxaoticy). This power of reason emerges from the purely factual rejection of the
law (the law does not always inhibit reason, but avenges and thus restricts it). Existing
as a factual force, this power of reason is, as we have already seen, the szate.

I do not doubt at all that such a factual power will bring offence to most,
because it oppresses individual freedom before it can express itself. For it is firmly
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established that for the majority, and this is also an opinion favored by Kant, the law
itself makes human beings free, for it can in fact only be directed at moral beings. But
insofar as it renders each of them responsible for their part in the real achievement
of the community (where 70 one can do anything for this unless they all want it, and
specifically, not a single time, but always want it and thus cannot do anything else but
want it)—to this extent, the individual has no freedom either to act for or against the
law, unless it is made impossible for everyone to act against it. To act for the law would
make a person the victim of his legal disposition. To act against it would be to know
that all others would later do to him what he did to them, so that his action would
be absurd. And just as I am prevented from observing the law if all do not observe it,
likewise I also cannot exert what I am entitled to, for example, make myself the lord of
something, if all do not recognize it. It is thus evident that [536] by virtue of the law
alone people would be much rather unfree than free. The individual is only free at all,
when, independent of one’s solitary will while yet making it possible, the community
already exists. This factual presence of the community—factual, i.e., independent of
reason and thus also of the law—is thus a practical postulate of reason itself. It is a
presupposition without which the law would not have any relation to the individual
as such, and by which a moral disposition is first made possible to the individual. As
the saying goes, the state, or as Kant more precisely states, the juridical legislation, is
indifferent to the moral disposition. It would be more correct to say that it regards itself
as the presupposition, without which the moral disposition would be impossible, and
that it cannot demand that which only becomes possible first through it. Herein, as
well as in the fact that it considers crime a priori as impossible, conceding its existence
only in accord to the obvious proof that a crime has been committed, the state shows
the proper feeling for its meaning. It is the same for the individual, who, from the
mere lawfulness of his actions, does not make an immediate conclusion about his
moral disposition. Nor does he impute to anyone a particular virtue for not attacking
either the person or the property of another. In this way an individual seems to have
a good intuition of the proper order of things. It is the most important consequence
of a factually existing rational order, and furthermore of the state, that it elevates the
individual to personhood. Before and outside this order, there would be individuals,
but no persons. The person is the subject to whom actions can be imputed. But
outside of the factually-existing legal order, there would be no imputation of guilt
[Zurechnung] and the individual would be responsible for nothing. The war of all
against all is according to Hobbes the state of nature that preceded the state as such.
That it did not precede the state in actuality was clear enough. It should be equally
clear that in such a state of nature there can be neither moral freedom, nor blame or
responsibility. That the individual is morally free and a person first through the state
is also attested to by the fact that whoever goes against its law, and above all whoever
revolts against it and [537] so sets himself outside of the state, ceases to be a person
for it and can therefore be completely deprived of the exercise of his freedom and the
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circumstances of his personal existence (for this world).

“The human who enters into the state sacrifices his natural freedom,”* so
one says; but it seems rather to be the opposite, only in the state does he find and
acquire real freedom. At the same time here, another delusion vanishes; for how,
without freedom, could individuals discuss together and conclude on a voluntary
agreement, a contract, which would lead to the state? Admittedly, this theory of the
original contract presents many additional inadequacies (which David Hume, among
others, already pointed out) that would keep a reasonably perspicacious observer
from trying to build an explanation of the state on such an operation. But one finds
it nevertheless useful to consider the state s #f it originated in this manner, so that,
for example, one would not admit any right, unless it could be assumed that everyone
would have completely consented to it. Nor could one allow any new law and new
institution to arise, for which, as they say, the collectivity —here meaning really each
individual—had not given its consent. As the latter is impossible, so this path leads
directly to the institution that subjects the individual to the most oppressive tyranny,
subordinating him to the will of a contingent majority and thus to a despotism. This
is ill-concealed by the fact that the individual is understood not as bound by duties,
as formerly, but as having rights. They call such a state a state of reason. They do
not mean by reason, however, that objective reason, in which things themselves live.
Such reason demands, for example, natural inequality. Instead, they have in mind the
reason of the solitary individual, of someone who could accept and agree to such an
arrangement. That they deduce the state from this human, subjective reason can be
seen from the fact that they believe they are able to make states and constitutions,
and, to this end, to convene constituent assemblies. The attempts turned out poorly
enough, and the total futility of all that was organized in this direction for the last
half a century or so had to finally bring the most determined actors to completely
cast aside the appearance of universality [538] and of reason, in order to proclaim
pure, unconcealed individuality as carrying within itself its own unique and absolute
justification. To this end, they had to reach beyond the merely historical even into the
supra-historical, seeking to sweep aside all differences, including those that had the
sanction of the world of ideas, such as property and ownership, by virtue of which
people are able to rise above the merely material to achieve a state of grandeur that,
because of the exclusivity that belongs to its nature, introduces inequality. Their goal
was to sweep it all aside, especially “all authority and power,” in order to establish
as quickly as possible [jezzt gleich] heaven on earth, without awaiting the lord, with
whose arrival Christianity consoles poor and clueless humanity.*

44

44 Translator’s note: C.f. Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s claim that in entering into the social contract,
we give up our natural freedom (our “unlimited right to anything” in the state of nature) and acquire
civil freedom. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Disconrse on Political Economy and The Social Contract, trans.
Christopher Betts (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), 59.

45 Schelling references above Romans 13:1: “Let everyone be subject to the governing authorities, for
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Reason determines the content of the state—but surely not the spurious
reason of the individual, rather reason that is nature itself, the abiding totality of what
truly is [das Seyende] which stands above merely phenomenal being [Seyz]. But zhe
state itself is even more, it is the act of eternal reason that has become active in view
of this factual world. It is reason become precisely practical, an act that is no doubt
recognizable, but cannot be investigated, i.e., that does not allow itself to be drawn
into the circle of experience as an object of research. The state itself has, in this sense, a
factual existence. But from nothing of this sort is contingency to be excluded. Even in
nature, contingency thwarts the eternal order, but is never able to break it. It can cast
a seed of grain that requires a strong sun in order to fully develop into a sunless place,
or it can expose to the sun that which would thrive better in the shade. Contingency,
in a similar way, surely also possesses humans, so that, by overcoming contingency,
a real, eternal (not simply imaginary) destiny can be actuated. Thus, as reason that
has become factual power, reason cannot expel contingency. This contingency that
belongs to it is the price by which the essential, i.e., reason itself, is obtained. [539] In
this sense, there seems to be little understanding of the issue in such truisms as that
factual right should yield more and more to rational right, continuing as such until
a pure realm of reason is established. It is as if the goal were to make all personalities
superfluous, removing the thorn from the eye of envy, which, in certain moments,
extends all the way to regions, where one should not suspect it. For only in the face
of the factual is there space for human ambition. The time that brings it about that
the factual could be completely dismissed and discarded might think itself able to
do well without its great men. Just this is foretold for our own time by its so-called
spokespeople. With the pure realm of reason, the paradise of all mediocrity would
be opened. My concern is not to please whatever party of the day. In general, I walk
here a lonely path, one that must become more and more lonely, the more it leads to
such matters as the state and constitution, matters about which everyone nowadays
can judge and about which everyone has an opinion. Only those who have followed
this entire development will be able to accept, from the mere necessity of thought
(from the trust and belief in thinking) the idea of an act of the intelligible world that
anticipated all of human thought.

For the rest, the very factual side of the state raises the expectation that
this act has a historical side through which it might become accessible to the less
practiced. The law of the community, as we have seen, is namely a law for the species.
The individual is incapable of serving the community for himself alone. He must
thus expect and insist that the law really become a law for the species, that it be a
power independent from individuals through which it becomes possible for each

there is no authority except that which God has established” (note IG). In possession, the human rises
above the material, as that which cannot be for itself, and only appears to be only in order to be part of
another Being [Seyn]. One recalls here the explication of Aristotle’s i % elvau (¢ hén beinai) (that what
it was to be [essence]) [trans. KB].
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individual to fulfill his part. For even the most favored (someone who belongs to
one of the &pyovar [archonsi], of which as Aristotle said* there are many types) is
not therefore free from the subjugated. They must also be an end for him, [540] and
he is responsible for the realization of the community. The question is then how the
law can be brought out and away from the individual, how it can be seen as imposed
on the species and thus as a power independent of the individual. To this end the
means lie precisely in the distinction between rulers and ruled* that is already posed
separate from the individual and derived from the world of ideas. Amongst these
individuals, one will easily be found who is sufficiently equipped with the power
to in fact subordinate the others to himself. This will not happen by deliberation
or agreement, it will instinctively happen. The ruling of an individual only over the
family, then over the whole tribe, then over several tribes, whereby a people is created,
is the first and oldest, the natural monarchy. In this way, then, the act by which the
order of reason is realized can be historically explained and proven. From this natural
(unconscious) monarchy runs the path to self-conscious monarchy, proceeding, as
it is the fortune of humanity, through its opposite (through republican ideas). Selt-
conscious monarchy has compulsion as its basis but freedom as its product, not the
reverse, which is why it grows into the most developed society. That initial monarchy
cannot be the self-understanding one. Because the state belongs to the things thar are
from nature and arises independently of human intelligence, we must assume that
for all that it addresses and concerns (the rulers themselves not exempt) it begins in
a blind, non-recognized way, as something purely factual. Understanding first comes
afterward. The perfectly constituted and self-constituting state is achieved only in a
progressive way, whereby earlier aspects of the idea of the state will be there before
the state takes on its true meaning. In this succession, however, no contingency is
exercised. The state becomes the idea that hovers above the successive forms and
which it contains philosophically (a priori). For this reason, the forms of the state
do not emerge haphazardly but in a predetermined [541] succession. This can now
be recognized philosophically, as the subject of philosophy, and in particular of the
philosophy of history.**

The state is that which, we say, first makes a moral disposition possible for
the individual. But it itself never demands it. Precisely because it does not demand
it, but only makes it possible, satistying itself with external justice and caring only for
it, the state makes the individual free and leaves him a place for voluntary (and thus
also for the first time for personal) virtues, e.g., that one is fair. Instead of asserting

46 Aristotle, Politics 1.2 [1254a24-5; Schelling wrongly locates the passage at 1.5, corr. IG]: "Eidn moAké
xail pydvTwy el dpyowévay totw (Eide polla kai archontin kai archoménon estin) (there are many kinds
both of rulers and subjects [trans IG]).

47 See SW XI: 529F above.

48 The negative side of the same. Compare SW XI: 569n1 below. It is not hereby said or implied that
the idea of the perfect state has ever manifested itself in reality [note trans. Sean J. McGrath].
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his own right to the detriment of others (dxptBodixaiog émt 6 xeipov [akribodikaios
epi to cheiron] as Aristotle said),”” he prefers to give up something himself, even if
the law would be backing him. Or one is brave. (It is true that Aristotle specifically
mentions bravery under the virtues demanded by the state, because the law forbids
anyone to leave his post in the battle array, to flee and to throw away his weapons.*
Even so, bravery is not merely a virtue of the battlefield. The bravery that is demanded
of us—the one that, as for the ancient Romans, one has no choice but to endure or to
be punished to death at home—is not necessarily a personal one). Or one is truthful,
faithful to his promise, even when he cannot be forced to keep it, or communicative,
benevolent, caring. These are virtues that reason alone cannot prescribe or realize.
They are virtues that are purely personal and can also be called social. With them,
there arises above the involuntary community the voluntary and therefore higher
community. This is what we will call soczery. In this respect, the state is the bearer
of society. For regarding what Kant says—freedom must be the principle [542] and
condition of all constraint® —the opposite is rather true. One would also have to say
that purpose might also be called the principle, and therefore be the condition under
which something that is not for its own sake nevertheless is. Kant, however, did not
mean this; this is evident from how he applies this principle. The state should be the
bearer of society, but it can also hinder or cut off the development of society, just as
inversely from society the attempt can arise to weaken or subdue the state. From this
the following types ensue.

The ruler is a despot, who does not allow any space to the voluntary virtues
orany development to society. To speak in Kant’s way such a ruler does not understand
that freedom is the purpose of constraint. If the beginning of history and the first
great empires were supposed to be in the East, and if furthermore it is true what
Aristotle says, that the Asian peoples are by nature more inclined to servitude than the
Europeans,® then it was no accident that the first empires were monarchies of a
despotic kind. It was just as little fortuitous that the most aware and intellectual of the
Greeks only came after the first, still paternal reign of hereditary kings had passed
through different intermediary stages (including self-declared rulers that governed for
a short time) that led to—especially after a glorious end to the Persian wars, by which

49 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, V.10, 1138al: the equitable man “does not stand on his rights
unduly” [trans. IG].

SO Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, V.1, 1129b20fF.

51 Kant, “Metaphysical First Principles of the Doctrine of Right,” Kéniglichen Preuflischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften (ed.), “The Metaphysics of Morals, Part 1,” Kants gesammelte Schriften, vol. 6 (Berlin
Georg Reimer, 1900-), 232-3, in Kant, Practical Philosophy, ed. and trans. Mary Gregor (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), 388-9.

52 Aristotle, Politics, IIL.9 [Schelling gives II1.14, which does not exist. Therefore 1285a20-22: “the
barbarians are more servile in their nature than the Greeks, and the Asiatics than the Europeans [and
hence] endure despotic rule without resentment.”]. Aristotle, Politics, VIL.7 [possibly IV.3, 1306a35-40]
[ref. IG].
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they defended themselves against the Persian yoke, but also liberated their kinsmen in
Asia minor—that definitive form of popular rule or democracy in which, as one could
say, the state is completely subdued by society and society makes itself the bearer (the
fundament) of the state. Such a state has surrendered to the fluctuations of society,
and fundamentally and rightly considered, is little more a state than the despotically
governed realm can be called a state. This is the case because the state is neither an
issue for the despotic ruler, who seeks only himself, nor for democracy, where the state
is only the tool of personalities, the fate of all democracies [543] [worauf alle
Demokratie hinausliuft]. This is all the more unavoidable, the greater the appeal of a
rule so acquired and disputed. If the appeal is minimal in peasant democracies, it
increases according to the extent to which the power serves a mighty will and a great
talent. In the same way as personality, talent also becomes free and, in all directions, a
free course and path is opened to it. It asserts itself not only at the head of armies or
popular assemblies, but extends also into art and science. For where despotism rules,
truth and beauty are also subject to a fixed type. Where society has become free, both
strive to find a canon whose law is not determined by command [Vorschrift] but
instead by general and voluntary agreement. If, in Asia, the despotic rule of one and,
in Athens, the unlimited rule of the people, did not give rise to the standing of the
state, it is an impressive spectacle to see how Rome fulfills its destination by making
the whole majesty of the state appear. The state was never wanted for its own sake
more than in Rome, where, on the one side, everything was subordinated to it. Even
the priesthood was a state title. The augurs and the pontifex maximus were magistrates,
who, once bestowed these dignities, were members of the senate. Even after the
expulsion of kings, a rex sacrorum remained in the place of some of these performed,
sacred ceremonies.*® On the other side, the person—not the one who goes beyond the
state, but who is 7z the state—has become the highest point of attention for a
legislation which, from the first beginnings to the most exhaustive achievement,
developed with a necessity in a form which remains valid as a model for all times.
There is in the Roman essence something that disappears neither with the expulsion
of the kings, nor with the later passage to individual rulers of a different kind. Those
who call the constitution introduced by that change republican are wrong. The form
of the state was a republic, but the spirit of the state was monarchic in the highest
sense. [544] The state could not be so wanted that it could appear as the end goal,
unless it were fulfilled and driven by the idea of singular absolute rule, i.e., world
domination. The Republic did not dissolve because of internal disputes or because of

53 Montesquieu, “Politique des Romains dans la Religion,” in Oenvres de Montesquien, vol. 1, ed.
Destutt de Tracy (Paris: Dalibon, 1827), 373. “The Kings of Rome had a kind of priesthood: there were
certain ceremonies only they could conduct. When the Roman Kings were deposed, there was a fear that
the people would notice some change in their religion; this led to the establishment of a judge called rex
sacrorum, who, in sacrifices, provided the functions of the ancient kings .... This was the only vestige of
royalty that the Romans preserved amongst themselves” [trans. and ref. IG].
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the fighting of the plebeians against the patricians. This could have been appeased by
concessions, without any change in the great course of the state. Nor was it endangered
by the vices of society, which had been more and more powerfully erupting since the
Punic victories, but especially since the submission of Greece. The problem was not
participation in science and the arts, with which formerly no free citizens, but only
freed ones occupied themselves, and in which traditionally minded people alone had
already sensed an Augustinian age. Not because of all of this did the Republic perish,
but only because of its attained greatness and the fulfillment of its purpose.>* For what
Aristotle says of the Lacedaemonians could also be said of the Romans: they sustained
themselves as long as they waged war, and they were lost, because they didn’t know
how to begin anything at leisure.® The latter point says, in the sense of Aristotle,
nothing more than that the state is only an end for them, and cannot at the same time
become a means for other, higher goods. The urge to unrestricted rule, satisfied from
the outside and without object, had to turn itself inward, back to the source, to Rome
itself. What conquered the world was not also powerful enough to rule it. As the
world had become a kingdom, the ruler also had to be only one, and even he could
only be a god, a principle which was not derived from this world, i.e., the Roman
world. Through the dark and fumbling quest for this necessary principle, which it is
however impossible to reach, the Roman world was set outside of itself. From this the
uncanny and atrocious aspects of the history of emperors is explained: on the one
side, the unhesitating deification of rulers, on the other, the religious faithlessness of
the people itself, the [545] downright atheism, professed by many Romans, and in
contrast, the fondness for Eastern religions, in which there was more mystery, because
there was more unity. These customs spread most widely in the city, where, as Tacitus*
complains when mentioning the infiltration of Christianity into Rome, everything
atrocious and repulsive came together and was celebrated. Even the better rulers were
affected by the growing despair, by the fact that neither purpose nor truth was
anymore recognized in anything, not even in one’s own action. The melancholy of the
whole world view can be found in the writings of someone like Marcus Antonius, just
as we recall the madness of Elagabalus, who wished that the Syrian god whose name
he bore (and whom he served as a priest) should be the only one honored in Rome,
recommending not only that all that was sacred to the Roman religion (the fire of the
Vesta, the palladium, etc.), but also all that the religions of the Jews and the Samaritans

54 Montesquieu actually says the same thing in chapter six of “Grandeur et decadence des Romains,”
in Oenvres de Montesquien, vol. 1, ed. Destutt de Tracy (Paris: Dalibon, 1827), 166ft.

SS Aristotle, Politics 11.9, 1285b8-19 and VII.13, 1334a8-10 [ref. IG].

56 Tacitus, Annals XV.44 (“Nero fastened the guilt and inflicted the most exquisite tortures on a class
hated for their abominations, called Christians by the populace. Christus, from whom the name had its
origin, suffered the extreme penalty during the reign of Tiberius at the hands of one of our procurators,
Pontius Pilatus, and a most mischievous superstition, thus checked for the moment, again broke out not
only in Judza, the first source of the evil, but even in Rome, where all things hideous and shameful from
every part of the world find their centre and become popular” [note: IG]).
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regarded as venerable ought to be brought together and revered in one temple.”” And
because the emperor himself had assumed for himself the name of God, the thought
arose, as Montesquieu presents it, that he should make himself over into the one
unique God.*® The Romans sought monarchy, but in a way which it could not be
achieved in the world. They went beyond the state and sought a world empire which
was possible only for Christianity. Because they felt this lack, they became irreligious.
They tried this with a secular monarchy, but in vain, because another principle had to
come. The Roman Empire had only served another, the real world empire, laying its
foundations.” [546] Constantine had to clarify the independence of religion from
the state.®” By doing so, he made it clear that the state had now recognized itself as a
means. With Christianity, the state received a different and higher end, i.e., one
situated beyond itself. When this spiritual power later wanted to show itself as a state
power, it was a misunderstanding and error. Beyond the fact that the spiritual power
thereby reduced itself to a secular means, the state was once again robbed of its (higher)
end. Naturally, then, in the same way that the higher (that for which the state was
supposed to act as a bearer) sank, the state rose again in every way (Louis XIV). This
triggered, however, as the contradiction against the state, the revolt of the individual
principle. The Reformation protested against the false theocracy. This was the real
deed of the German people. Everyone knows through which means the Reformation
was pushed back in certain parts. In this great event, the historical destiny of the
Germans and their never-to-be-abandoned vocation expressed themselves: to
recognize and realize—above the political unity, which, because of the Reformation,
had to disappear—a higher unity. With the destruction of the idol, the Germans took
over the task of setting in its place true theocracy. This could not express itself in the
rule of proxies or priests. It could only show itself as the rule of the recognized, divine
spirit itself.

Let us return now, however, to where we began. It was our task to show that
the state (certainly not just any state), instead of suppressing individual freedom, far

57 Aelius Lampridius, Antoninus Elagabalus 111, in David Mach (trans.), Historia Augusta II
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1924) [ref. IG].

58 Montesquieu, “Grandeur et decadence des Romains,” in Oexvres de Montesquien, vol. 1, ed. Destutt
de Tracy (Paris: Dalibon, 1827), 114. (“Heliogabalus had even formed a resolution to destroy every object
of religious veneration in Rome, and to banish all the gods from their temples, that he might place his
own in their room” [trans. IG]).

59 A later Roman said: “ Arque utinam nunquam Judaea subacta / fuisset / Pompeji bellis imperioque
Titi! / [546] Latius excitae pestis contagia serpunt / Victoresque suos natio victa premit.” (“And would
that Judaea had never been subdued by Pompey’s wars and Titus’ military power. The infection of this
plague, though excised, still creeps abroad the more: and ‘tis their own conquerors that a conquered race
keeps down.”) Rutilius Namatianus, “A Voyage Home to Gaul,” book I, in Minor Latin Poets1, ed. and
trans. J. Wight Duff and Arnold M. Duff (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1934), 375f [ref. IG].
60 Compare Johann August Wilhelm Neander, General History of the Christian Religion and the
Church, vol. 2, sec. 2, trans. Joseph Torrey (Boston: Houghton, Mifflin & Co., 1848), 163-5 [ref. IG].
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more makes it first possible. The state is that which raises the individual to a person.
From this it does not follow, however, that the state is not nevertheless felt by the I as
compulsion. It cannot be otherwise. The striving [547] to escape this compulsion is
only natural, and there is nothing to object to this, if it is deployed in the right manner.
Even more, among those to whom the topmost direction of the affairs of the state is
entrusted, the ones who are always taken to be the wisest are the ones who have made
it the law for themselves to leave individuals as free as possible, while retaining for the
general population a sharp eye and, where necessary, a sharp sword. The wisdom of
our ancestors knew, moreover, the importance of forming certain autonomous circles
within the state, inside which the individual knew himself to be free from the state.
The honor conferred to each by his social estate (even the peasant and artisan) raised
him above the humiliation of complete submission to the state.

It is otherwise, when the striving to make oneself independent from the state
becomes the attempt to abolish the state itself, i.c., the state in its basis—practically,
by a coup d*¥état, which, if it is planned, is a crime equal to no other. Only a parricide
(parricidium) is similarly regarded. Theoretically, this can be found in doctrines that
seek to make the state as comparable and suitable to the I as much as possible—
completely contrary to the truth. For indeed, the state is not established to cater to
or reward the I, but rather for its punishment. What it demands, we owe it, i.e., it
is a debt which we must repay or clear. One can say: the intelligible order of things,
from which a person has detached himself, is transformed into a debt owed to the
state. Even so, these doctrines have met with near universal approval and have spread
irresistibly. (No one could have suspected the number of learned men of the state
who shared this attitude in the time that has just passed us by.) This general approval
compels us to acknowledge that these doctrines emerged from something that speaks
for them in every human being. In the final instance, this can only be that principle
that, after it has once willed 7zself, now also wants to be complete of its own self.
Feeling itself to be more powerful than reason, it creates a reason for itself. It is this
reason at the service of the I [548] that the edifying orators of the most recent times
hold to be reason itself. This in turn serves as a pretext to attribute all sorts of calamity,
including the political, to reason, and to proclaim that, as a result, it is now all over
with reason.

It is this reason, as I have said, that serves the I, and which here—where a
practical interest, and not a purely theoretical one prevails—can only be sophistic,
and can only consistently lead to the total self-aggrandizement of the people, i.e., the
undifferentiated masses. As a result, because an appearance of constitutionality is
nevertheless not to be avoided, the people must be both sovereign and subject: as Kant
explains, the sovereign as the people united, the subject as the scattered crowd. With
reluctance (as one clearly sees), but conforming to the once accepted principles, Kant
has to recognize the republic as the only rational and even legitimate constitution.
Such a republic can accordingly only be the democratic one, which he himself says
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is the most all-comprising, the most intricate, i.c., to speak without beating around
the bush, the most contradictory of all constitutions.®" In general, with regard to
these questions, Kant differs from his descendants, Fichte and others, by his great
practical understanding, and by the honesty of his deliberation, qualities of which
the contradictions, which his doctrine of right could not always avoid, are only results
and witnesses.

We have recognized as justified and necessary a striving of humanity to
overcome the burden of the state. But this overcoming must be understood as internal.
With the application of an old word, we could say: first seek this inner realm, then the
inevitable oppressiveness of the lawful external order will no longer be present for
you, and you will not be especially bothered by “the insolence of office” that Hamlet
mentions as one of the intolerabilities which could drive us out of this life. To exist
beyond the state inwardly—not only may I, [549] but I should. Each should himself
be an example of an independent moral disposition, and, if this moral disposition
becomes that of an entire people, it is more powerful against oppression than the
praised idol of a constitution, which, even in the country of its origin, has in many
respects become a fable convenue.** Do not envy England a constitution that owes its
origin alone to the addition of non-reason—not through contract, but through force
and violence. Indeed, it is unreason (in the liberal sense) that has ensured up to now
its continuance and permanence. Be as little envious of England for its constitution as
you would be for its large, raw masses, or its insular position that permits many things
for their constitution (like that of Crete at one time®) that other states are denied by
geography. Even worse, it can mislead an unscrupulous government through devious
machinations to stir up insurrections in foreign states, even while afterwards easily
leaving their implements high and dry. They incite a state of war that cannot be
responded to, or, at least cannot be responded to by weak governments.

Let yourselves in contrast be scolded as a non-political people, because most
of you crave more to0 be governed (although this is often not granted them and if so,
badly enough) than to govern, because you esteem the leisure (oyo\y [scholé]) that
leaves the spirit and the mind free for other things, for a greater than an annually

61 Kant, “Metaphysical first principles of the doctrine of right,” §47. Compare §51 of Metaphysics of
Morals, in Kant, Practical Philosophy, ed. and trans. Mary Gregor (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), 459, 479-80; Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.), Kants gesammelte Schriften, vol. 6,
315-6; 338-9. Compare in the Akademie der Wissenschaften edition, 320 and in the aforementioned
translation, 463: “For a people to be authorised to resist, there would have to be a public law permitting
it to resist, that is, the highest legislation would have to contain a provision that it is not the highest and
that makes the people, as subject, by one and the same judgment sovereign over him to who it is subject.
This is self-contradictory” [note provided by IG].

62 Precisely in England the time is approaching in which public political struggles no longer revolve
around rights of closed classes, but around the interests and ambitious plans of individuals [trans. KB].
Addition from IG: [The phrase “fable convenue” comes from Helveitus’ De [esprit (Paris: Durand,
1758), 592: “Ubistoire n'est gu'une fable convenue [history is only a fable agreed upon.]”

63 Compare Aristotle, Politics, 11.10, 1271b20-1272b22.
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recurrent political bickering that leads only to the formation of political factions—
factions, whose worst aspect is to permit even the most incapable to gain a name
and importance. Let yourselves deny all political spirit, because, like Aristotle, you
regard as the first duty of the state is to grant leisure. Neither the rulers nor those who
live without participating in the state are in a dishonorable position.** Finally, as the
teacher of Alexander the Great [550] might tell you, it is possible that even those who
do not command land and sea will accomplish beautiful and felicitous things.*®

The state is the intelligible order itself become factual in the face of the factual
world. The state thus has a root in eternity and is the enduring, never-to-be-abolished
[nie aufzubebende] and no-more-to-be-investigated ground [Grundlage]of all human
life and all further development. Because it is the precondition, true politics has to be
prepared to mobilize all resources for its preservation, just as in war, where the state is
the goal. Insofar as it is the ground [ Grundlage] it is not itself the goal, but the eternal
(and thus never to be abolished or put into question) starting point for the higher goal
of all spiritual life. Because the state is not an object, but only the presupposition of
all progress, it is to be treated accordingly. How much better would it be, if this view
were universal—not to search for progress in the state.® With regard to the ground
of the state, we want the purpose of reason and the necessity of the matter to prevail.
It is important not to jeopardize the higher goods for which the state is a prerequisite
by false malleability in regard to principles. [551] Progressive development will also
benefit, for it [the State] participates in progress without being its principle.*” The
state itself is the stable (the thing of the past). It should rest in silence, allowing only

64 Aristotle, Politics 11.10, 1273a34-5: émwo of Bédtiool Shvavton oyoddlewy kol undév doynuovel, ui
pévov dpyovreg ddha pnd' idiwredoveg (hdpas hoi beltistoi dynontai scholdzein kai médén aschémonein, me
mdnon drchontes alla méd’ idioteriontes) (the best citizens may be able to have leisure and may not have to
engage in any unseemly occupation, not only when in office but also when living in private life,” trans.
IG]). Compare Aristotle, Politics VII.14, 15.

65 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics X.8, 1179a4-5: Avvatdv xal ui| dpyovrac yig kol Qoaddryg mpatrewy
i xehd (Dynaton kai mé drchontas gés kai thaldttés prattein ta kald). (It is possible to perform noble
deeds without being ruler [trans. IG]). Concerning the Greek race, Aristotle says that it is “¢vOvuov xoi
Srwvorrixdy” (énthymon kai dianoiétikdn) (remaining free therefore)—“xal duvapevoy dpyey mavtwy,
wdig Toyyavoy wolrtelag” (kai dyndmenon drchein panton, mids tynchdnon politeias) (... both spirited and
intelligent ... and capable of ruling all mankind if it attains constitutional unity [trans. IG]). Aristotle,
Politics VIL.7, 1327b30-33.

66 The presupposition here cannot be once again put into question. It is a fact buried in an abysmal
past, and, as Kant himself says (Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.), Kants gesammelte Schriften, vol. 6,
318-9), is inexplicable in a practical regard. But to bring about ruin, it is not necessary to question this
last fact. The intention to combat all that is factual in the state is already pernicious enough, especially
when it cannot be foreseen where this aspiration will stop and be restrained; whereas at the moment in
which it would have been possible to eliminate all that is empirical and irrational, the state would have
to dissolve, because it only in the empirical does it have its stability and strength. In fact, all those who
get onto this slope cannot stop until even ethical imperatives—marriage, property, possession—would
have been eliminated.

67 One finds oneself'in error thus regarding the causes of the revolution when one believes that the state
is guilty, whereas that depends in fact on that which is situated beyond it.
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reform (not revolution). Like nature, it can be embellished, but it cannot be made
to be otherwise than it is. It must remain as long as this world exists. To make itself
insensitive, as nature is insensitive, to grant the individual rest and leisure, to be the
means and the impetus to the attainment of the higher goal: that is what the state
should do. In this alone lies its perfectibility. The task is therefore: to provide the
individual with the greatest possible freedom (autarchy), freedom, namely, that rises
above and, as it were, beyond the state. But it should not react back on the state or
in the state. For with this the exact opposite occurs from what should happen, as our
constitutional arrangements show when they allow the state to absorb all. Instead
of granting leisure to the individual, it pulls him rather into everything. It claims
everyone for itself, making each bear the burden of the state. True monarchy sees in
the active working participants in the state not those who have privileges, but instead
those bound by duty. This is what allows others to enjoy the advantages alone.

As a purely external, factual community in the face of the factual world, the
state cannot be an end. For precisely this reason therefore, the most perfect state is
not the goal of history. There is just as little a perfect state as there is (in the same
line) a completed human being. The most perfect state certainly has its place in the
philosophy of history, but completely on the negative side.® There was a time in
which it was natural and forgivable to think an ideal as the goal of history and to seek
it in the perfect state, in the state of accomplished right. But it is in general a false
presupposition that there could be an ideal state of affairs inside this world that, if
it were ideal, it would also necessarily have to be enduring and eternal. We see that
this world, as simply a passing state of affairs, cannot endure. The present order is
not an end, it is only to be wiped away. It is thus not this order itself that is the goal,
but the goal is the order that is determined to take its place. Even the “moderate”
monarchy, in which the state knows itself merely as a ground, is not the ideal of a
political constitution perfectly in accord with reason.®” When one seeks a perfect state
in this world, (apocalyptic) fanaticism [Schwdrmerer] is the result.”

68 See SW XI: 242 above. Here—on the negative side—reason only asks: What does the idea of the state
(the community) entail? What possibilities? What goal? The positive side is that which divine providence
comprehends as the agent of history).

69 Monarchy is incidentally in any case already moderate in that there are still only partial states.

70 “Qualemcunque formam gubernationis animo finxeris, nunguam incommodes et periculis cavebis,”
Hugo Grotius, De jure belli et pacis, book I1.
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Lecture 247!

In reference to the higher development, the state is thus nothing more than
foundation, assumption, entry-point, and it also only in this sense that it was treated
in these lectures. Progress lies in that which passes beyond the state. But that which
surpasses it is the individual. It is with him, and his internal relation to the law, that
we are now once again concerned. For as beneficial as the observation of the law that is
imposed from the outside (by the state) is, when one reflects on how weak most men’s
adherence to duty is, it is still not enough. For the law itself concerns the inner life,
and, because the state is indifferent to moral disposition, the assessment of the latter is
left up that much more to the individual. No one is in bondage to the state, but each
is unconditionally bound to the moral law. The state is something with which one
comes to terms, in relation to which one can behave in a completely passive manner.
This is not the case with the ethical law. The state, as powerful as it is said to be, can
only lead to an external, i.e., factual justice. Inversely, as impotent as the state might
be, especially if it were to dissolve completely, that internal [554] law that is written
in the heart remains and is all the more urgent. The external law of the state is itself
only the consequence of this inner compulsion, and therefore no longer comes into
consideration once we speak of this.

But here it comes to light what the I has gotten itself into in getting away
from God. Separated from God, it is held captive under the law as if under a distinct
power of God.” It can neither go beyond this power, because it is completely bent
under it, nor can it escape it, for the law is, so to speak, intertwined with the will of
the I and engraved into it. Nor is the I happy with itself under the law. Aversion for
and antipathy toward the law is its first and natural feeling, and so the more natural,
the more harsh and unmerciful, the law appears to it.” For, as something universal
and impersonal, it cannot be otherwise but hard. As a power of reason, it knows so
little of personality that it does not even leave an iota for the sake of the person. Even
if its requirements are completely satisfied, it gives no thanks to the person (even if

71 Inits present shape, this lecture was not extant among the author’s literary remains. The completed
manuscript ends with [an] announcement to the German people towards the end of the forgoing
lecture. From there until the end of this lecture however the following arguments are fully extant in
several conceptual outlines, so that it required only that these be put together in order to produce the
lecture in its present form [note K.F.A. Schelling, trans. IG].

72 It is absurd to conceive of the moral law immediately as divine, or to want to mingle God with
natural law. God is rather hidden by the law, and must remain so, so that the law can be disciplinarian.
If one wanted to subordinate all to religion, there would be no more morality or doctrines of rational
rights; it would be as if one wanted to deny rational science in general. Certainly, if there was no God,
there would also be no reason (reason would not be a power). But one must not conclude from this
that the moral law only has meaning for us as dzvine law (and that morality is to be entirely reduced to
theology).

73 “Therefore, the more the law dictates what he cannot do, the more hostile the human is towards it,”
says Luther in the preface to Paul’s Letter to the Romans.
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everything is done, we are nevertheless still futile slaves). Even being commanded
would not be so bothersome to the I if only it originated from a person, but to be
subjugated by an impersonal power is degrading. He, who wants to be himself, has to
see himself subjected to the universal.”

[555] But peace would not be achieved even if one actively resisted the
aversion that, after all, is more a matter of form than content (form, since the law is
commanded, while the I wants to be entirely free). Even if one could find for himself
what is best in the law (due to the intelligible side of his being, always a possibility),
peace would still not be achieved.” In the very moment one realizes this, it becomes
apparent that the law leads a person to death. How can it possibly be fulfilled, when
one lacks the moral disposition’ that the law itself is unable to give? The law is unable
to give man a heart that would be equal to the law. Instead, it increases the power
of sin. Instead of wiping away the disparity between the law and man, it enhances
it in many different ways. This happens to such a high degree that in the end all
moral behavior appears reprehensible and all life fragile and flawed.”” Even though
free virtues embellish and ennoble life, at bottom the seriousness of the law persists,
making it impossible [556] to reach the joy of existence. The experiences the I has
in its struggle with the law are such that the longer it continues, the more the I feels
the pressure of the law as an insurmountable compulsion, i.e., as a curse. And in this
way it begins, fully bent beneath it, to encounter nothingness in the form of the
unworthiness of its whole existence [Daseyns].”

74 The imperfection inberent to the law itself rests on the impersonality of the law. But one is tempted
to deny this, when the law is represented as divine. As impersonal and general is the law 1) concerned
merely with the common, and there is nothing in it for the individual. It speaks to the individual, but its
aim is only the human race; 2) it also does not say what to do and is thus purely negative (in fact, this was
already expressed in the first point); 3) the moral has no goal in the sense that, even if Thave accomplished
everything, nothing has nevertheless been achieved. Therefore, the law is just an incidental achievement
(6 v8pog TapetaiihOe [ho ndmos pareiséithe], Romans 5, 20). It has its end in another, and, when it is there,
it stops in this form of imperfect law Télog To0 vépov Xptotég (télos toth némou Christds) (“The end of
the law is Christ”), Romans 5, 20. Kant does not see this incompleteness of the law and thereby deprives
himself of the true path to reach where he wants to go. Here, his critical sense abandons him.

75 Compare with the unequal struggle of the man of good will with the overburdening flesh, in chapter
7 of Paul’s Letter to the Romans.

76 There is no morality in Kant’s meaning, i.e., from pure respect. As Luther says, that requires “a
voluntary, cheerful heart.” Self-respect keeps us from misfortune, but it does not make us happy. Even
Kant admits that when he lets happiness be something foreign. [Note added by IG: In section V.B of the
Introduction to Part IT of “The Metaphysics of Morals,” in Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.), Kants
gesammelte Schriften, vol. 4, 387ff, Kant undertakes to demonstrate that only others” happiness, and
not my own, can furnish an end that is also a duty. At VI: 393, he entitles this “Fremde Gliickseligkeit,”,
or ‘the happiness of others,” and happiness is explained as a mere “accompaniment” in the “Critique of
Practical Reason,” in Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.), Kants gesammelte Schriften, vol. 5, 22].

77 “But nobody can give such a heart, except the spirit of God, that makes the human equal to the
law, in such a way that with all of his heart he desires the law,” Luther, Preface to St. Paul’s Letter to the
Romans (1522).

78 Compare the passages on human wretchedness in the Greek poets, lzad, XVII, 446 (“There is



124 TK. Bruff

However, it is exactly here, at the point where the end of the law, the negation
of the I, is almost achieved, that a turning point occurs. The possibility presents
itself namely to the I, not to abolish itself in its godless and baleful condition, but
to renounce itself as an acting being, to withdraw itself into itself, to surrender its
selthood. In doing this it has no aim other than to withdraw from the insanctity
of action, to flee from the demands of the law into the contemplative life. For this
purpose, it is solicited by the moral conscience itself, for it is conscience (the potential
God) that draws it away from its own self-wanting. But, with this step from the
active to the contemplative life, the I also passes over at the same time to the side of
God. Without knowing anything of God, it seeks a godly life in this ungodly world.
Because this secking is done in the renunciation of the very selthood through which
it separated itself from God, it is able once again to touch the divine itself. The spirit,
namely, that withdraws into itself, gives space to the soul. But the soul by nature is that
which can touch God. It is the real O¢iov [¢heion] in its nature” that emerges here. But
this emergence does not happen on the level of the genus, but only in the individual.*
This possibility of the spirit to [557] withdraw itself into itself, proves to be the power
[Potenz] to turn back towards God, a power that that active being retained in itself as
it turned away from God. It is A”s essence that emerges, after the contingent within
it (that which defected from God) was broken and reduced to nullity. The entrance
of the I into contemplative life is thus a rediscovery of God (making God once again
objective for it), but of course, as we will see, God only as an idea.

This rediscovery of God however has different degrees, which must be
considered similarly as stations of the return to God. The first stage is that in which the
I seeks to execute the act of forgetting itself, the abnegation of itself. It presents itself in
that mystical piety, whose sense we find expressed most acutely by Fénelon. It consists
in a person’s quest to become like nothing (but not to annihilate oneself) and at the
same time to regard as nothing whatever contingent being [Seyz] one is faced with.*

naught more miserable than man among all things that breathe and move upon the earth”), Odyssey,
XVIIIL 130 (“Nothing feebler does earth nurture than man, of all things that on earth are breathing and
moving”), Oedipus at Colonnus 1225, p3) @vveu 1ov dmavta vicg Abyov (mé phjnai ton dpanta nikdi ldgon)
(“Not to be born at all is best,”) [trans IG].

79 Té Béknorov &v Yoy (To béltiston en psychéi) (“the best part of the soul”), [trans. IG]. Plato,
Republic, Book VII 532c.

80 The genus or the race has only an indirect relation to God, namely precisely in the law, where Go
dis potential to him, i.e., enclosed; only the individual has a direct relationship to God, can seek it, and
when he reveals Himself, receive it.

81 In his Démonstration de I’Existence de Dien, Fenelon expresses this abandonment of selthood thus:
nous désapproprier notre volonté (abandon possession of our will) and describes this mystical piety in
these words: “Nous avons rien a nous que notre volonté, tout le reste n’est pas a vous. La maladie enléve la
santé et la vie: les richesses—les talens de Uesprit dependent du corps. L'unigque chose, qui est veritablement
a vous, c¢’est votre volonté. Aussi est-ce elle, dont Dieu est jaloux. Car il nous l'a donnée non afin que nous la
gardions et gue nous en demeurons toute entire, telle que nous lavons recue et sans en rien rétenir. Quicongue
reserve le moindre désir ou la moindre repugnance en propriété, fait un larcin a Dieu.—Combien dames
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The second stage is the art by which the I makes itself akin to the divine (épolwotg
[homoibsis]), seeking to bring forth a divine personality in order to fuse with it. It is
the art that produces enchantment, in which the spirit becomes soul (in completely
selfless production). It is something that only happens to artists of the highest calibre.
Without them knowing or [558] understanding it, it unfolds through a true inner
determination of their nature.*” Following art, as the third stage, is contemplative
science. In this, the I elevates itself above knowledge that is practical and merely
natural [dianoetic],* in order to touch being-for-its-own-sake (dvtfj T} Yvyfi, adTd 6
v [autéi téi psychéi, autdi t6i ndi]).* Spirit that withdraws into itself and renounces
the practical attains the pure 6¢éa [théa], where it immediately touches the intelligible.
Thus voig [n04s] has the same relationship to the purely intelligible that sense has to
the sensible (10 voet domep 0 aloBdveabou [£0 noein hosper to aisthanesthail).® Insofar
as spirit seeks to make itself potentiality, it behaves passively. Coming thereby into
possession of itself, it returns again to the (theoretical) life that contemplates of God.
This was the life that was initially destined for A’ and that spirit, after making its
whole journey, now considers as its highest goal.

Here is thus what the I can attain in its search to escape its insanctity and to
save itself in 7zs world.* The I indeed seems to have its satisfaction in the good attained

propriétaires delles- mémes?” For the full text, consult Frangois de Salignac de La Mothe-Fénelon,
“Démonstration de I'existence de Dieu, tirée du spectacle de la Nature et de la connaissance de ’homme,”
Traité de Uexistence et des attributs de Dieu, in OEuvres de Fénelon, vol. 1 (Versailles: Lebel, 1820). The
cited passage in English: “We ourselves bave nothing but our will, all the rest is yours. Disease removes health
and life: wealth, the talents of the spirit depend on the body. The one thing that is genuinely yours is your
will. It is this, too, of which God is jealous. For he gave it to us not so that we might keep it and that it remains
for us entirely as we received it from you without your keeping any of it. Whoever retains the least desire
or the least loathing for property makes theft from God. How many souls own themselves?” [trans. IG]).
Fenelon even calls this self-renunciation (self-expropriation) entire indifférence méme pour le salut
(“complete indifference towards salvation” [trans. IG]) [Cf. “Lettre du 13 mai 1967 au marquis de
Blainville”].

82 To show the place of art in rational philosophy, compare Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics V1.4,
1140a1-23 [trans. IG].

83 Here the Nous appears in its highest degree as awakening science and producing it freely. It should
be noted that rational philosophy like contemplative science enters here itself as a moment in the
development of contemplative science.

84 (“with the soul itself, with the intellect itself”). See notes to SW X1I: 316 and 356. It is voig [nois] that
in the highest science again frees the soul, raises it from the potency in which it had placed it and, with
the free soul (ad7] 7} Yvydj [antéi téi psychéi] knows the eternal [trans. IG].

85 (“Thinking is analogous to perceiving,” [trans. IG]). Aristotle, De Anima, 111.4, 429a14.

86 Justashereartand sciences are degrees of beatitude (but as we will see, of a purely negative beatitude),
in the same way for the Greeks poetry (Homer) and visual arts (Phidias) are liberating in regards to
the legal state and legal religion. That which for us is the entrance of spirit in the soul is d8aviferv
(athantizein) (making oneself immortal) for Aristotle. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics X.7, 1177b35.
Compare, further, the entire seventh chapter, in which the contemplative life is described as the most
godlike. Equally notable is the passage in Plato’s Theaetetus 176a[-b]: 816 xai mweipsioOar xpf év0évde (4md
i Ovn il Phoewg) dxeloe Pebyely 8Tt TaytoTa: PUYT O SUoiwat 1) Oed xorrd 6 Suvarté (did kai peirdsthai
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through contemplation, for it has God, from whom it separated itself in practice,
once again in knowledge. The I has an ideal in God [559] by which it raises itself
above itself, thereby coming free of itself. But it only has an zdeal relation to this God
and cannot have any other relation to him. Contemplative science leads only to the
God that is end, and that is not the actual God. It leads only to the one who is God in
essence, not God in actuality.”” Maybe the I could be satisfied [560] with this purely

chré enthénde [apo tés thnétés physeds) ekeise phetigein hoti tachista: phyge dé homoiosis tGi thedi katd to
dynatdn). (Therefore we ought to try to escape from earth (from mortal nature) to the dwelling of the
gods as quickly as we can; and to escape is to become like God, so far as this is possible [trans IG]).
Compare Plato, Philebus, 62. [At 62ab, Socrates defines a man concerned with divine knowledge as
having “sufficient knowledge, if he is master of the divine circle and sphere” as well therefore as of “our
human sphere and human circles” [note and trans. IG; IG adds that “Escape is not abandonment, seems
to be Schelling’s point™].

87 Here is historically the point at which ancient philosophy arrived at God as final cause, to A° in
its pure self-being. The highest distinction was already made between Being in being [Seyende seyn]
and the self-being of God [Selbstseyn Gottes]. Through separating itself outside being, A’in the rational
philosophy is set in pure self-being. In this separate state it is (and it is thus that we find it in Aristotle)
pure éavtod &yov (heautod échon) (self-possession), fixed, eternally identical to itself, passive, final cause,
not efficient cause (aitiov TéAixov, od womTikdy (aition télikon, ou poiétikon), or, as Aristotle states in
the Nicomachean Ethics, X.8 1178b21, to mpdtrety apoupoduevo, £t 88 wéAdov 100 molelv (tod prdttein
aphairodimenos, éti dé mallon toi poiein) (if action is withdrawn, creation even more so). It is that which
moves all, but only as end, such that it does not move itself (6 wévra k& dg Téhog, adtdg dxivyrog (ho
panta kindn hos télos, autds akinétos)). As inactive towards the exterior, it thinks and intuitss only itself,
it is thought of thought (vorioews vénatg [noéseds ndésis]), that which is certainly something completely
different than thought on thought, about which one has often cited in an incorrect and forced manner.
The real sense of the expression is this: God is only the infinite act of thinking—the infinite, i.e. always
thinking anew (and not an external object that would limit him) (Cf. Aristotle, Endemian Ethics VIL.12,
1245b17-18: 0d yap obte 6 Oedg eb Eyet, dAhd BédTiov A dote dAAo TL voelv Tap' adtév (ou gar hoito ho theos
et échei, alla béltion ¢ hoste dllo ti noein par’ hanton) (it is not thus that god is happy, he is too good to
think of anything else but himself). The difficulties which one finds in Aristotle regarding the closer
determination of the self-vision of God, one finds in Aristotle, Magna Moralia 11.15, 1212b34-1213a7.
The same difficulty can be felt in Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics VI1.14, 1154b26-32, ([=] Eudemian
Ethics V1.14).

God is here, according to the expressions of German philosophy, the Subject-Object which
begins and cannot quit himself. Those who only see arbitrariness in philosophy do not know to which
point, in completely different individuals, the identical concepts have reappeared, thus proving their
necessary activity: for those who discovered this philosophy where God begins as the Subject-Object only
had an inferior knowledge of Aristotle than that which has been able to be attributed to them. If, for
Aristotle, God is only at the end and &mpaxtog tég Ew mpdkeig (dpraktos tis éxo praxeis) (“accomplishes
no action towards the outside”), so God is for him thus no more than a simple concept. Even if Aristotle
possesses this last (term) as existing, it is as 7f 4¢ did not exist, seeing as it cannot do anything, and with it
nothing can begin. One could find it inconceivable to which point the negative side of this determination
has been invisible, just as much in Aristotle as in modern philosophy. As that which possess itself, without
being able to leave itself, he is spirit only by essence, only ideal spirit, but it is an abuse [Missbrauch] to
speak here of absolute spirit.

If God in his self-being is in Aristotle that which possess itself (¢xov éavtot (échon eautot),
then for Plato, in this separate state, it is that which is willed because of itself. In this regard one is
unjust to Plato when we claim that he speaks here simply of the idea of the Good. Of concern for him is
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ideal God if it could stay in the contemplative life. But that is plainly impossible. The
renunciation of action does not allow itself to be implemented—one must act. But as
soon as the active life picks up again, reality reasserts its right, and the ideal (passive)
God is no longer sufficient. With this, the former despair returns. For the discrepancy
is not abolished. Accordingly, the question poses itself as to what is still possible for
the I and to where it will turn.

But even though we will not attain the end of the whole development here,
we have already reached the goal of this science, the pure science of reason, and now
we must linger on this issue before we move on to the next.

The task of the science of reason is to have the principle A’in its being-for-
itself, free in regard to beings, and thus to have it as a principle, i.c., as the last and
highest object (16 pdAiota ¢mattév [0 mdlista epistéton]). This is now achieved. For
it all came down to the I’s declaring itself as non-principle and subordinating itself
under God (which it certainly had at the same time to acknowledge again). As soon
as that had happened, the A°remained the real, the only and true principle, and this
indeed in complete seclusion. For it had already been set in seclusion once the I had
put itself forward in order to establish itself as the beginning of a supra-divine world
[561], i.e., a world excluding God.® But just as the principle centered in the self gives
way to the higher and only true principle, in the same way now science (the only
science valid up to now) gives way to a second science, in regard to which we said
earlier®” that it is in fact for this science (the second science) that the principle was
sought in the first place—for this is the science we actually wanted. The first now
appears in reality as what it is: the philosophy which moves towards the principle. As
such it is now certainly not the last and highest, but it remains the general (universal)
science, the science of all sciences, insofar as it seeks the object both for all particular
sciences and for the highest. For, as you remember, the first science (# wpwt) émotiuy
[bé proté epistémé]) arose from the fact that we simply let the possible principles come
into play. As they emerged they became the causes of a being articulated into degrees,
a succession of objects each of which can become the object of a science. In accord

rather 6 dyad6v (20 agathon): the Good itself (it is clearly present in the éméxewva tijg odaing (epékeina tés
ousias) [“beyond essence”] (Plato, Republic VI, 509b) and that which emerges from the surprise of the
interlocutor—certainly in the idea, only as a thought, but still the Good itself, as it is said about God at
the end of rational philosophy, C.f. Plato, Republic VII, 518c, just as before, 517b: év 14 yvwoté (not év
¢ vonT®) Tedevtéia ) ToD dyabod 18éa xal wéyig dpaadou (en 17 gnostdi (not en ti noetds) teleutéia be tod
agathoti idéa kai mdgis hordsthai) (In the knowable (and not: in the intelligible) the idea of the Good is
seen at lastand with pain). It is natural that Plato also speaks of an idea of the Good (for example, Republic
VI, 505a) but the 10 &yaddv (adé 16 &yaddv) (agathon [anto to agathon]) (Good itself) signifies for him
only idéa 100 &yaot (idéa tod agathoit) [the idea only] in reference to dyaba (agatha) [particulars] as the
uetéyovta 100 &yalol (metéchonta toil agathoi) (participant of being) (see Aristotle, Eudemian Ethics,
before the fifth chapter): or again the i8¢ (idea) is to him only the 6 Tod &yafod &xyovog (ho todi agathor
ékgonos) (VI 508), as it emerges from the context as a whole.

88 See the conclusion of the Twentieth Lecture.

89 See SW XI: 367.
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to this succession, a particular series of sciences was given, from which one is derived
that can rightfully be called the science of all sciences.” But in the same way, it is also
the initiator of that one science that begins with the principle from which the rest
can be deduced. Because it concerns itself with the one supreme object that, at the
end of the first science, still remains standing as the problem to be resolved, it is itself
a particular science, not the science, but a science like all others. If philosophy did not
have a particular object, it could not itself be a science, it would only be zhe science, i.e.,
universal science. This particular object can only be that for which there is no other
science and which thus must be either excluded from all science or else constitute zzs
(philosophy’s) own object, the object that suits it in the particular. As the last object
found, it is the highest object and the one most worth knowing. In contrast with it,
philosophy had regarded all the objects that came before it as nothing, as having no
value for 7z. [562] Insofar therefore as the first science makes it possible for the second
science (philosophy as a particular science) to possess its object, and insofar as it is
however itself also philosophy, we must consider it correct when it is said that the
object of philosophy can only be known through philosophy itself. But, as soon as
the first philosophy has made the principle possible or produced it, it has achieved its
end; for it can only produce the principle, not realize it. Therefore, this preliminary
philosophy is also called negative philosophy. As important and indispensable as it
is, it nevertheless knows nothing in relation to what alone is worth knowing and
what can be deduced from it. For it only posits the principle by elimination, and thus
negatively; it has the principle as what is alone truly real, but only as a concept, as a
simple zdea. Because in searching for the principle it looks only for the possibility of a
philosophy, it is critique, as was the task for Kant.

Rational philosophy, or as we now call it, negative philosophy, has, we would
say, only made the principle possible. For this was first found in pure thought; after that,
the project was to wrest it from its potentiality. Once this has occurred, the principle
thus produced is still only the principle found in thought; nothing has changed here
(with regard to existence) to alter the standpoint of pure thought. But through the
process of the science of reason, the nature of the principle has been demonstrated
or confirmed, namely that it is the natura necessaria, as that which is actus essentid
(essentially actual) (oD # obaia &vépyela [hod hé ousia energeial). God is now posited
outside of the absolute idea, in which he was very nearly lost, and now appears in hzs
idea. As such, though, it is still only idea. We find God in a concept, but not in actual
being [Seyn].”" For in this science everything is enclosed in reason, and thus also God,
even though he is now rightly conceived as he who, in himself, is not enclosed [563]

90 See SW XI: 368.

91 In the absolute idea is not only being [das Seyende], rather that which the being is also belongs there
together with potency; substance in the highest sense, which, because it cannot transition into anything
else (for there is no mere capacity in it) remains standing as pure actuality and nevertheless emerges from
indifference only as a final possibility [trans. IG].
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in reason, i.e., in eternal ideas. And even if, as Kant says, each proposition of existence
is synthetic, i.e., a proposition through which I go beyond the concept,” this does
not apply to the pure that (freed of all universality) as it is left standing at the end of
rational science. Clearly, the pure and abstract “that” is not the object of a synthetic
proposition.

But if, now, what is actus essentid is also posited outside of its concept, so that
it is not only the essentid or naturd, but actu and actually the being that really is (das
actu Aktus Seyende), then the principle is no longer posited as a principle in the same
sense that we demanded of it as the goal of the philosophy of reason. In that moment,
we wanted to have it free from the being [Seyenden] that really is. It was sought as a
result, and it was only a question of the (abstract) principle. Now, rather, it stands as
a principle in the real sense of the word, namely as beginning—as the beginning of
that science that has that which 7s real being [das Seyende], the real being itself (adto
T0 &v [auto to dn)), as a principle, i.e., as that from which everything else derives.” Up
to this point we designated it simply as the science for whose sake we were searching
(through the means of the first science) for the principle. Now, we call it, in opposition
to that first (negative) philosophy, positive philosophy. The former is negative because
its only concern is the possibility (the “what”). Whatever it recognizes it recognizes
in pure thought, independent of all existence. Existing things were deduced from it
(otherwise it would not be a rational science, i.e., an a priori science for which there
is an & posteriori). But what was not deduced from it was the fact that things exist.”
This philosophy is negative because whatever it has exists only in the concept, even the
ultimate [das Letzte] that is act in itself (what thus exists over and beyond existing
things). This new philosophy, in contrast, is positive. It begins and goes out from
existence [ausgehen]—from [S64] existence, i.e., from the actu actual-being of that
which was found, in the first science, as existing necessarily in the concept (as “natura
Actus”). The new science initially has this only as the pure “that” (‘Ev 1t), from which
we go forward to the concept, to the “what” (to the being that is), to lead this existent
to the point where it proves itself to be the actively (existing) Lord of being [Herrn
des Seyns) (Lord of the world), as the personal real God. With that, all other being is
simultaneously also explained in its exzstence as derived from this first zhat. In this way,
a positive system is established that actually explains reality.

Thus, the difference of the two sciences in view from the beginning of
this philosophical development reveals itself here to be the opposition of negative
and positive philosophy, and so here would be the proper moment to discuss this
opposition completely. But seeing that this discussion is extensive (the entire history

92 “Critique of Practical Reason,” in Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.), Kants gesammelte Schriften,
vol. 5, 139: “Every existential proposition—that is, every proposition that says, of a being of which I
frame a concept, that it exists—is a synthetic proposition” [note and trans. IG].

93 See SW XI, 3611F.

94 Idealism does not explain actuality [ Wirklichkeit], rather the type of actuality, Cf. p. 376 above.
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of philosophy demonstrates a fight between negative and positive philosophy) and
that it forms a complete series of lectures, I constrain myself here to the following
brief remark. The first science, in its end, arrived at something that does not allow
itself to be known by means of its method. It had thereby exhausted itself, and that
which remained in the end unknown and for it unknowable, it handed over to the
second philosophy. But this establishes for the second only an external, not an internal
dependence. The latter would only be the case if negative philosophy were to hand its
object over to positive philosophy as something already known. Positive philosophy
could possibly begin for itself, with the simple claim: “I want that, which is beyond
being” [“Ich will das, was tiber dem Seyn ist”], and as a matter of fact we will see how
the actual transition to positive philosophy does happen through such a willing. But
if positive philosophy is from the start a philosophy offset from and different from
negative philosophy, the correlation, indeed the unity of the two is nevertheless to be
affirmed. Philosophy is at the same time oze, namely philosophy, which both searches
for its object, and has its object and brings it to knowledge. The positive is what is real
in the negative, but not yet as actual. [565] Rather, it is there as that which searches
for itself, as was shown in the whole trajectory which has now come to its end.

If the principle is taken as a beginning, as the beginning of another science
that is no longer the science of reason (for reason is not able to begin anything with it),
then it ceases as well to be simple idea or in the idea: it is posited outside of its concept.
It is freed from the reason in which it was trapped; indeed, it is expelled [ausgestofSen]
from reason. At the same time there is a reversal of the previous relation between that
which being is [dem was das Seyende ist] (A°) and the being that it is [dem Seyenden]
(- A+ A £ A). Because the first of these becomes the beginning (prius), the latter
(which by the way is inseparable from it) cannot precede it. It must thus follow it,
and the first problem will be to demonstrate how this is possible, though for now we
are not yet so far. For we still have to resolve the main question: who or what shall
originate the expulsion of A°from reason and with it the corresponding reversal of
reason (the transition to positive philosophy)? Here it must be said that the transition
cannot come from thought. While it is true that what pushes us to the second science
lies in the last concept of the first, it is also true that thought can begin nothing with
this pure that (which comes last in rational philosophy). In order for science to arise,
the universal, the “what,” must be added on. It can now only be consequent, and
not antecedent. The science of reason thus actually drives beyond itself and pushes
toward the reversal; but this itself cannot come from thought. For that, a practical
impulse [Antrieb] is required. In thought there is nothing practical, the concept
is only contemplative and is only concerned with the necessary, while here it is a
question of something situated outside of necessity, of something willed. There must
be a wil/ from which the expulsion of A° outside of reason, this last crisis of the science
of reason, must proceed. It is a will that with inner necessity demands that God be
more than simply an idea. We are speaking of a last crisis of the science of reason. The
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first was namely the expulsion of the I outside of the idea. [566] This changed the
character of the science of reason, but it itself remained. > The great, last and real crisis
consists now in that God, the last to be found, is expelled from the idea. With that
expulsion, rational science is itself abandoned (rejected). Negative philosophy thus
culminates in the destruction of the idea (just as Kant’s critique actually culminates
in the humiliation [Demiitigung] of reason). Or, in other words, its final result is
the recognition that what truly is (das wabrbaft Seyende) is not the idea, but is first
what lies outside of the idea, and is therefore more than the idea, xpeittov T00 Adyov
[kreitton tod ldgoun].”®

But there can be no doubt as to what this will is exactly that provides the
signal for the turn, and thus results in positive philosophy. It arises from the I that
was abandoned in the moment it had to leave the contemplative life behind and
the ultimate despair took hold of it. Even though the I had penetrated with noetic
knowledge all the way to A’, that did not help it in any way. It is still not free from
the vanity of existence that it contracted and must now feel even more deeply after
it has once again tasted knowledge of God. For only now does it first recognize the
gap that lies between itself and God —and the extent to which the fall from God,
which led to a being-outside-of-God, lies at the base of 4// moral action, rendering
the I itself doubtful, in such a manner it has no rest, no peace, before this break is
reconciled. The I is helped by no holiness [Se/igke:t] other than that which would
simultaneously redeem him. That is why he now calls out for God himself. Him,
him, he wants to have, he wants to have the God that acts, the God in whom there
is providence, he who, as a God who is himself factual can counter the facticity of the
fall. It is he, in short, who is the LORD of being (not only transmundane, as is the
case with God understood as final cause, but supramundane). In this God alone does
he see the actual, highest Good. Even the sense of the contemplative life was no other
than to penetrate beyond the universal all the way to personality. For person seeks
person. However, through contemplation, the I can at best only [567] find the idea,
and thus only the God that is in the idea. Such a God is enclosed in reason, in which
he cannot move. The God who is sought is instead the God who is outside and above
reason. To him only is possible that which for reason is impossible. Equal to the law,
he can free us from the law. This is the God that the I wants now. And because the I
certainly cannot assign himself the task of attaining him, it is necessary that, with his
cooperation, God come to meet him.”” But what the I can do is to want God and hope to
participate thanks to him in a salvation [Se/igkeit] that—because neither moral action

95 See above [SWII/1] p. 421.

96 Atristotle, Endemian Ethics V11.14, Méyov §' &pyi) o Aéyos, dAAd Tu xpeittov ({dgou d’ arché ou ldgos,
alld ti kreitton) (the starting point of reason is not reason but something superior to reason [trans. IG]).
97 “And do not hope to see the end of your suffering, before God comes to relieve you” (mpiv év
By T1g Siadoxog @V o@v wovwy aviy (prin dn thedn tis diddochos ton son ponon phanéi) says Hermes
to Prometheus (Schelling’s reference is “v. 1006-1007”; consult Aeschylus, Prometheus Bound, 1027-8
[additional ref. IG]).
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nor the contemplative life can reconcile the gap—would not be a deserved salvation
(something proportioned, as Kant wanted), but an undeserved one, a beatific state
that is incalculable and over-abundant. In Kant, who also wants to surpass the law,
it is not the I, but only philosophy and proportionality that aspire, beyond the law,
to a happiness that would thus be deserved. Such happiness would not amount to
true union with God, but would instead remain relatively external and thus actually
be sensuous.” But I demand rather a bliss that would be removed of all particular
being and also individual morality. The anticipated state of bliss would be clouded
for me if I had to consider it again as an (at least mediated) product of my action.” If
it were nothing but a proportioned blessedness, it would be the ground of an eternal
dissatisfaction. And thus the only option that remains (and no philosophical pride
should hold us back here) is to accept with gratitude that which we otherwise can
never achieve, but must be bestowed upon us undeservedly and through grace.'®
[568] The demand for this acting God and for redemption is, as you see,
nothing other than the manifest need for—religion. With this, the path pursued
by the I comes to an end. The I hopes to attain the joy of existing that it did not
find by its own means, once it has God in reality and finds itself unified (reconciled)
with him, i.e. through religion. Without an active God (which is not just an object
of contemplation), there can be no religion—for this presupposes an eftective, real
relationship between God and man. Nor can there be history, for God acts in history
as providence.'"” Within the science of reason there is no religion, and therefore in
general there is no rational religion at all.' At the end of negative philosophy, there is

98 See Kant, “Critique of Practical Reason,” in Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.), Kants gesammelte
Schriften, vol. 5, 114-5 below. Note IG: [“... that a virtuous disposition necessarily produces happiness is
false not absolutely but only insofar as this disposition is regarded as the form of causality in the sensible
world, and consequently false only if I assume existence in the sensible world to be the only kind of
existence of a rational being; it is thus only conditionally false. [...] It is not possible that morality of
disposition should have a [...] necessary connection, as cause with happiness as effect in the sensible
world, if not immediately yet mediately ... a connection which, in a nature that is merely an object of the
senses, can never occur except contingently and cannot suffice for the highest good.”]

99 According to Kant in the “Critique of Practical Reason,” in Akademie der Wissenschaften (ed.),
Kants gesammelte Schriften, vol. 5,110-111: “Now inasmuch as virtue and happiness together constitute
possession of the highest good in a person, and happiness distributed in exact proportion to morality (as
the worth of a person and his worthiness to be happy) constitutes the highest good of a possible world,
the latter means the whole, the complete good, in which, however, virtue as the condition is always the
supreme good, since it has no further condition above it, whereas happiness is something that, though
always pleasant to the possessor of it, is not of itself absolutely and in all respects good, but always
presupposes morally lawful conduct as its condition.” Happiness is only a secondary element of the
highest good, which is correct if the second is the higher. It is not pursued as the wages of morality, but
as something higher, that the latter does not satisfy [ref. and trans. IG].

100 Negative philosophy certainly tells us what blessedness [Seligkeit] consists in, but does not help us
attain it.

101 Through a philosophy of reason, a philosophy of the active history is impossible, even though we
admit that the philosophy of history also has a negative side. See above, SW XI, 542.

102 One cannot object that, after the preceding, we have ourselves posited religion as a moment of



kabiriw 13

nothing but a possible religion. Instead of real religion, there is only a religion “within
the boundaries of mere reason.” It would be an illusion to discern in the conclusion
of rational philosophy a rational re/igion. Reason does not lead to religion, and it is
thus also Kant’s theoretical conclusion that there is no rational religion. We know
nothing of God: this is the conclusion of all authentic rationalism that understands
itself. With the passage to positive philosophy, we enter for the first time into the
domain of religion and of religions, and it is only now that we can hope that the
philosophical religion emerges which has been the subject of this whole presentation,
i.e., the religion that [569] is called upon to really comprehend the real religions that
are either mythological or revealed.'” Through this, we can now also see in a clearer
manner that what we call philosophical religion has nothing to do with so-called
rational religion. For, supposing that there would be such a religion, it would belong
to a completely different sphere, and not to the sphere in which the philosophical has
made itself manifest to us.

It has thus been shown, how the need for the I to possess God outside of
reason (and not only God in thought or in the idea) is born out of the practical. This
willing is not contingent, it is a willing of spirit that, by internal necessity and in the
aspiration of its own freedom, cannot remained enclosed in thought. As this demand
cannot come from thought, it is thus also not a postulate of practical reason. It is
not a rational postulate, as Kant wants, but only the individual that leads to God.
For it is not the universal in the human that seeks salvation, but the individual. If
man is obliged (by moral consciousness or practical reason) to regulate his relation to
other individuals according to the standard of the world of ideas, that can only satisfy
the universal in him—reason—and not himself as an individual. The individual for
himself can only aspire to happiness. By this, and from the beginning, i.e., from the
moment the species is subjected to law, the following difference emerges: everything
that is subsequently only postulated is done so by the individual, not by reason. For
this reason it is also the I that, being itself personality, demands personality. It is the I
that requires a person outside of the world and above the universal, someone who can
hear him, a heart that would be the same as his own.!%

the science of reason; in any case, no one who wants a rational religion would admit or accept a religion
that returns completely into the subject and cannot be separated from the ascetic, and which stands as a
contradiction to all science. Rational philosophy knows nothing of a rational religion that would be at
the same time a science (it is such a religion that all rationalists invoke, exactly as if they possessed it in
an indubitable way, when in fact we would not find two people in agreement, if it were that we demand
them to really erect it, rather than to simply continue to invoke it).

103 See above SW XI: 243fF and the beginning of the eleventh lecture. Compare also SW XI: 386
[additional ref. IG].

104 This search for the person is the same search which drives the staze to a kingdom. The monarchy
makes possible that which is impossible by the law, for laws, for example, which are valid 7 the state, are
not valid for the state. Further, because it is necessary to take responsibility, it is necessary that a person
exists who would be responsible (in front of a higher tribunal than that of the law), the king, who offers
himself in sacrifice for the people. Furthermore, reason and law [570] are without love, only the person

3
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[570] The I is thus the one who says: I want God outside of the idea, and
with that said demands the reversal mentioned above that we will now determine
more closely in its consequences.

This willing concerns only the transition. That by which positive philosophy
itself begins, is by the A°freed of its presupposition, recognized as prius. As that which
is totally free of the idea, it is the pure that (“Ev 1t [En t]). It is just as it remained
standing as the residue of the preceding philosophy, except that now it is posited as
beginning. But here is the position it must occupy in reality. For A° 75, not because
—A+A £ A is, but because of the opposite: there is —A+A + A because there is A°
(although it itself zs not without the being of that which is [Seyende]).'” It is thus
also that which is beyond being. The formulation “I want God outside of the Idea”
designates the same thing as “I want that which stands above the beings that are”
[séber dem Seyenden]. But it is in its indefinite being (“’Evti-Seyn)—and not in its
Idea-Being)—that there exists what is irreducible and indissoluble by which it alone
could be the indubitable beginning, as we saw earlier. But there is no A® apart from
what is. Without something by which it would show itself as existing, it would be so
good as not existing at all. There would be no sczence concerning it (and thus also no
positive philosophy). For there is no science there where there is nothing universal. It
is thus necessary to show of the “’Ev 1t in which manner it is a being that really is [das
Seyende]—and how the latter can only be manifest as the posterius and the consequence
of the former. The question becomes the following: how is it possible that —~A+A
* A could be the consequence of A°? Once this question is answered, God is again
understood in his relation to the idea. He is understood as the Lord of everything
that is, but initially only of everything that is in the idea (not yet of the things that
are outside of the idea). Only after this is it [571] of secondary concern to show that
he is also the Lord of everything that is outside of the idea, i.c., of existing, empirical
things. By this means, God would for the first time be introduced into experience and,
in this sense (what was actually desired) into existence; he would be recognized in it.
For if God not only has a relation to beings in the idea, but also to beings outside of
the idea, i.e., to existing things (for that which exists is outside of the idea)—Dby this he
shows his reality independent of the idea. It s a reality that subsists even when the idea
is negated. In this way, God reveals himself as the actual Lord of being.

This does not complete the demonstration [Beweis] that is the subject of
positive philosophy, but it has led to what is essential. This demonstration (of the

can love; bug, in the state, this personality can only be the king, in front of whom everyone is equal.

105 The Position of God corresponds in the state to the position of the king. A° provides the archetype
for the position of the king and his majesty, without which we could not ground it. Cf. Aristotle,
Nicomachean Ethics VII1.10, 1160b4-5: 0d yép ot Bacideds 6 ui) adtépxng kol wéot toig dyadols vmepéywy-
6 3¢ ToloDTog 0DIevos Tpoodeitau (ou gdr esti basilens ho mé antdrkés kai pdsi tois agathots byperéchon: ho dé
toioditos oudenos prosdeitar) (The king is an independent being and surpasses others in all sorts of goods;
such a man needs nothing”).

106 In the Thirteenth Lecture.



kabiriﬁ 13

existence of the personal God) does not simply lead to a certain point, for example
not just to the world as the object as our experience. For just as when I am with people
who are important to me, I am not satisfied simply to know that they exist, but instead
require continuous confirmations of their existence, the same thing holds here as well.
We require that the Godhead [die Gottheit] always come closer and closer to human
consciousness; we demand that she become an object of consciousness not only in her
consequences, but 7z herself. But this can also only be achieved by degrees, especially
since the requirement concerns that the Godhead enter not only the consciousness
of some individuals, but of humanity; and since we see that this proof is a proof that
passes throughout all of reality and through the whole history of the human race, it
can never be regarded as a proof that has been completed. Instead, it a proof that is
always in process and extends into the future of our species just as it reaches back into
its past. It is above all in this sense that the positive philosophy is historical philosophy.

This is thus the task of the second philosophy; the transition to it is the same
as the transition from the old covenant to the new, from the law to the gospel, from
nature to spirit.

[572] But with regard to the initial question, “How is it possible that, if A°
is prius, everything that is and can be [das Seyende], that is, everything that arises
by virtue of the higher necessity of reason, happens to be posited with it?”—it is a
question that is still to be answered by rational means. To this degree, it also belongs
to these lectures. If in this form it is something new, it nevertheless already exists from
before in another form—In the Jnvestigation of the Source of Eternal Truths."”

107 This investigation is arranged in its historical development and leads to the solution of the question
indicated above, in the edited essay in the annex “On the source of the eternal truths,” which forms thus
the apex of this Presentation of the Purely Rational Philosophy.
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