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I 
Fro111 Herel to Nietuclle 

writes to Ilegel himself: "I keep my mind as open as possible to the 

gifts of the philosopher, and rejoice each time I can appropriate 

something wh ich has been discovered by an ability nature was not 

willing to grant me."11 Thus during the entire course of his life 

Goethe fe lt himself at once attracted to and repelled by H egel's 

philosophy/2 and yet basically he was sure chat they agreed in spirit. 

This is beautifully expressed in his last Jetter to Zeiter: "ftorrunately, 

the nature of your talent is focused on the single note-that is, the 

moment. ow, since a sequence of consecutive moments itself is 

always a kind of etern ity, it has been granted you always to remain 

constant in the midst of flux, thus fuJly satisfying both me and the 

spirit of H egel, to the extent I understand him."13 

1 G oethe's Idea of Primary Phenomena 

and H egel's Comprehension of 

the Absolute 

a T be Unity 
of Principle 

What appealed to Goethe about H egel was nothing less than 

the principle of his spiritual activity: mediation between self-being 

(Selbstsein) and being other (A11derssein) . In Goethe's idiom, 

H egel placed himself in the middle, between subject and object, 

while Schelling emphasized the breadth of narure, and Fichte, th.e 

heig ht of subjectivity. u "Where object and subject meet, there IS 

life; when H egel places himself between object and subject by 

means of his philosophy of identity and lays clain1 to this position, 

we must do him honor."H1 Similarly, Hegel had to see Goethe's 

subjectivity, the universal content of his self-being. Goethe's diag

nosis of the "universal sickness of the age" corresponds exactly to 

his fierce criticism of the shallow subjectivity of the romantics: they 

are incapable of divesting themselves productively of their subjec

tivity and venturing into the world of objects.111 To discover and 

establish the mid-point between subject and object, between being 

prose and being per se, between the imemal and the external, was 

the motivating force behind Hegel's entire philosophy of mediation, 

from his first systematic fragment to the Logik and Encyklopadie. 

Tile Oer•n Spirit D•rl•r tile Nlnett~ntll Centary 1 

Th:ough this p~los~p~y, substance was to become subject, and the 

subJeCt subsranoal. S1011larly, Goethe's na·ive philosophizing centers 

upon the pr~bl~m of harmony between the self and the world.lT 

1 he conrrad1coon between them and its neutralization-under the 

terms subjective "idea" and objective "experience," what is "appre

hended" by the senses and what is "conceivcd"-are discussed not 

only in t~e famous exchange of letters with Schiller,1s but also in 

four. spec~al essays: Det V erS'!tcb a/s Vennittler von Objekt und 

St~bJe~t ( 'Expenmenr as MedJator between Object and Subject"), 

Emwtrkzmg der neueren Philosopbie ("The Influence of Recent 

Philosophy"), A11Schauende Urteilskraft {"lnruitive Judgment"), 

and Bedenken und Ergebrmg ("Reflection and Resignation"). 

Goetl~e says that, i.n the process of viewing the un iverse, man 

cannot fa ll tO venrure 1deas and construct concepts with rhe aid of 

which he attempts to understand the essence of God or of nature. 

"Here we ~orne face to face ~vith our real difficulty, . . . char be

tween the 1dea and rhe expenence there seems to be a certain guJf 

fixed; :ve exert all our strength to cross it, in vain. In spire of this, 

we smve ~ons~antlr to. over~ome t~ gap by means of reason, 

unders~ndmg, JmagmatJOn, fruth, feelmg, madness, and, if nothing 

else wdJ se~ve, with absurdity. Finally, after constant strenuous 

effort, we discover that the philosopher might indeed be right who 

state~ that no idea i~ fully congruent with experience, bur admits 

rh~t 1dea and ex~enence can~ indeed muSt, be analogous."19 T he 

philosopher mennoned here lS Kant, and the work in which he 

f?rg~ a unio/ our of conceptualizing reason and sense percep

tiOn IS the Krmk der Urteilskraft. Of the Kritik der 1·eirum Vermm{t, 

on the other hand,. Go.erl~e remarks th.at it lies completely outside his 

field. Only one thmg m It seems to h101 worrhy of attention that it 

re~ews th~ "an~ient primary question": "How much of our S
1

pirirual 

exlStence IS denved from our own self, and how much from the ex

ternal world?" H e himself, he continues, had never separated the one 

from the ~ther; when.ever he philosophized in his own way, he had 

~one so w.)[h unc,?~sctous naivete, believin~ th.ar his ideas really were 

before his eyes. - Both as poet and as sc1ent1st, he, like nature, had 

alway.s proceeded both analytically and synthetica lly. "The systole 

and diastole of the human spirit was co me like a second respiration, 

never a~arr, aJways pulsing." Yet for all of this he had no words, not 

to m~naon phrases. H e had been kept from penetrating into the 

labynnrh of l am's Kritik der reinen Vermmft, at times by his 
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poetic gift, at rimes by his human understanding, although he be

lieved he understood a few chapters and had gained much from them 

for his personal use. 
This relationship to Kant underwent a change with the appear

ance of rhe Kritik der Urtei/skraft ( 1790), which he had to thank 

for an "extremely light-hearted period." Quire in line with his own 

work and thought, it taught him to view as a unity the produc~ both 

of nature and of the human spirit (i.e., art), so that aesrheoc and 

theological judgment illuminated each other. " l rejoiced that the art 

of poetry and comparative natural science are related so closely to 

each other, both being subject to the same faculty of judw_nent."21 

But at the same time Goethe had a critical awareness that his use of 

Kant's study went beyond the limits drawn by Kant. His mind did 

not want to be restricted to a purely discursive power ~f judgment; 

he claimed for himself that intuitive understanding wh1ch was, for 

Kant, an intellectus archetypus, that is, an idea, which is nor a prop

erty of human nature. "Indeed the author seems here to have in ~nind 

a divine understanding, but only when we bring ourselves to a h1gher 

level of morality through faith in God, virtue, and immortality, and 

approach the pr imal being (first principle) . It might al_so happen the 

same way in the intellectual realm: through percepoon of nature, 

eternally creating, we might make ourselves worthy of spiritual 

participation in its products. Although at first, unconsciously and 

compelled by an inner drive, I pressed indefatigably toward that 

original, typical entity, even succeeding in constructing a representa

tion in conformity with nature, nothing now could keep me from 

encountering courageously the 'adventure of reason,' as the old ~an 

of K onigsberg himself calls it."22 This was also the point at wh tch 

H egel began in his treatise on faith and knowledge ( r8o1), ?nly to 

draw from Kant's Kritik der Urtei/skraft the conclusiOnS wh1ch put 

an end to subjective idealism and brought "understanding" to "rea

son." Both interpret the power of judgment as the productive mid

point mediating between the concept of nature and that of freedom, 

bringing to light a " region of identity." Kant's reflections on "reas~n 

in its reality," as beauty standing objectively before the eyes (m 

art) and as organization (in nature), already defined formally the 

true concept of reason, although he was unaware that with ~is idea 

of intuitive ondersrnnding he was in the realm of speculanon. In 

fact, with the notion of an archetypal understanding, he already 

had in his hands the key to unlock the riddle of the relationship 

benveen nature and freedom. 

The Gtr11111 Spirit During the Nineteenth Centary I 

Hegel and Goethe-and Schelling too-took this latter idea from 

Kanr and used it as a point of departure. Both attempted the "ad

venture of_ reas?n'' by ~lacing themselves-disregarding discursive 

un_derstandJng- Jn the mtddJe between personal existence and the 

e:\'lSten~e of _the world. The difference between their ways of media

o~>n res1des m the !a~t that ~ocrhe sees the unity from the point of 

v1ew of nature as tt ts percetved, but Hegel from rhe point of view 

of the. histo~~cal Sf!irit. This co.~responds to the fact that H egel 

recogmzes a . c~nn_mg of reason, and G?ethe a cunning of nature. 

In each case, tt l1es m the fact that the affmrs of men arc subordinated 

to the service of a whole. 

b Tbe Difference 
in Exposition 

~Jowev~r ~1~~h their di~ering view~ of the absolute- as " na

ture or as spmt -~hara_cre_nze .t~e r~laoonship between Hegel and 

Goethe, no _contrast.~~ pnnctple IS mdtcated, only a difference in the 

man1~er of Jts exposmon. W~en Goethe speaks of narure, trusting 

th~t tt also _spea~s through h~, he means the reason behind every

thmg that ltves, JUSt as the pr101ary phenomena arc themselves a lcind 

of reason, m.o~e or less permear!ng all created things.2:1 \Vhen Hegel 

speaks of spmr, confident that It also speaks through him, he under

st~,nds thereby na~e as the otherness of rh~ id~a, while the spirit is 

a second nature.. As a consegu_ence of th1s d1fference and agree

ment, Goethe, wtth benevolent ttony, could recommend his "pri

mary _phenome_na" _f~r friendly reception by the "Absolute" on an 

occaston of a gtft-gtvmg;,. 1everrheless, _it did not seem ro him proper 

to speak of the ~bsolure 1!1 the rheorcttcal sense," precisely because 

he always kcp~ It before Ius eyes, seeing it in irs manifestations.24 

A~ter a v1s1t from Hegel, Goethe wrote to Knebel that the con

versaoon had,~roused i~ him the_ desire to be together with I Iegel at 

more length, for what m the pnnted communjcations of such a man 

app~ars to us abstruse and unclear, because we cannot utilize it im

mediately f?r our own n~eds, immediately becomes our own in the 

course of ln~e c~nv~rsao?n, because we perceive that we are in 

agreement With h1rn m bas1c thoughts and ideas, and mutual develop

ment and eluci~?tion of them ~ould probably lead to rapprochement 

and agreen;~nt. At the_ same orne, Goethe was conscious of H egel's 

approval: Your gractous approv~ of the major trends of my 

thoughts confums me all the more m the same; and I believe that I 
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have made notable progress in many areas, if not in terms of the 
whole, then for me and my soul. May all that 1 am yet capable of 
achieving always be built upon what you have established and con
tinue to develop."211 This could just as easily have been written by 
Hegel to Goethe, for in fact the work of the one built upon that of 
the other. H owever great the difference in the type and range of 
their personalities, however rich and active Goethe's life was in 
comparison to H egel's prosaic existence, they were at one in the 
basis of their work, through their recognition of "what exists." For 
this reason they denied the pretensions of individuality, which is 
only destructive, never philosophically constructive, because it has a 
concepcion of freedom which is only ne~ative.

26 

However much Goethe's free flexibility within the fixed frame-
work of pursuit of his goal differed from Hegel's constructive vio
lence, the breadth of their mighty spirits exalted them both equally 
high above the everyday view of the world. They did not seek to 
know how things are in relation to us, but rather to perceive and to 
recognize what they are in and of themselves. When, in his essay 
on experiment, Goethe says that, like an indifferent and yet divine 
being, one must seek and study "what is" and not "what pleases," it 
is quite in line with what H egel says about pure thought in the 
preface to his Logik and Encyklopiidie. Both valued theoria, in the 
original sense of "pure vision," as the highest form of activity. 

Observation of objects at the same time revealed to both their 
own nature, for which reason they rejected merely reflective self
knowledge as untrue and unfruitful. "I hereby confess that the great 
duty 'know thyself,' which sounds so important, has always seemed 
to me to be suspect, like a crick of priestS in secret conspiracy who 
would like to confuse man through unfulfillable demands and lead 
him away from his proper activity in the external world to a false 
interior contemplation. A man lmows himself insofar as he knows 
the world, which he perceives only within himself, and himself only 
within it. Every new object, properly examined, reveals a new organ 
within us." 27 O n the same grounds Hegel, too, rejects "the com
placent devotion of the individual to his own beloved individuality," 
that is, that which differentiates him as a particular individual being 
from the universal being of the spirit and the world.

28 
Their con

ception of growth and existence is directed at an existence which 
emerges from itself, objectifies itself, within the world. T his concern 
about questions of phenomena of an objective world, undistorted by 
machines, also characterizes Goethe's relationship with H egel in 

Tile German Spirit Durlnr the Nlneteentll Centary II 

matters pertaining to the theory of color F h . . 
hi I l 

· rom t e very begmnmg 
t s wast 1e actua concrete point of contac b 1 
it was within this area, natural philosoph t h erween t 

1.e~, although 
lowing were denied them The I y, t at recogruoon and fol-
of the problem of light a~d colo;:Ko~~:~ reac~ed ~n ~d~rstanding 
in their method of procedure and in th~st c ear Y .t e di~ergence 
looked at their own work.w manner tn whtch they 

In the foreground of their corres 0 d 
feeling of mumal assistance a roval P ~ ence one is aware of a 
on the part of Goethe, wh~ c;D.s Hege~~n ;,orro~oration, especially 
acme man" whose words on the theor amazmgly a~cura~e and 
clear and penetrating, although not e urlJ of colo~ are mgentously 
Hegel, he states, has penetrated so de~ l ~ acc~stble to every~ne. 
phenomena that he himself has 

0 1 P Y mto hts wor~ on opocal 
T he ~ivergence in attitude which ~J;.1:S~: ~md~rstood It clearly.ao 
only m the form of a polite iron b t 

1
e ack~round appears 

the indi,riduality of his own mer· dyb ~cans of which each asserts 
presses this ironic distance in a no e ?re the ot~er. Goethe ex
his letter of October 

7 1820 
;ve~~c~n~Id~re? chotec of words in 

nature of his "idea " c~efully d:; JC . e .mslsht~ upon the obvious 
munication from a; opinion whic~ erenoaon~ JS method of com
previously mentioned dedicatio ~u~t Pcfr~vill!. We see it also in the 
ciliatorily preserves the disran~ 0

b t e mkinh g glass, which con
"primary phenomenon , u e etw~en t e "absolute" and the 
· · ne expresses hJS reservati d. 
m a conversation on dialecti ons more uectly 
distrusts the dialectic method bcs prese~e~ bhy Eckermann: Goethe 

f 1 
ecause 1t rrug t be mis d · d 

turn a sehood into truth One wl . "d. I . use m or er to 
can be healed once mor~ by ho~~tlSstu~a ecocally sick," howeve~, 
always and eternally true and will 1 Y 

0~ ~a tore; for nature lS 
H egel expresses his ir~n . . not et sue s~ckness prevaiJ.al 

primary phenomenon y m Ius srubb?rn destgnation of Goethe's 
straction," because it 'i~;l~et~ of observaoot~, as a philosophical "ab
complex something pure 'and s:m t!ometmg whi~h ~ empiric::~lly 
Ieney may call your roced . pI ' an s~esses It. your Excel
a na·ive method; I betkve 1 mO:e ~~ e~~e p~s?tt of natural phenomena 
see and admire therein the ab!u}'l . su ctently to my faculty as to 
held fast to the simple b . achtton by means of which you have 

di 
. , asic trur only inqu · · f . . 

scovenng them and thro' . 1• . ~nng a ter condJttons 
covered thereby, sometl . vmgh~ ,hen: mto relief."3!! Goethe has dis~ 

· ung w tc IS prin1arily 1 · ·bl 
transitory certainty of the se " . mere y VJSI e, a 
ship"· he has "ele d . nses, a stmple observational relation-

' vate It to tl1e level of thought," and made It 
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sensibly through its sensuousness."3~ For Ilegel, then, Goethe's pri

mary phenomena do not assume the status of an idea, bur rather an 

entity imermecliate between the intellectual and the sensual, medi

ating between pure essential concepts and the accidental appear

ances of the sensual world. H egel is even clearer in the next sen

tences, where he no longer masks his disagreement with Goethe, bur 

openly declares it: " ow when I cliscover that Your Excellency 

shifts the realm of the unsearchable and incomprehensible into the 

region wher~ we dwell, ... from which we seek to jusri!y your 

view and prunary phenomena, to understand them-one mJght say 

prove, deduce, construe them, etc.-I know at the same time that 

Your Excellency, even though you may nor be grateful to us for 

rhis, even though in fact your own views might attack the taunt of 

'natural philosophy,' will at least be so coleranr as to allow us to con

duct ourselves \vith w hat is yours in our own innocent manner. In 

spite of everything, this is not the worst that has befallen you, and 

I can rely on the fact that Your Excellency understands the ways of 

human nature, how, whenever someone has done anything wonh

while, others come running, wanting to see something of their own 

accomplished in the process. In spite of all this, we philosophers have 

one enemy in common with Your E.~cellency, namely, metaphys

ics." 
T hus finally the common clement seems reduced to defense 

against a common foe, the negation of that "damned bad meta

physics" of rhe physical scientists (Newton), who do not push on 

to a concrete notion, bur subordinate abstract rules to empirical 

facts. vVith all Goethe's receptiveness toward the "significant agree

ment" of such an "importanc man," the reservation in H egel's recog

nition of his goals and accomplishments could not simply escape his 

notice. His reply merely hints at this through a reference to H egel's 

"friendly attitude" toward the primary phenomena. 

In two letters of earlier dare their methodological difference 

seems to be an unbridgeable gulf. In r8o7, H egel writes ro Schelling 

about G oethe's theory of color: "I have seen a portion of the same; 

out of hatred for the cogitation with which others have ruined the 

matter, he restricts himself completely to the empirical, rather than 

progressing beyond it ro the other side, to the notion, which will 

succeed, at most, in becoming dimly visible."36 What H egel here 

calls a mere dim visibility of the notion means for Goethe a genuine 

self-revelation of the phenomena, in contrast ro which H egel's 

proofs of God seem ro him "out of datc,"37 and his dialectical con-
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structions an abuse. In 181 2 , referring to a passage in Hegel's 
preface to Phiin01nenologie in which H egel describes the phases 

of plant development-from the bud to the flower and the fruit-as 

a kind of dialectic progress, he writes: "It is probably impossible to 

say anything more monstrous. T o seck to destroy the eternal reality 

of nature through a bad sophistical joke seems to me completely un
worthy of a rational man. If an empiricist, his mind chained to the 

earrh, remains blind to ideas, one will pity him and allow him to go 
his way, will indeed derive much profit from his effortS. But when 

an outStanding thinker, who penetrates within an idea and knows 

quite well what it is worth, in and of irself, and what higher value it 
contains, in describing an immense process of nature, makes a joke 

of it, distorting it sophistically, denying and destroying it by means 

of words and phrases w hich artificially contradict each other, one 

simply does not know what to say."38 

The illusion of perspective from Goethe's point of view, which 

affected his relationship with H egel, resrs in the fact that the "idea" 

as understood by H egel was not intended to describe a process of 

nature but a process of t he spirit. By it H egel did not mean the 

reason of nature-which to him was rowerless, while it was all
powerful to Goethe- but the reason o history; and H egel viewed 

the spirit of Clu istianity as the absolute in the history of the spirit. 

The actual disagreement between Goethe and H egel thus becomes 
comprehensible in their attitudes toward Christianity and toward 

history. 39 

2 Rose 

and Cross 

a Goethe's Rejection of 
Hegefs Association of Reason 
TVith the Cross 

In 1830, for his si.xtieth birthday, Hegel received from his pupils 

a medal, displaying on the face his portrait, and on the reverse an 
allegorical representation: left, a male .figure, seated, reads from a 

book; behind him is a pillar upon which an owl crouches; at the 

right stands the figure of a woman holding fast to a cross which 

towers above her; between the two, turned toward the seated .figure, 

is a naked genius whose raised arm poinrs to the cross on the other 
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in irs harshness and crudity it stands opposed to the "human" and the 

"reasonable," which are indispensable.42 A week after receiving the 

Hegel medal, .and referri~g to his ~esign for the Zeiter ~edal, he 

writes: "An auy, decor:mve cross ts always a cheerful obJeCt; the 

loathesome wood of the martyrs, the most repugnant object under 

the sun, no man in his right mind should be concerned to excavate 

and erect." Yet when one is eighty-two years old one must allow 

"the dear, accursed world ro continue in irs fool's life, as it has for 

millennia, in rhe name of God."43 Goethe's interest at that rime in 

the device for Zelter, together with the temporal proximio/ of this 

remark to his ill humor regarding the Hegel meda l, render lt prob

able that the Zeiter medal, roo, has some relationship to that cross 

which, contrary to everything rational, stands upon the H egel 

medal, receivin(T throuCTh a CTenius irs mediation with philosophy. " 

Goethe rebelled agains~ sud~ an introduction of Christianity into • 

philosophy. In a conversation w ith Eckermann on Februa~y 4, 1819, 

be says with regard ro the philosopher Schubarth: " Just like Hegel, 

he, too, drags the Christian.r~ligion .i~co ~hilos~phy, alt~ou~h ~t bas 

no business there. The Clmsnan relig10n IS a mtghty entity m ttself, 

by means of which a sunken and miserable mankind from .time to 

time has worked its way once more to the surface. YVhen this effect 

is accorded it, it is exalted above all philosophy, and needs no sup

port from it. Similarly, the philosopher does not need the approval 

of religion ro demonstrate certain theories such as eternal existence." 

The same view is evidenced once more in a conversation with 

Kanzler MiiJier, occasioned by the confession of fa ith of a "rational 

believer."f<l But it is character istic of H egelian philosophy, which 

includes everything in its dualities, that it is a fhilosophy of the spirit 

based on the C hristian logos, a philosophica theology. \Ve have a 

metaphor for this amalgamation of the reason of philosophy w ith the 

theology of the c ross in a famous passage from the preface to 

Rechtsphilosophie, where H egel calls reason a "rose within the c ross 

of the present."45 Of course, this image is nor connected with the 

alJegorical representation upon H egel's medal, w hich has a cross but 

not a rose; but it illustrates Hegel's conception of the unity of philo

sophical reason and the Christian cross. 

Lasson has given an exhaustive interpretation of H egel's State

ment, reducing rhe rheological significance of the cross until it dis

appears in a universal "dichotomy" which is reconciled by reason. 

Nevercheless, he himself points out the connection between H egel's 

metaphor and the sect of the R osicrucians, 46 as well as w ith L uther's 
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coat of arms, with Hegel's own Lutheranism, and with the third 

c~nte~ar_y of the Reformation (! 817) . Bm if the cross means only 

dJ.SS?CiatJon between self-consct~us ~pirit and presently existing 

reality, "~hy chen-one mu~c ask m d1sagreemenc with Lasson's in

terpretaoon-do.es Hegel, .m su~h . a conspicuous place, label this 

estrangement wJth the baste Chnsoan concept of the cross? Obvi

~usly bec~use he understands b.orh. the .estrangement and rcconcilia

oon to extst, from the very begmrung, m the realm of the history of 

the spirit, ~aving ,i,n ~!~,d Chris~'s. de.arh upon the cross, though 

undersra?d1.ng rhe splflt of Clmsoamty philosophically. Reason is 

a rose w~rhm ch~ cross of the present, not because every estrange

ment smves by Jts very nature for reunion, bur because the agony 

of. t~e ~trange~enr and re.conciliation have already taken place 

w1th1~ l~totr m ~he .~~ffenng God . .n .Bur G?ethe's objection to 

H egel s conognaoon 1s the more stgmficant m that Goethe him

self, in "Die Geheimnisse," used the metaphor of a cross garlanded 

with roses as a symbol of his idea of the "purely human." 

b Goethe's Association of 
Humanity With the Cross 

Th.e conr~nt of the po~m is briefly as follows: A young monk 

loses hts way 1n the .mounra1ns, fina lly arriving at a monastery above 

w~os~ door there IS the symbol of a cross garlanded with roses. 

Wtthm the monastery rwelv~ knightly monks :~re assembled, who 

had fo~erly been scattered 10 secular life. Their spiritual leader is 

a mystenous unknown man who bears the name "Humanus." In 

contrast to this personification of pure. and universal humanity, each 

o! the rwelve other~ re_presents a particular nation or religion, with 

hiS own way of thmkmg and seeing. T hrough their life together 

~mder. the l~a~ersh!p o.f l-~umanus, they have been granted the one, 

mclustve splflt wh1ch 1s hiS. H e now wishes to leave them. There is 

no longer any need for his presence, after he has had his effect upon 

them all. 

Thus the relig:ion of .huJ?anity is not a particular religion among 

ochers, nor does tt consist .10 the mere common beliefs of various 

religions, as in Lessing's parable; it means "the eterna l duration of 

an eleva red hum a~ condition." Despite chis, Goethe's own statement 

refers the cross wlth the roses co the Christian events of H oly Week. 

~o ~is fai~~ of "h.a~f a. world" Goeth~ gives "a completely new 

stgni.ficance by miogat1Dg the theolog1cal rigor of the Christian 
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ceprual development and consummation of Luther's pr~nciple of as
surance of justification by faith.40 lie practically identifies the ~er
ceptions of reason with faith. "This perception has been called fa1th. 
lt is not historical (externally objective) faith. As Lutherans- 1 ~ 
one and will remain so-we have only chat original faith." 00 ln this 
rational faith which knows that man's destiny of freedom rest~ on 
his immediate relationship with God, Hegel viewed_ himself as a 
Protestant. In this way he reconciled the absolut~ dichotomy be
tween faith and reason which Luther himself so rad1cally established. 
Ultimately, to Hegel, Protestantism is identical wi~h t~e. "universal 
insight and education" which it effected. "Our um~ersmes and ~ur 
schools are our churches." Therein rests the essennal contrast w1th 
Catholicism. 

Like Hegel, Goethe esteemed the R~formatio?, as li~erarion from 
the "shacldes of inrcllccrual narrow-mwdedness, wh1le for Luther 
it was the restoration of true Christianity. "Once more we have 
courage," we read in a conversation about the Reformation from the 
last year of Goethe's life, "to stand with_ our feet firr~ly planted 
upon God's earth, conscious of ourselves m our God-gtven human 
narure."G1 Neither Goethe nor Hegel had any qualms about how 
little a Christianity whose meaning resi~es in a man's a_bilio/ "t~ f_eel, 
as a man, great and free" might have m common wtrh 1ts on~al 
meaning. Goethe said, "\Ve shall ~ll. gr_ow gra~ualJy _from a Chns.~ 
tianity of word and faith to a <:;hr~suaruty of dtsposmo_n and deed. 
This statement marks the begmrung of the road wh1ch led fr?m 
H egel to Feuerbach, and further into radical crises. The contrasnng 
attempts of N ietzsche and Kierke~a~rd_, once more to _force the_ de
cision between paganism and Chnsuaruty, arc determmed reacuons 
to that amorphous Christianity represented by llcgel and Goethe. 

e Goethe's Christian Paganism 
and Hegel's Philosophical Christianity 

Goethe's statements regarding Christ and Christianity oscillate 
between a remarkable pro and con; this derives not from any vague 
vacillation, but from a defiant irony which shuns the either-or. "To 
me, Christ remains a highly significant but problematic enriry"52-a 
remark which in the mouth of anyone else would be the symptom of 
a trivial education; coming from G oethe, it comprehends a world of 
contrasting lines of thought, which his extraordinary moderation 
held in balance. 
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Goethe once described himself as a "decided non-Christian," co 
whom the discovery of the earth's movement about the sun meant 
more than the entire Bible, and another time as perhaps the only true 
Christian, as Christ would have him be:s3- a comradiccion-beside 
which stand rhe comments (in rhe same conversation): the peder
asty of the Greek is as old as mankind, it is rooted in the nature of 
man even though contrary to nature; and, rhe sanctity of Christian 
marriage is of inestimable value, although marriage itself is un
natural! 

The ambiguous tension of Goethe's statements about Chris
tianity extends through sixty years. The Prometheus fragment of 
1773 is already nor only a rebellion against the gods, bur-as Jacobi 
and Lessing at once understood6~-an a track upon the Christian faith 
in God. It was followed in 1774 by Der Ewige ]11de, an attack upon 
the Church and clergy. A year later Goethe sends a reply to Herder 
apropos the latter 's Erliiutenmgen zum Neuen T estament, thanking 
him for a "stimulating heap of rubbish." If only rhe whole doctrine 
of Christ were nor so illusory as to be an insult to his human intelli
gence, he would be immensely pleased by the subject itself, as well 
as Herder's treatment of it. 

In r 78 r, upon receipt of Lavater's published letters, he writes: "I 
have never looked so gladly upon your Christ and admired him as 
much as I ha,·e done through these letters." It exalts the soul and 
furnishes occasion for the most wonderful meditations to see Lavarer 
grasp with ardor this "crystal vessel," fiJJ it to the very brim with his 
own bright red draught, nnd drink it down. "I grant you this pleas
ure gladly, for without it you must needs be miserable. With your 
wish and desire to derive everything possible from an individual, 
?nd w~th the impossibility that an individua l can ever satisfy you, it 
IS glonous that an image has been left to us from ancient times, into 
which you can four your All, and, seeing yourself reflected in it, 
worship yoursel . Bur I can only call ir unjust, an act of robbery nor 
befitting your good name, that you should pluck from the thousands 
of fowls of the air their priceless feathers as though they had been 
usurped in order to embellish your own bird of paradise with them, 
an action which must appear to us grievous and unendurable, we 
who devote ourselves to the study of all wisdom revealed through 
men and Man, as sons of God worshiping him within ourselves and 
within all his children. I quire understand that you can do nothing 
t? change this, and d1ar you are justified in your own eyes. Bur, 
smce you repeatedly preach your own faith and doctrine, I also find 
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as the divine revelation of the highest principle of morality. If I am 
asked whether it accords with my narure to worship the sun, then 1 
say once again, 'Completely!' For it, likewise, is a revelation of the 
most high, and in fact the mightiest which has ever be~n granted us 
mortals to perceive. I worship in it the light and creanve power of 
God, whereby alone we live and move and have our being, and aU 
planrs and animals rogechcr with us."66 

. . 
Thus Goethe was able to call himself an adamant non-Chnsoan 

and at the same time avoid being taken for a pagan. \rVh~r he wor
shiped as divine was the productive power of rhe enme world, 
against which war, plague, water, and lfame can ha~e no eff~crY To 
this Dionysian world of self-destruction and reb~r~h Chnst, also, 
belongs, whose teaching extended the realm of what 1s ro ~e revered 
until it included even what is most repugnant. \tVhen, m the l~st 
month of his Life, Goethe writes (speaking of the Bacchae of Eunp
ides), seemingly in a strange anticipation of Niet~che's idea ~f a 
crucified Dionysus: the piece provides a most. frm~f~l. co~pans?n 
of a modern dramatic presentation of the suffenng divtntty m Chnst 
with the ancient presentation of a similar suffering, thence to issue 
all the more powerfully in Dionysus.68 

The internal consistency of this sratement can be meas.ured by 
the fact that in the Ewige Jude, a Strmn und Orang Chnst, who 
has had his fi ll of crosses, utters the unchristian words: "0 world 
full of wondrous complexity, full of the spirit of order, of casual 
wandering, thou endless chain of ecstasy and misery, thou mother 
who borest me even to the grave! \ Vhom I, though present at crea
tion, do not particularly understand." 

G oethe's free and careless attitude toward Christianity, based 
upon the fact that he " had such rru7 em~tions,."00 became. a super
ficial and pale commonplace of the mtelligenrsta of the nmeteemh 
century, who thought that they could claim Goethe as their leader 
because they thouCTht their indifference reconciled differences. A 
typica l expression ;f the juste milieu of this bourgeois-Christian cul
tural class, even during the First World vVar, was the popula.r for
mula "H omer and the Bible," both of which were earned m the 
rucksack. Until very recently, this humanism ringed with Chris
tianity left irs stamp upon the more or less free~hi.nking speeches of 
Protestant school dircccors and pastors. Some bJbbcal text would be 
discussed, illustrated with statementS by von Humboldt, chiller, 
and Goethe. Overbeck characterized this stare of affairs perfectly: 
"It is the fashion for contemporary Christianity co give irself to the 
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world in its own way, in the world of today no man of importance 
can behave in anti-Christian fashion without being claimed by Chris
tianity wirh special prefere~ce. Among the Christians of modern 
observance, Goethe and Sch1ller, Feuerbach, Schopenhauer, Wag
ner Nietzsche, and, naturally, their successors, must be content with 
chis~ ... In actuality, we will soon be at the point with Christianity 
that all those great men will be much more familiar to us as devout 
Christians than as apostates from Christianity. If nothing more were 
needed for evidence of such an estimation than to pluck out of their 
writings the raisins of 'warm' cones, approving of Christianity, who 
would hesitate long before joining himself wholeheartedly to mod
ern Christianity?"00 

H egel never viewed his "understanding" of Christianity as a 
negation, but as a justification of the intellectual content of the 
absolute religion. In his mind, the Christian doctrine of suffering 
and redemption was also determinative for speculative thought. A 
search through his works and letters for ironic invectives against 
Christianity would be in vain; when he writes polemic, ir is directed 
solely against inappropriate conceptual forms, barren of ideas, as 
found in particular theologica l movements. In his old age particu
larly he made the express claim that his was a Christian philosophy.61 

H is biographer could describe H egel's philosophy justly as a "peren
nial definition of God": so greatly was it a philosophy grounded on 
the historical basis of the Christian religion. 

H owever unambiguous to H egel was his mediation between 
philosophy and Christianity, it perforce became ambiguous to an 
equal degree when this mediation became a point of attack. The 
critical component which was already present in H egel's justifica
tion became free and independent as soon as the mediation disinte
grated. Because the ambiguity present in H egel's conceptual Aufbeb
ung (exaltation or nullification) of religion could be interpreted in 
two ways, criticism, too, could take Ilegel's justification as irs point 
of departure. On the g rounds of H egel's mediation between philoso
phy and Christianity, it pressed for their differentiation and fo r a 
decision. The consequence of this process can be seen in the criti
cism of religion which passes from Strauss through Feuerbach to 
Bruno Bauer and 1 ierkegaard.62 Along rhc way is revealed, together 
with the cri~is of H egelian philosophy, a crisis of Christianity. 

H egel dtd nor see a crisis coming in the history of Christianity, 
~bile Goethe, in 1 83o, saw it plainly before him. For one must 
enher hold fast ro the traditional faith without allowing room for 
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Miiller gives an account of a conversation with Goethe in which the 
latter said chat he could reconcile himself to the new crisis only 
because he saw in it " the greatest opportunity for intellecrual exer
cise" which could come to him at the close of his Jife}l7 A few 
months later, Goethe writes to Zeiter that he finds it remarkable that 
after forty years the old frenzy should begin all over again. T he 
strategy for such powers as remained should be to make the individ
ual paroxysms harmless. "If we survive, there will be calm again for 
a while. More I cannot say."68 More out of place than ever, there 
seemed to be present in this revolution an "unmitigated striving for 
absolutism- in this thoroughly conditional world."69 He preserved 
his sanity through the srudy of nature, which remains constant in 
the midst of all change. When Eckermann came to bring him the 
first reports of the r·evolution, Goethe said to him excitedly: "\tV ell, 
what do you think of this great event? The volcano bas erupted, all 
is in flames, and it is no longer a craosaction behind closed doors." 
But to Eckermann's amazement, by "this event" he did not mean 
the political news, but a discussion in the Paris Academy concerning 
the methodology of natural science.70 

Goethe recognized clearly that the world began to undergo a 
drastic change about 1830, as a resuJt of democratic leveling and 
industrialization. On October 2 3, 1828, he said to Eckermann on the 
subject of mankind: "I see a time coming when God will no longer 
have any pleasure in it; he will once more have to destroy every
thing to make room for a renewed creation." T he basis of bourgeois 
society and its social life seemed to him to be destroyed, and he 
viewed the writings of St. Simon as the ingenious outline for a radi
cal abolition of the existing order. What came to him from France 
in the way of modern literature he viewed as a "literature of de
spair," forcing upon the reader the very opposite of what men 
should be told for their own well-being.71 " It is their satanic business 
to exaggerate to the utmost limit everything odious, everything 
loathsome, everything horrible, everything unworthy, along with 
the whole pack of the depraved." Everything is now "ultra" and 
"transcendent," in thought as well as in action. "No one knows 
himself any more, no one understands the element in which he lives 
and moves, no one understands the material which he shapes. There 
can be no talk of pure simplicity, but of simple nonsense there is 
plenty." Modern man transcends himself and overeducates himself 
only to remain fixed in mediocrity; he becomes more extreme and 
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more cornmon.72 The last document revealing his insight into the 
currents of the age is a letter to \\' . von Humboldt, in which he 
justifies the seal of secrecy he put upon the second part of Faust: 
"Without question it would g:JVe me infinite pleasure to dedicate 
these very serious jests to my esteemed friends, widely dispersed, 
whom I gratefully acknowledge, while they arc yet alive-to Jet 
them see them and to hear their replies. But the day is really so 
absurd and confused that I am convinced that the honest efforts 
with which I have labored so long on this strange edifice would be 
ill repaid; they would be driven upon the shore, lie there like a 
shattered hulk, only to be covered over by the drifting sands of 
time. Confusing theories for confused actions hold sway over the 
earth; I have nothing better to do than, w here possible, to augment 
what is my own and has been left to me, to distill and redistill my 
own individuality, just as you, also, my esteemed friend, arc doing 
in your castle." With these words, full of astou nding firmness and 
res1gnation, Goethe's correspondence ends, five days before his 
death. 

H egel was irritated by the July Revolution no less than Goethe. 
With rage and horror he saw the onset of new dissensions against 
which he now defended the existing order as a genuine source of 
stability. In his last political writing, written in 18 JI criticizing the 
English Reform Bill, he called the desire for reform a "disobedi
ence" born of "courage from below." Accused of servility toward 
Church and State, he wrote to Goeschel on December 13, 1830: "At 
present the enormous interest of policies has swallowed up all others 
-a crisis in which everything previously dependable seems to be
come problematic. So litt1e can philosophy stand up to the uncer
tainty, violence, and evil passions of this great unrest, I hardly think 
that it can penetrate into those circles which rest so easily; it must 
realize that-even for the purpose of bringing calm-it is only for 
the few." At the close of the preface to the second edition of the 
Logik, he expresses the fear that in a period pol itically so agitated 
there might be no room at all for the "passionless calm of purely 
thin king knowledge." A few days after finishing the preface he fell 
ill with cholera and died. 

In their common opposition to " transcendence," Goethe and 
H egel were still able to construct a world in which ma n can live 
w ith hin1Self; but even their immediate pupils no longer found 
themselves at home in it, and misunderstood the equilibrium of their 
masters as the product of mere harmonizacion.73 In Marx and Kierke-



The Origin of the Spiritual Development 
of the Age In Hegel's PhilOSOPhY Of the 
History of the Spirit 

I T he Eschatological Meaning 
of H egel's Consummation of the 
History of the World and 

the Spirit 

1 T he Eschatological 
Design of World H istory 

For Hegel, the history of philosophy is not a process parallel to or 
outside of the world, but "the heart of world history." What domi
nates both equal ly is the Absolute in the form of "world spirit," the 
essence of which is movement, and hence history.1 Not only does 
Hegel's work include a philosophy of history and a history of phi
losophy, but his entire system is historically oriented to an extent 
which is true of no previous philosophy. His philosophizing begins 
with historicotheological discussions of the s{>irit of Christianity 
vastly transcending the historical sense of Voltarre, IT ume, and Gib
bon. T here foiJow historicopolitical writings and the first ethical 
systems, in which the unconditioned power of history is presented 
as "rime which conquers aJl" and "primal destiny."2 Here we read 
for the fi rst time of the "world spirit," which has "knowledge of it
self in every form, either crude or highly developed, but in any 
~ase absolute." In every nation it gives expression to a "totality of 
hfe."3 Th.e? follows phenomenology, as the history of the unfolding 
of the sptrtt and of the cultural stages of knowledge; here the sys-
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tematic stages of thought and historical relationships are even more 
inseparable, since they have no empirically determined relationslup, 
but rather interpenetrate. 

The goal of this elaborate dialectical movement of the spirit, 
which lives in the element of history, is "absolute knowledge." I t is 
attained through "recollection" of alJ spirits which have ever ex
isted. This pathway of the eternally present spirit through the 
previous nature of history is not a detour to be avoided, but the only 
practicable way to the consummation of knowledge. The absolute, 
or spirit, not only has its external history, as a man has clotl"llng, but 
is, in irs deepest namre, as a movement of self-development, an entity 
which exists only by becoming. As a spirit which continuously sur
renders and recollects, iris per se historical, even though_rhe dialectic 
of becoming does not proceed in a straight line toward inhniry, but 
rather goes in a circle, so that the end is the consummation of the 
beginning. When upon this path of progress the spirit ultimately 
achieves its full being and knowledge, or itsJ,el£-consciousness, the 
lu story of the spirit is completed. H egel completes the history of the 
spirit in the sense of its ultimate fulfillment, in which everything 
which has taken place hitherto or has been conceived is compre
hended in a unity; but he completes it also in the sense of an escha
tological end, in which the history of the spirit is finally realized. 
And because the essence of rhe spirit is the freedom of existing with 
itself, complete freedom is achieved with the completion of its his
tory. 

On the principle of the freedom of the spirit Hegel also con
structs the history of the world, with a view toward a fulfilled end. 
In his philosophy of history, the most important stages in the self
liberation of the spirit are the beginning in the East and the con
clusion in the West. The world process begins with the great 
oriental kingdoms of China, India, and Persia. After the decisive 
victory of the Greeks over the Persians, it continues in the Greek 
and R oman political edifices on the Mediterranean. It concludes 
w ith the Christian-Germaruc kingdoms in the western part of the 
North. "Europe is identical with the West," and "represents the con
summation of world history, just as Asia is the East and the begin
ning."4 The son, w hich rises in the East and sets in the West, 
is the universal spirit of the world. D uring this process, bitter 
struggles educate the spirit to freedom. "The Orient knew and 
knows only that one man is free, the Greek and Roman world that 
some are free, the Germanic world lmows that all are free." The 
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fre~dom pe~uliar to .th~ ~hristian-Germanic world is no longer rhe 
arbtcrary will of an mdivtdual despot, nor is it the freedom of free
born Greeks and Ro~a~s, which depended upon slavery; it is the 
freedom of every Chnsoan person. The history of the Orient is the 
childhood of the world process, that of the Greeks and Romans its 
youth and manJ1~od, while ~egel himself-standing at the conclu
sion of the Chnsoan-Germaruc world-produces his philosophy "in 
the old age of the spir it." 

In the Orient the substance of the spirit remains massive and 
uniform; the peculiar characteristic of the Greek world is the indi
vidual liberation. of the spirit. A few important individuals produce 
a wealth of plasuc forms; here we feel at home immediately, because 
we ~re upon the ~roun~ of the sp.irit, which independently claims 
for ttself everything alien. The life of Greece is a true "act of 
youth": Achilles, the yoorh of poetry, opened it; and Alexander, the 
true youth,. brought it to a c!os~. ~n b~th we see individuality at its 
most beaoW:ul and free, an mdiVJduality developed further in the 
~truggle .ag~s~ Troy and Asia. Politically and spiritually, Greece 
ts _an ana-As1aac power, and thus the beginning of Europe. This is 
reinforced by the namre of the land, which is not a uniform conti
nenral block, but lies scattered on many isles and peninsulas along 
the. coasts of r.he sea: H ere.we do nor find the physical bulk of the 
Onent; there rs no smgle nver lin king everyclung, like the Ganges 
and In?us, the Euphrates and Tigris. Instead we have a complex 
land, dlSpersed here and there, well in accord with the nature of the 
Greek city-stares and rhe agitation of their spirit.~> 

~ecause it lacked. ~nity, this gifted land of individual persons was 
su.bJecred t~ the poliacal power of Rome, which was the first cre
ation ?fan ~nd~p.endent stare or "political generality," and, in mrn, 
of p~tvat~ t~dJVJdoals with sp~cific righ~ in relationship to the 
state. Wtth ItS ~owe~ to orgaruze everythmg on an equa l footing, 
the Roman Emp~e !atd :h.e groundwork for the Europe which was 
to come, peneu·aang politically and colmrally the entire contempo
rary world. Upon the Roman roads the Greek culmral milieu moved 
everywhere; without them Christianity ·would never have been able 
to grow into a world religion. 

The inrernal limitation of both the Greek and R oman world 
consis~. in the blind. fate whi~~~ in antiquity, still remained beside 
the spmt, so that u lomate decrsrons were determined from without. 
In all "decisive" questions of life, the Greeks and Romans did nor 
consult their own conscience, the "point of decision," bur oracles 
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and signs. Before Chr~t, man ":as not yet a. fully inde~end~~t and 
infinitely free personaltty; at thas stage of h1story, mans sp1nt was 
not yet free ro itself, for self-cxistence.7 

• • 

The ultimate liberation of the spirit resu_lts from th~ 1rruptton 
of Christianity into the heathen world. "\ V1th cl~e. commg of th_e 
Christi:m principle, the earth belongs to the sp~~•t; the ear.th. IS 
circumnavigated, and, for Europeans, a sphere. The Chnsttan 
world is a "world of consummation," for "the principle is fulfilled, 
and thus the end of days is complete."8 Only the Christian God is 
truly mao and "spirit" at once. The spiritual substance be~omes the 
subject in an individual historical person. There.by the umty of.~e 
divine and the human is finally brought to consciOusness; reconcllta
rion is given ro man as the image of God. "This principle for~s the 
axis of the world, upon which it revolves. The course of h•story 
leads up to this point and Aows from it."0 Thus for £legel the 
European way of reckoning time ~as n?t only t~mporary and ~~n
ditional significance, but absolute h1stoncal meanmg. In one declSlve 
moment the European world became Christi_an forever ... 

The spread of fnith in Christ necessarily has polmcaJ conse
quences: the Greek state was already a state of (democratic) free
dom, but only for "good fortune and genius." vVith C!1ristia!lity the 
principle of absolute (monarchic) freedom appears, ~~ which man 
knows himself to be identical with the power to w hach he r~la_res 
himself. The freedom of the Creeks depended upon slaves; Chnsnan 
freedom is infinite and unconditional. 

The history of Christianity is the unfolding of the " infinite 
power of free decision"; in Christianity it attains irs full stature. 10 

It extends from the acceptance of the Christian faith by the Ge~
manic peoples, through the hegemony of the R oman Catholtc 
Church to the Protestant Reformation, which reconciles church 
:md sra;e, conscience and law. Luther was the first to brjng to 
fruition the idea that man is intended ro be free through hJS own 
agency.U Further consequences of the Ref?rmation ~re th~ En
lightenment and, finally, the French ~evolunon. T~e ltberaoon of 
the individual conscience from the umversal authonry of the Pope 
created the necessary condition for the human will to decide to 
construct a rational state, the principle of which would be the 
Christian idea of freedom :md equality. For Lu ther, the content of 
the Christian faith was determined by revelation; through Rous
seau's mediation, in the French R evolution the European spirit de
termined for itself the content of its goal. 
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In this last stage of the history of the European spirit, "pure free 
will" is finally produced, which itself both wills and knows what it 
wills. For the first r_ime ''!~an s~nds "~pon his head": the process of 
the worl.d bec.omes 1dcnncal Wl[h the tntellectual process of philoso
phy. W1th thJs ev_en~ we.re~ch the co.nclusion of the philosophy of 
hisrory, whose pnnctple IS progress m consciousness of freedom." 
T!1us f?~ Hegel. the so-called secularization ?f original Christianity 
- 1ts spmt and. Jts f~e~dom-by. no means s1gnifi es a reprehensible 
apostasy from Its ongmal mcanmg. On the conrrary: it signifies the 
true explication of this origin through positive realization.12 Just as 
the history of the Christian world is a progressive movemenr rran
scending antiquity, so it is also the true fulfillment of the "yearning" 
of the ancient world. The Greco-R oman world is aufgehoben (both 
"elevated" and "abolished") in the Christian-Germanic world. 
H egel's basic ontological concept is thus doubly defined: as Greek 
:md ~s Christian logos. 0~ the other hand, it w:~s completely foreign 
to Ius concrete sense of htstory to restore once more the connection 
between che ancient world and Christianity, seeking ro reruro once 
more to an abstract origin, "either" in H ellenism "or" in Chris
tianiry.18 

The ultimate basis of I Iegel's eschatological system lies in his 
absolute evaluation of Christianity, according to which the eschato
logi~al end and fullness of .rime occurred ~vi_rh the appearance of 
Chnst. Bur because H egel d1splaces the Chnsuan expeccarion of the 
end of the world ?f ti.me into the. course of the world process, and 
the. absolute. of fanh mto the raoonal realm of history, it is only 
log1cal for hun to un?7rstand the last grea~ evenr in the history of 
the world and the spmt as the consummatton of the beginning. In 
fact, the. history of the " idea'1 comes to an end with H egel; in 
recollecuon, he understands all history "up to this rime and from 
this rime" as fulfillment of all ages. This is not contradicted by the 
fa~t that the empirical process, without principle, and therefore also 
Wlthou~ ep?chs~ goes on i~finitely, without beginn ing or end. 
. Tlus histoncal consciousness of Hegelian philosophy entered 
•~to the education nor on ly of his pupils and successors, but also of 
h1~ opponen~. Even Burckhardt continued to contain his thinking 
w1rh~n .the. c1rcum fere~cc of H egel's view of history, consciously 
r:srncrmg 1t ro rl:~ anctcnt and Christian worlds, although he recog
nized that the spmt of rhe nncienr world is no longer our own, and 
~at the modern struggle for power and profit is moving toward an 
Interpretation of life which is independent of Christianity. In spire 
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Dante or Shakespeare, can appear in our rime: "' Vhar has been sung 
so well, what has been so freely proclaimed, is proclaimed. These 
are materials, ways of loolcing ar things and comprehending them, 
which have been sung through. Only the present is vital; everything 
else is pale and faded. "17 

Nor only have particular subjects of art lost their interest, but 
the form of art in general has ceased to be the highest need of the 
spirit. For us, i~ is no longer the supreme way for truth to .come into 
cxisrence.18 Tt 1s no use to yearn once more to appropr1are world 
views of rhe past, to become Grholics, for example, like many of 
the romanticists, who want to "settle" themselves in order externally 
to fix their uncertain dispositions. "The artist must nor even need to 

achieve purity in his own disposition, having to watch for the good 
of his own soul; from the very beginning, his great, free soul ... 
must know and possess its goal, be sure of it, and rely upon itself." 
Today especially, the spirit of the artist needs a li berating education 
in which all "superstition and belief restricted to particular forms of 
viewing and representation arc reduced to the starus of mere aspect 
and instance, over which the free spirit has made irsclf master by 
refusing to see in them any per se sacrosanct conditions for artistic 
creation. Instead, it accords them value through the superior content 
which it finds appropriate and purs into them in an act of renewed 
creation."10 Thus transcending itself, art is equaJJy a return of man 
ro himself, whereby it puts aside all concrete limitations to particu
lar contents, to achieve its ultin1ate goal. It is in this sense of per
fection that Hegel interprets the humor in the poetry of Jean Paul, 
and Goethe's universal humanity: his unbounded freedom with re
spect to the varying content of his particular activities, and the 
creedal nature of Ius literary output, whose saint is simply IIumanus. 
"Here the artist receives his content from himself; he is the true 
spirit of man, determining his own destiny, observing the infinite 
variery of his own feelings and sin1acions, contemplating and ex
pressing them. T o him, nothing is alien which can come to life in 
the heart of man."~0 Everything in which man can feel at home to 
any degree is a potencial subject of this art which has become per
fectly free. 

In conclusion, we also have the form of religion. l t is true that 
the form of irs internal consciousness rowers above the sensuous 
consciousness of art; bur it, too, is no longer the supreme way for 
the spirit to dwell on earth. At the close of the tenth lecture on the 
philosophy of religion,21 Hegel posed the question of the empirical 
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condition of the Christian religion at the present rime, and inter

preted the "signs of the time.'' For it "might occur to us" to compare 

our age with the end of the Roman world, where reason cook refuge 

in the form of private well-being and private justice because a uni

versal religious and political life no longer existed. In such periods, 

the individual lets the world be just as it is in order to look after his 

own well-being. What is left is the moral view of the world, the 

desires and ideas of the individual without objective content. Then 

the rime was fulfilled; this could be the case once more, now, when 

there is need for the justification of faith because the religious fomlS 

which have hitherto been valid no longe1· hold. "How much," one 

might ask, "of this content of the Christian faith will still be con

sidered true?" The clergy, whose duty should be to uphold religion, 

has itself fallen prey to rationalization: it propounds Christian doc

trine on the basis of ethical motifs and external history. But when 

the truth of Christianity is described solely in subjective and his

torical terms, "then it is all over" with it. "The salt has lost its savor"; 

what is left is merely skeptical "elucidation" and the arrogant bar

renness of the educated classes, who cannot be teachers to the peo

ple, since such reAecrion is of no use to them. Thus Christianity 

seems to be passing-but this would be to close with a "false note." 

H egel comes co terms with this consciousness of the historical 

condition of Christianity by claiming that the passing is an "acci

dental event," concerning only the external aspect of the world, 

from which he excludes the essential reconciliation. '\Vhat is to be

come of the "historical present" must be left to the present to decide. 

The false note is without significance to philosophy, for its task is 

to establish an eternal kingdom of God; the Holy Spirit lives on in 

the congregation of philosophy, which now takes over the office of 

the priestly class in administering truth. 
Just as critical reflection broke into art, so it has broken into 

religion. It is a mode of thought which c:mnot be halted and must 

be carried through to its conclusion, because it is the "absolute 

judge" before which the truth of religion must prove itself. Just as 

arc now becomes "the srudy of arc," so now also religion becomes 

"philosophy of religion," the thinking spirit having passed the stage 

of immediate faith and mere enlightened understanding.:J2 The sub

sumprion of religion into philosophy of religion is aTso a way of 

talcing refuge: religion rakes refuge in philosophy. Rational thought, 

whjch furnishes religious feelings and conceptions with a compre

hended pattern of existence, must be recognized as the purest form 
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der Philosopbie is not an arbitrary "we have arrived at this point," 
bur rather a "we are at the goal"; it is an "outcome." Like Proclus, 
H egel unHied the world of the _Chr~tian lo~os. inro the absolute 
totality of the concretely orgamzed tdea, bnngmg to an end a~l 
three epochs. \Vith reference to Proclus, he stares that ~uch a um
ficarion of all sysrems in a comprehensive, roral system 1S no mere 
eclecticism, but a "deeper understanding of the i~ea," such as must 
occur "from rime ro rime," that is, epochally.27 Wu:h Pro~lus, H egel 
continues, the world spirit stands at a ~rear "turni_n~ P?mt:' before 
the absolute break, that is, the irrupoon of Chnst~antty mt~ the 
pagan world. For Proclus, the divine natu:e ~f reality :vas sn!l a.n 
abstract ideal, before it became earthly reaJJty m the paro~ular mdt
viduality of the God-man Christ. O~y then was the longmg of the 
ancient world fulfilled. From that pomr on, the task of the wor!d. (co 
be reconciled with rhe world spirit) was transferred t? th~ Chrt~tl?n
Germanic world. [n a letter ro Creuzer,28 H egel wntes m a stmllar 
vein of the "enormous stride" which was principally due to Proc_lus, 
and formed the true turning point in the transition from anc1ent 
philosophy to Christianity. " ow one~ m~re" it is ?rn~ to take such 
a stride. Thus it seems to him that nothmg IS more s1gmficam for the 
age than Creuzcr's new edition of Proclus.!!fl 

But what is the result of all this for H egel's consummation of 
Christian philosophy? Obviously this: it is a fina l step before a great 
turning and break with C~ri.stian icy. If this_ is so, Hegel'~ consum
mation of ancient and Clmsnan phtlosophy IS the same thing as was 
Proclus' philosophy: a "destroying recon~iliatio~." Irs cu~}nation 
is contemporary with the onset of a decline, _a ttme when eve~
thing is in the throes of dissolution and srrugghng toward som~thing 
new."3° Similarly, Alexandrian philosophy was the final flow~nng of 
the foundering R oman Empire; nor were the ~freenth and_ stxree~th 
centuries, the close of the second epoch, any d1fferent, durmg \~h1c_h 
rhe Germanic Life of the Middle Acres ach1evcd a new form. Phi
losophy begins with the annihilati;'n of a real world; when _it ~p
pears, painting irs black picture, the freshness of youth, of v1tal~ty, 
has already gone. Reconciliation is a rec_onciliation n_ot in reahty, 
but in the ideal wo1·ld. In Greece, the philosophers Withdrew from 
the affairs of state; they were idlers, as the people called r~em, ~n? 
fled into the realm of ideas. This is an important observauon; It 1s 
verified by the history of philosophy irsel£."31 Even H egel's philoso
phy of the state paints this black ~~c~r.~. _lt does no~ se~k to re
juvenate a world which has become npe ; 1ts only destre IS to con-
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tinue to know. As such knowledge, it is an acknowledgment of and 
a recon~ili~ri~n with "that which is." Th?ught is now completely 
alone w1rhm Itself; and yet, at the same ume, as organized tdea, it 
comprehends the universe as a world which has become "intelli
gible," sensible. and transparent. All extant "objectivity" has become 
one with its "self-begetting." "It seems that the world spirit has 
succeeded in discarding all alien, objective existence; it finally com
prehends itself as absolute spirit, begetting of itself everything 
which for it becomes objective, calmly keeping it within irs 
power."32 In chi~ unity of objectivity and self-directed activity we 
find the conclusiOn of the fulfillmenr-consurnmation of the "mod
ern" ep?ch. Only from t~ is escharolo~caJ po~t of view can Hegel's 
conclusiOn of the Gescbrchte der Pb1losopbre be understood in irs 
full pathos and gravity: "The world spirit has now arrived at this 
poin~. T~e final philo~op_hy is the res~lt of all ~hat have gone before; 
nothmg IS lost, all pnnc1ples arc retamed. This concrete idea is the 
result of the struggles of the spirit through almost 2 sao years 
(Thales was born 640 B.c.), of its most serious effort to become 
objective in respect to itself, to know itself: Tantae molis erat se 
ipsam cognoscere menrem." T he ambiguity of H egel's "consumma
tion," meaning both fulfillment and conclusion, is proclaimed by the 
transformation of Vergil's " Romanam condere genrem"83 into "se 
ipsam cognoscere mentem." T his uansformation says: the layinu of 
the foundations of the R oman Empire then demanded the s~me 
effort as is now demanded for the laying of foundations in the 
domain of the spirit. \Vith the "courage born of knowledge," H euel 
writes an end to two and a half millennia, thus opening a new e~. 
In fact, he pronounces the end of the history of the Christian logos. 
H e himself says of art that it loses absolute interest as soon as "every
thing has been brought our"; its successors are compelled to rebel 
against the entire past. The same is true of philosophy, which is 
brought to an end in him, as a result of his consummation: with 
H egel's history of the spirit an entire world of language, ideas, and 
culture comes to an end. Starting from this end point we have our 
own uue Geistes-Geschichte (Spirir-Ilistory)-like a Iucus a non 
lucendo. 

Hegel ~d not express directly the eschatologica l meaning of the 
COJ~SWl~maoon. wr_ought by him_, but l_1e did so indirectly. H e pro
claJms 1t by thmkmg rerrospecnvely, 111 the "old age of the spirit," 
on what has p~~cd, and als~ by looking ahead to a possible new 
realm of the spmt, although m the process he expressly denies any 
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the world with horror and awe. Kantians will appear who want 
nothing to do with mercy even in the phenomenal world; they will 
plough up without pity the very soil of our European life with 
sword and axe, in order to eradicate every last root of the past. 
Armed Fichtians will arise, whose fanaticism of will can be re
strained neither through fear nor through self-interest, ... indeed, 
in the case of a social upheaval, such transcendental idealists would 
be even more inflexible than the early Christians, since the laner 
bore martyrdom on earth to anain heavenly bliss, while the tran
scendentalist considers martyrdom itself to be mere appearance: he 
is unassailable behind the trcnchwork of his own thought. More 
terrible than all would be the natural philosophers, who would 
participate actively in any German revolution, identifying them
selves with the very work of destruction. If the hand of the Kamian 
strikes swift and sure because his heart is not moved by any tradi
tiona l reverence; if the Fichtian courageously defies all danger be
cause for him it does not exist at all in reality; so the natural philoso
pher wiJI be terrible, for he has allied himself to the primal forces of 
nature. He can conjure up the demonic powers of ancient German 
pantheism. That lust for barrie will flame within him which we find 
among the ancient Germans; it does not fight in order to destroy, 
or in order to win, bur merely to fight. Christianity- and this is irs 
greatest accomplishment- moderated somewhat that brutal Ger
manic lust for battle; but it could not destroy it, and if ever that 
restraining talisman, the cross, is shattered, there shall arise once 
more ... that mindless madman's rage of which the Nordic poets 
sing so much. That talisman is decaying; the day will come when it 
collapses miserably .... I warn you, Frenchmen, keep then quire 
still, and for God's sake do not applaud! \Ve could easily mis
construe such an action, and, in our crude way, set you at rest 
somewhat brusquely. . . . I have good intentions toward you, and 
therefore I tell you the biner truth. You have more to fear from 
Germany liberated than from the entire Holy Alliance, with all its 
Croats and Cossacks .... \Vhat you are acrualJy charged with I 
never have been able to understand. Once, in a beer-cellar in 
Gottingen, a young old-German declared that revenge must be 
taken upon the French for Konradin von Srauffen, whom they had 
beheaded at Naples. Surely you have forgotten that long ago. But 
we forget nothing. You see, if it ever amuses us to pick a quarrel 
with you, we shall have no Jack of cogent reasons. In any case, 
therefore, I advise you to be on your guard. o matter what hap-
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the left. Among the "Pseudo-Ilegelians" he c.ounrs Fic~1re, .K. 
Fischer, \Veisse, and Braniss. It is today very ~tfficult to t~a~me 
the liveliness of the controversies on rhe quesnon of the dtnne
human nature, the personality of God, and the immortality .o! ~he 
soul,6 so familiar are we with the destructive ourcome of the crmctsm 
of religion accom~lishcd by. Ilcgcl's pupils. T .he .debare, concerne~ 
with these theologtcal quesnons, was no less stgmficanr. for l legel s 
continuing influence than that which stemmed from hJs theory of 
the scare, as developed by Ruge, 1arx, and Lassa lle. 

The majority of the editors of Ilcgel's works were O ld 
Ilegelians in the original sense of th.e school founded ~y. Ilegel, 
von L Tenninu, IIorho, Forster, Marhemeke, as well as H mrtchs, C. 
Daub, Conr~di , and Schaller. T hey preserved I Iegel's philosophy 
litcr:~lly, continuing it in individual hisrorical smdies,. but they did 
not reproduce it in a uniform manner beyond the penod of l legel's 
personal influence. For the historical movement of t~e nincreenrh 
century they arc without sir.nificance. In contrast wtth these O ld 
H egelians, the designation 'Youn~ H~gclians," or ." 1eo-H egel
ians," arose.6 T o avoid any confusiOn, m the followmg pages the 
term "Neo-H cgelians" will be applied exclusively to those who have 
rej uvenated H egelianism in our own period, "Young H egelians" ro 
the radical left among H egel's pupils and successors, and " Old 
H egelians" to t hose who preservc.d his historical way .of thinking 
beyond the period of rhe revolunon, through rhe en~re century, 
each in his own f ree way. T hey can be called Old Hegebans becau~e 
they were not inclined toward radical innovation. Seen from tlu s 
point of view, Rosenkranz pan icularly, but also ~aym; Erdma~, 
and K. Fischer were the real preservers of Ilegclian philosophy m 
the period between Hegel and rietzsche. 

K. Rosenkranz (t8os_- t879), rightly caJled by R uge the "most 
liberal of all the O ld H egelians," made an accurate evaJuation of 
the historical state of philosophy after H egel in his n.vo unsurpassed 
monographs on H egel.7 We men of today, he says in h.is first ac
count, written in 1844, seem to be merely "the graved1ggcrs and 
monument builders" for the philosophers produced by the second 
half of the eighteenth century, who died in .t~e first half of the 
nineteenth: "Are we equally capable of provtdmg for the second 
half of our cenrury a company of philosophic saints? Are there 
among our young men chose whose P latonic ent~usiasm and Aris
totelian devotion ro labor arouse them to unflaggmg efforts for the 
cause of speculative thought? D o our young men perhaps dream of 
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ocher crowns, . . . do they sec perhaps the gleam of the higher goal 
of action, as doers, is it their idea to bring about the ideals of 
chose philosophers?11 o.r should th.ey allow themselves to s}nk into 
indifference toward sctence and hfe, and, not seldom havtng pre
maturely boasted themselves the victors of the day, find themselves 
without sufficienr strength for the future? Strangely enough, the 
ralents of our own day do not seem capable of enduring. T hey 
quickly wear themselves om; after a few promising blossoms they 
become unproductive, they begin to copy and repeat themselves at 
the very point where, once the more inhibited and imperfect, one
sided and violent experiments of youth have been overcome, a period 
of powerful sustained effort should follow." 1\nd, wirh a side thrust 
at chose Young IJegelians such as Feuerbach, l\ larx, and R uge, who 
claimed to "reali7e" Hegel's philosophy, he speaks of those who, in 
"self-fabricated pre-eminence of an ephemeral journalistic appoint
ment ro leadership," improvise reforms and revolutions in ph iloso
phy, of which they will never have any experience in their course 
through history. "These cavaliers of imprompm speculation, smm
bling about in the maze of their hypotheses, confuse the babble of 
their beer-hall adventure with the serious discussion of Jegislati,7e 
assemblies, and the uproar of a critical bmw) with the tragic thunder 
of battle." In spite of aU this, Rosenkranz had no reservations about 
the dialectical progress of philosophy. Its emergence from its previ
ous "alienation from the world" undeniably has extended and trans
formed its "relationship with reality." But even in this it was Hegel 
who not only had asserted but also preserved the unity of theory 
and practice, namely in the identity of notion with reality, and 
through the explicacion of being in phenomenal existence. In con
trast, post-Hegelian philosophy "once more" is falling into the 
"one-sidedness" of abstract ontology (Braniss) and abstract empiri
cism (Trendelenburg). Both tendencies of disintegration are com
bined in the existential philosophy of Schelling. T he reAex of this 
abstract theory is the abstract practice of Feuerbach, which makes 
palpability the criterion of reality: "Feuerbach is the most deter
mined, the most brilliant opponent of Schelling, but he agrees with 
him in avoiding the development ... of his science into a system.0 

H e persists in asserting embryonic generalities; and thus he cannot 
exert upon the further development of philosophy the influence 
which one might expect in view of the energy of the criticism with 
which he made his appearance. Like Schelling today, he docs not 
venture further into the study of nature or the stare. H e begins at 
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once with man as he lives and breathes; he has a morral terror of all 
theories of being, potential being, and necessary being, of eternal 
being and imaginary being, ere., as though they were antediluvian 
phantoms. He therefore appears more accessible, more particular, 
more human, more domesticated than Schelling, who derives real 
pleasure from inventing processes within the status abscondit1lS of 
the Godhead, and knows how to captivate people with the mysteri
ous air of one who is initiated into primordial events. " 10 All four 
parties, it is true, move in an aura of deceptive self-confidence in 
their victory; but they have not arrained H egel's concretely organ
ized idea, in which all dichotomies (reason and reality, theory and 
practice, ideality and reality, t hought and bein~, subject and object, 
idea and history) arc aJready overcome in pnnciple, and hence in 
reality. They aU remain "abstract theologians," who merely draw 
upon concrete reality for examples,•• disdaining to know and com
prehend it. These extremes provoked by H egel's philosophy must 
once more be submerged within it. This philosophy is now entering 
its second epoch, more perm:ment and free of the egoism of the 
schools. The task before us now is ro execute irs method throughout 
the particuJar realms of knowledge. 12 In this process, without special 
preference for one thing or another, the universe must be gone 
through with equirable justice. 

But at this very moment Marx and Kierkcgaard were directing 
their impassioned attacks :~gainst this tolerance inherent to all-inclu
sive knowledge. They fought against H egel's all-sidedness within 
the one-sided element of thought, with the mosr dogmatic one
sidedness and intolerance based on ''interest" in "real" (economic 
and ethical) exisrencc. 18 Rosenkranz couJd account for the "im
measurable sympathy" which this faction of H egelianism found 
among the younger genemtion only on the grounds that it was 
"in1measurably comforrable": "Everything that has happened up 
to now is nothing; we dismiss it. \ Vhat we shall do next, we do not 
yet know. But all that will work itself out, once everything in exist
ence has been leveled ro make room for our creations. Young 
H egelianism casts suspicion upon Old Hegeljanism with the simple 
innuendo that the latter was seized with fear when confronted with 
the real consequences of the system, while the former, with its rare 
sincerity, was prepared to accept them. This makes rhe younger 
gcncrarjon uncommonly happy. A show of courage looks good."14 

Rosenkranz appraises Die hcilige Fmnilie of 1arx and Engels as 
merely a "clever book." And yer it was a precursor of Demsche 
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folding crisis." 17 A bit less confidently, he writes nvo years later 
after a survey of the "philosophical catchwords of rhc pre enr": 
"At the moment, our philosophy seems ro have vanished, bur it has 
merely become latenr to the extent that it has to adjust the truth of 
irs principles to the immense wealth of new discoveries, which con
tinue to mount at such an enormous rare." A process of dissolution 
has scr in, in which rhe epigones continue to barde each other. Bur 
they deceive themselves when they speak as though the only ques
tion co be decided is whether H egel or Schelling, Ilerbarr or Scho
penhauer, will gain the upper hand. Neither will one of the old 
systems arise once more, nor will a completely new one appear, until 
the process of dissolution is completed. "Everything has irs rime, and 
when this has taken place, there may once more be a decisive seep 
forward of knowledge. This step forward will probably be con
nected with a further transformation of the entire contemporary 
religious world vicw."18 Rosenkranz did not realize that the decisive 
seep against knowledge and against Christendom had already been 
taken in 1840. IIe himself, with indefatigable effort, preserved that 
readiness to accept all true scientific progress which he ascribed to 
H egel's mode of thought. Even technology and the first world ex
positions, which Burckhardt found so appalling, were included by 
Rosenkranz in the progress of "mankind"-as he now translates 
"spirit"-conscious of freedom. Far reliiO'Ved from pessimistic per
spectives, he saw in the~rsal spread of international commerce, 
the book trade, and the press, an elevation of mankind to the level 
of universa lity and "progress in the uniformity of our civilization." 111 

The sequestered life of bounded consciousness must now subject 
itself to the "rationalism of the thinking spirit and irs leveling proc
ess." To de T ocquevillc, Taine, and Burckhardt, to D onoso Cortes 
and Kierkegaard, this leveling was simply the evi l of the age; to this 
cultured disciple of I Icgel it signified a reduction of the remaining 
"particularities" to the general level of a spirit already seen from a 
humanitarian point of view. He attached positive value to this level
ing. In themselves, steam engines, railroads, and telegraphs arc ad
mittedly no guarantee of increasing cultural advance and freedom; 
nevertheless, they muse ultimately serve for the " humanization of 
mankind," because un iversal laws, w hich have been discovered by 
science nnd broadcast by the press so chat they are common prop
erty, arc working irresistibly coward chat goal.20 Just as the press and 
world travel strengthen, from day to day, the self-consciousness of 
mankind, making a reality of the declaration of human rights, so 
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also rhe new geographical discoveries and subsequent commerce 
have engendered a true cosmopolitan spirit. In oceanic trade we see 
the rruth of "the ocean of the spirit"! 21 In this way, with undeniable 
consistency, Rosenkranz put the events of the nineteenth century 
into philosophical order, according co the I Iegelian principle. 

A further prese~ation of [ legclian philosophy beyond the pe
riod of the revolunon was also effected by the critical-historical 
srudy of H egel made by R. Haym.22 More radical than Rosenkranz, 
he turned resolutely against T legel's system, drawing even more far
reaching conclusions from the historical change. Unlike Rosen
kranz, he did nor intend to reform fl egcl's philosophy,23 but merely 
to elucidate ir hjscorically. T o Rosenkranz, IJaym's historical criti
cism seemed an "unforcunarc error" and a product of "bad temper." 
In place of political action, he wrote his book, "which happened to 
be about H egel, and was thus doomed to be diseased." By this "dis
ease" he meant ~he liberal rc!1dcn~ics of t~c time, to which Hegel 
appeared a reacoonary. But m spne of thts, the unusual bitterness 
of Rosenkranz' quarrel with Ilaym is not based upon their com
pletely divergent positions, but upon repulsion of an aU too close 
contact. T he divergence in their attitudes coward Hegel's meta
physics, which Rosenkranz modified while lTaym abstracted from 
it, reduces itself to the different way in which each brought Hegel's 
theory of the spirit into agreement with the changing times: Rosen
kranz through cautious humani7ation, Ilaym through ruthless his
toricization. The language used by Rosenkranz goes back beyond 
He~~~ and ~oethe to th.e cu lture of the e!ghteenth century; the 
polmcal passton and deltbcratcly commcrctal form of expression 
used by H aym is already completely at home in the new century. 
On good terms with his rime, he narrates not without pleasure the 
fall from pre-eminence of flcgcl's system. Ile recalls the period 
when one was considered either an T fegclian or a barbarian, a con
temprible empiricist: one must rccnll this period if one is to know 
what is really involved. in the recognized domination of a philosophi
ca.l sysre~ . T hat passt?n and assura~ce must be brought ro mind 
wtrh whtch the H egcltans of 183o tn absolute, deadly seriousness 
debated the question of what was to be the future content of world 
history, now that in Hegelian philosophy the world spirit had 
reached irs goal, knowledge of itself. One must recall this, and then 
compare it with the modesty with which ou r IIegelians of today, 
even the strictest school, those most true to the system, allow them
selves the thought that Hegel was "really not unproductive" for the 
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development of philosophy. In contrast to the epigones of H egelian 

philosophy, Haym confirms not only the decline of this one system, 

but the exhausoon of philosophy in general: "This one great house 

has fallen into bankruptcy on ly because this whole line of business 

has collapsed. . . . At the moment, we find ourselves in a tremen

dous and almost universal srupwreck of the spirit, and of belief in 

the spirit in general." An unprecedented revolution has taken place 

in the first half of the nineteenth century. " It is no longer an age of 

systems, no longer an age of poetry or of philosophy. Instead, it is 

:m age in which, thanks to the great technological discoveries of the 

century, material seems to have come w life. The deepest founda

tions of our physical as well as our spiritual life arc being torn up 

and remodeled through these triumphs of technology. The existence 

of the indi,ridual as well as of nations is set upon a new basis, forced 

imo new relationships."24 

The philosophy of idealism has not stood the test of time. " In

terests" :md "nceds"-two concepts which characterized the polemic 

of Feuerbach, Marx, and Kierkegaard-have brought it down. It is 

more than refuted: it is condemned, by the real, objective course of 

the world and the law of "living history," which even H egel him

self recognized as the court before which the world is judged, even 

though it conrrailict the absolute claim of his system.2~ Therefore, 

the task of the present can be only ro comprehend the hisrorical 

r,osition of I legeJjan prulosophy, not to detennine a new system in 

'an unready age," clearly incapable of "metaphysical legislation." 

The positive side of this reduction of Hegelian philosophy to its 

historical clements is the r eferra l of philosophical truth once more to 

its human origin, the "sense of truth," the "conscience and temper 

of man." Therefore the study of history, as "an imellecrually stimu

lating discussion of human events" is the only legitimate heir of 

I legel ian philosophy. Bur to the extent that H aym subjects H egel's 

phil~soph_y to objective cr.iticism, he carries out only an academic 

modlf1caoon of those monfs of attack upon Hegel which had al

ready been brought out radically by Feuerbach, Ruge, and Marx. 

That wruch H aym was the first to declare unhesitatingly, and to 

make the guiding principle of his presentation, was also rhc concern 

of Erdmann, Fischer, and Dilthcy, whose criticism of "historical rea

son" stands at the end of the development which grew our of 

I Tegel's metaphysics. 26 

In • 834, J. E. Erdmann began his monumental work on the his

tory of philosophy f rom Descartes to Hegel, and finished it in 1853. 
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Better chan any other.' it pr~s~rves the penetra.ting power of H~~cl's 

historicn~ sense. The mausptclousness. of th~ nme for a. new eclioon, 

and the sJJllul_caneous app.earanc~ o_f F1scher s popular h1story of phi

losophy, led m r 8~6 to ht~ publtshmg the ~~o-volum~ Gnmdriss der 

Geschicbte der Phzlosopbte, the second eclmon of wh1ch appeared in 

, 870. In rhe excellent supplement (which he says took more work 

chan the body o~ the texr, becau~e of lack of preparatory work), he 

discusses the penod from ~egel s death to 1870 under the headings 

"Dissolution of the Ilegeltan chool" and "Attempts at the Recon

suucrion of Philosophy." At the conclusion of his work, in which 

he calls rumself .the "J:tst of the Mohicans" of Ilegcl's school, he 

asks wherhe~ rh1s preponde~ance of the historical viewpoint over 

the sysrem.nnc may n~r be 111 ge~eral a symptom of rhe decrepi

tude of ph1Josophy. l t IS an undenwble fact that what little interest 

is shown in the study of philosophy no longer consists in philoso

phizing on one's own accoun.t, bur in studying how philosophy has 

been conducted by others-ltke the preponderance of literary his

rory over poetry, a~d of. biogr?phies over great men. In rhe case 

of Begel, r~e histoncal vt~wpomr was itself systematic; but it has 

become typ•.cal of rhe philosophers following him that their sys

tematic s.tudi~S should be al~osr c.omp.lerely ignored, while their 

critical-h•sroncal works rctam lastmg tmporrance, as in the case 

of Sigwart, lliner, .Prantl, K. Fisc~er, and T rendelenburg. Even 

witrun the systemaoc branch of philosophy the predominance of 

the historical element has become apparent. I t cou ld be stated as a 

general rule that the hist?rical-crirical portion of these works com

prises more than half thetr bulk. Y ct the comforting remark can be 

added that the hisrory of philosophy is not far removed from 

philosophizi.n~, and a. philos~phical presentation of the history of 

philosophy ts 1tself phdosoprucal. The matter of philosophy is basi

cally indifferent, whether it be nature, the state, or dogma: "then 

why not, no\~, the history of philosophy?" "Thus in answer to the 

plaint that. phil.osophers l~ave become historians, I would make clear 

that the h1stonans of plulosophy themselves carry on philosophy. 

Here,. too, per~1aps, the lanc.e wh1ch wounds can bring healing." The 

histoncal s1gn1ficance of thts argument can be measured by the fact 

that even today, sevenry years later, we clearly cannot do with

out it.27 

While Rosenkranz still had a systematic basis which allowed 

him to "annul" the claims of the younger generation, Erdmann with 

his historical point of view, had to content himself with depicting 
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the process of dissolution of the Ilegelian school as an historical 
datum. All the events after 1830 proved to him that "everything 
which seems so superbly joined together can be put _asunder." From 
the historical point of view, he called H egel the phllosoph~r of the 
"resroracion,"28 in conjunction with the policical resroranon after 
the fall of apoleon, and in contrast to J ant and Fichre, whose 
systems corresponded ro the various phases of th.e French Revolu
cion. H egel restored what Kant and those after h1m had descroyc~: 
the old metaphysics, the dogmas of the church, and the substannal 
content of the moral powers. But there is no more danger of H egel's 
reconciliacion between reason and reality puttin~ the movement of 
history to rest than the reverse, that their dissoluoon be final. On the 
contrary, awareness of a job well done will give the spirit of man
kind scrength for new deeds: "Bur when there arc to _be deeds of 
great significance in the history of the world, the_ ph1los?ph~r ro 
comprehend them will not be lacking, nor the spmr wh1ch 1s to 
beget them."20 \Vith this "historical" perspcccive which looks be
yond the period of dissolution, Erdman refers the " impatience of the 
present" ro future ages. Our lustra are nor equal ro the centuries 
between the few, but cruly decisive evcnrs in the history of the 
spirit, and Ilegel still awairs his ... Fichte! 30 

The actual mediator in the renewal of H egelianism in the twen
tieth century is K. Fischer, whose Geschichte der neueren Philoso
phie began co appear in 18p, at a rime when Hegel was as good as 
forgotten in Germany. As a friend of 0 . F. Strauss, as well as 
through his relationship with F. Th. Vischer, R uge, a_nd Feu~r
bach,111 and his criticism of Srimer,8:! he was well acquamted w1th 
the circle of Young H egclians, and at the same rime distant eno~gh 
from their impassioned disagreement with riegel that he could v1cw 
H egel's accomplishment with the nc?cralit)_' of the hisro:ical c~ron
icler. ln contrast ro Erdmann and h1s rhes1s of resroraoon, Ftscher 
imerprered H egel as a philosopher of "evolution," and declar~d him 
ro be the leading thinker of the nineteenth century, wh1ch he 
thought ro be characterized by biological theories of cvolu~on 
(Lamarck, Darwin) and historical cricicism based on the cvolunon
ary view of history ( F. A. Wolf, l . Lachmann, Niebuhr, Momm
scn, F. Bopp, K. Riner, E. Zeller). From 1818 ro r8J r,_Hegel 
dominates his age through personal influence, and then unnl 1848 
through his pupils who made critical usc of his phi losophy, and 
finally through rhe. appropriati?n of his historical vi_cw~oim on t~te 
part of academic history. The tdea of development 1nspll'ed by h1m 
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haracrcrizes nor only rhc historical criticism of rhc Bible of the 
T ubin"en school (F. Ch. Baur, rrauss) ,33 bur also the hiscorical 
criticis~l of economics in i\ larx's l(apital ( 1868) an~ Lassalle's ~ys
tem der erworbenen Rec~Jte ( 1 86 1). l lcgel also domm.~tc~ the nme
reeorh century in the anmhcscs of A. Comte and E. D uhnng, Scho-

enhauer and E. v. H artmann. 
P In derail, it is rruc, much of H egel's system may be untenable 
and deficient, but the essencial fact remains that he was the first and 
only philosopher of importance ro see history in the light of "in
fi nite" progr~. B.>; this, Fischer no lo~ger meant IJ~~cl:s nori~n, 
but the simple mfimry of an endless connnuum. T he spm t IS to ratse 
itself "co infinity" through constant mulciplicarion of the duties of 
mankind. Hegel's conclusion of the Geschicbte der Philosophie, 
according to which the final philosophy is the result of all that have 
gone before, means nothing more ro Fischer than that H egel's phi
losophy, by virtue of its historical incl~siveness, is tef!!por~i ly the 
ultimate philosophy, bur at the same orne the first m wh1ch the 
development of the "world problem" is now taken over by the 
history of philosophy. 

Thus the preservacion of Hegelian philosophy comes ~bout 
through an hiscoricization of all phi losophy, making it into a ~1srory 
of philosophy. Corresponding to this recreat into kn?wn htstory, 
there is a withdrawal from the events of rhc day, wh1ch were ac
cepted more or less resignedly after 18 so. !r~sring in the rcaso~ ?f 
history, Rosenkranz expected a "new smde of the world spmr; 
H aym, greatly di.sillusioned by the "uiumphant misery of reac
rion," subjected himself to the "judgment of the age"; and Erd
mann, in defiance of the age, with careless irony set about the 
accomplishment of his historical task, while Fischer left the solucion 
of rhe problems to "evolution." T he historicism which developed 
our of Hegel's metaphysics of the history of the spirir'4 became the 
"ultimate religion" of the imelligenrsia who srill believed in educa
tion and knowledge. 

The great accomplishment of the "historical school" and the 
historical studies of the spirit cannot blind us to the philosophical 
weakness of a philosophy reduced to irs own history. What was 
meanc by the "spiritual-historical world," from Haym and Dilrhey 
on, is as far from Hegel's philosophical theology as was the mode 
of thought of the contributors ro the H allesche J a!Jrbucher. T he 
concept of Geistesgeschichte (spiritual or inrellecrual history), 
which has come into vogue since 1 8 so, has not much more than the 



•• From Hecel to IUetu••• 

bare words in common with Hegel's notion of "spirit" and " his

tory." For llegel, the spirit as substance and subject of history W:lS 

the absolute nnd basic concept of his theory of being. Thus natural 

philosophy is just as much a spirirual discipline as are the philoso

phies of rhe state, arc, religion, and history. This absolute spirit 

(absolute because identical with the absolute reli~ion of Christi

anity) exists by knowing itself; it is an historical sp1ri!: co the extent 

th:n it has as its course the recollection of previous forms of the 

spirit. " Its perseverance in the direction of free existence, appearing 

in the form of chance, is history; bur in the direction of its compre

hended organization, it is the science of phenomenal knowledge; 

both together, comprehended history, comprise the memorial and 

Golgotha of the absolute spirit, the reality, truth, and certainty of 

its dominion, without which it would be solitary and lifeless." A 

great gulf separates the idea of an infinitely progressing ((spiritual 

history" from the spiric-fiiJed infinity. I lege) accorded to the hu

man spirit the strength to open the scaled narure of the universe, 

revealing its riches and its deprh;3~ but from H aym co Dilthey it w:tS 

the more or less avowed conviction chat the human spirit .is essen

tially powerless vis-a-vis the political and natural world, because it 

is itself onJy a finite "expression" of "sociohiscorical" realiry. For 

them, the spirit is no longer the "power of an age," in itself wneless 

because it is eternal present; it is merely an exponent and mirror of 

the age. Thus philosophy becomes a "world view" and " interpreta

tion of life," the ultimate consequence of which is the sel f-assertion 

of "particular, individual" hiscoricity in H eidegger's Seinund Zeit.38 

From a constructive point of view, F. A. Lange has evaluated 

impartially the scope of the posr-IIegelian reaction, and presented 

ir as a limitation to the "materialism" of the ninetecnrh cenrury.37 In 

the July Revolu tion he sees the end of the age of idealism and the 

beginning of a turn to "realism," by which he means the influence 

of material interests upon spiritual life. The conAicts between church 

and state, the sudden flowering of industries based upon scientific 

discoveries ("coal and iron" became the catchword of the aae), the 

founding of polytechnic institutions, the rapid growth of r:anspor

tation systems (the first railroad was put into operation in •835), 

the sociopolitical creation of the customs union and the tradesmen's 

unions, but also the writings of the "Young Germany" opposition 

( H eine, Borne, Guczkow), the biblical criticism of the Tubingen 

school, and the immense popularity of Srrauss's Leben Jeszt-all this 

together resulting in new audience for, and new importance given 
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to chose philosophical \vricings whose content lagged far behind their 

revolutionary impulse. In association with these evenrs, "a rheologi

cal and political crisis of I lege! ian philosophy which for violence, 

scope, and significance has never been equalled in the course of h.is

cory"38 resulted. 
On the dividing line between Old and Young ITegelians stood 

Michelec, active in many fields, the publisher of I legel's Gescbicbte 

der Philosophie and the Jenemer Abhandhmgen. IJis long life 

( 18oJ- 1893) connects original flegelianism wirh the beginnings of 

modern Neo-Hcgelianism, to which he himself was related through 

the person of A. Lasson ( 18J2-I9 r7 ).311 In his eyes, aJso, the "pin

nacle" and also the "test" of Hegel's system was the philosophy of 

hisrory.4° Yet he does not historicize Hegel's system radically, but 

leaves it grounded upon the absolute of the spirit. "The question of 

the cenrury,"41 which was the problem of bourgeois society, seemed 

to him soluble within the framework of rhe philosophy of the spirit. 

He wanted to introduce "science" into "life," in order to realize 

H egel's thesis of the reality of the rational.•!! For what "is left" after 

Hegel is this: to elevate to reality the reconciliation in thought be

tween the human :md the divine, to allow IJcgel's principle to per

meate all areas of life. "And t~us thought ceases to be merely rhe 

end result of a particular srage m the unfolding of rhe world spirit; 

as befits the discretion of old age, it also becomes the first principle, 

consciously serviceable for the achievement of a higher srage.''43 

Philosophy, he writes five years later, in the style of the Young 

Hegelians, is not only the "owl of Minerva" which begins irs Aight 

at dusk, but also the "cockcrow" which proclaims the dawn.H 'Virh 

this twofold metaphor 'to. I ichelet rakes his place between Hegel and 

Marx, who likewise rook over Hegel's symbol, but instead of sup

plementing it, turned it into its opposite.411 

2 The O verthrow of Hegelian Philosophy 

by the Young Hegelians 

"There is nothing more illogical than absolute 

logic: it gives rise to unnatural phenomena, which 

finaUy collapse. "40 

GoETHe 

Through Rosenkranz and Haym, Erdmann and Fischer, Ilegcl's 

accumulated empire was historically preserved. The Young I lege!-
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\ Vriting of Feuerbach, F. A. Lange somewhere remarks that he 
worked his way up out of the abysses of Hegelian philosophy to a 
kind of superficiality, possessed of more character than spirit, bur 
without quire losing the traces of I Iegelian melancholy. In spite of 
irs numerous "consequently's," his system hovers in a mystic dark
ness which is not made more rr:tnsparent by his emphasis on "sensibil
ity" and "perceptibility." This characteristic is true not only of 
Feuerbach, but of all the Young I Icgclians. Their writings arc mani
fesros, programs, and theses, but never anything whole, important in 
irself. In their hands, their scientific demonstrations became sensa
tional proclamations with which they turn to the masses or the in
dividual. \\' hoever studies their writings will discover that, in spite 
of their inflammarory tone, they leave an impression of insipidity. 
They make immoderate demands with insufficient means, and dilate 
Hegel's abstract dialectics to a piece of rhetoric. The contrasting 
reflective style in which they generally write is monotonous without 
being simple, and brilliant without being polished. Burckhardt's con- ' 
elusion, that after 183o the world began to grow "commoner," is 
borne out not least by the language which now becomes current, 
which amuses itself with massive polemic, emotional bombast, and 
stark imagery. F. List is also an example. Their critical activism 
knows no bounds; what they seek to bring about is in every case 
and at any price "changc."10 And yet, for the most part, they were 
desperately honorable men, who devoted their effective existences 
to what they wanted to see realized. As ideologues of growth and 
movement, they establish themselves upon H egel's principle of dia
lectical negativity, and upon the conflict which moves the world. 

It is typical of their murual relationships that each tries to outdo 
the other in a process of murual cannibalism. They take the problem 
presented co them by the age and develop it to the extreme; they 
are deadly logical. United only against a common foe, they can 
dissolve their personal and literary ties with infinite ease, separate, 
and then, according to the measure of their radicalism, revile each 
other as "bourgeois" and "reactionary." Feuerbach and Ruge, Ruge 
and ~larx, 1arx and Bauer, Bauer and tirner-rhey comprise pairs of 
hostile brothers, only chance determining the momenr each will look 
upon the other mereJy as an enemy. They are "cuJrured men run 
wild," frustrated existences who, under the pressure of social condi
tions, translate their scholarly knowledge into journalese. Their real 
occupation is "free" pamphleteering, perpetually dependenr upon 
patrons and publishers, readers nnd censors. The world of lerrcrs, as 
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begcl with reference tO Lessing's criricillm of the opponents of 

orthodoxy. H e says that he was only an " imerimisric" defender of 

Ilegel against an unplulosophic attack, and that it would be most 

premature ro think that whoever writes against the opponents of 

something is himself unconditionally in favor of what is being at

racked. Rather he had the A11tibege/ within himself, "bur because 

he was as yet only half a man, I commanded him to remain s.ilent."68 

Feuerbach's own opposition appeared in the open only m 1839, 

with the publication, in Ruge's Jabrbiicber, of an article: "On the 

Criticism of H egelian Philosophy." In all impormm points this 

criticism is in complete agreement with the pre,·iously demolished 

criticism by Bachmann. Feuerbach, too, now negates absolutely the 

dialectical identity of philosophy and theology, of notion and 

reality, thought and being. \Vhat he had previously defended 

against Bachmann as H egel's most exalted idea seems to him now 

"the nonsense of the Absolute." T he absolute spirit is "nothing else 

than" the departed spirit of theology, wandering about like a ghost 

in IJegel's philosophy. 
In 1840, Feuerbach once more rook account of his relationship 

with Hegel. Ile calls Hegel the only man who ever caused him to 

learn what a teacher is. Bur what we have been as pupils ne\·er 

vanishes from our being, even though it may from our conscious

ness. or only had he studied H egel, he aJso taught others, con

vinced that it was rhe duty of a young lecturer to acqu~inf the 

srudenrs, not with his own opinions, bur with the reachtngs of 

recognized philosophers. " [ taught Hegelian philosophy ... at 

1 first as a man who identifies himself with his subject ... because 

he does not know anything different and better; later, as a man who 

differentiates and separates himself from his subject, giving it irs 

historical due, but ~11 the more anxious to grasp it properly." Thus 

he was never ~n absolute I Iegclian, holding rather to the essence of 

Hegelianism, subjecting even the absolute system to the "law of 

universal finirude." "As a budding author, I rook the point of view 

of speculative philosophy in general, and of Hegelian philosophy in 

particular, bur only insofar as it is the final, most comprehensive 

expression of specularive philosophy."69 

Twenty years later-in 186o-Feuerbach summarized his posi

cion in regard ro H egel for the last time. In contrast to the "heroes 

of the spirit," he caiJs himself a last philosopher, relegated to rhe 

uttermost limit of the realm of philosophy, beyond the intellccrual 

exaltation of system. In a style that reminds us of Kicrkegaard's 
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polemic, he calls IIegc~ the pa~agon of the self-sufficient professional 

thinker, whose real existence ts looked after by the stare and there

fore is meaningless to his philosophy. He put an historical halo upon 

the Jecrure pl:nform: "The absolute spirit is nothing more than the 

f "70 
• absolute pro essor. 

But of what docs the rransfonnation, proclaimed by Feuerbach, 

of rhc philosophy perfected by Hegel consist? A memorandum 

from '842-4 3 on ·:The ~ccssity of a T ransformation" gives the 

most imponam potms. Ph1losophy is no longer within the epoch 

which included the development from Kant ro Hegel; in fact, it no 

Jonger falls pri_marily. witlun the domain of history of philosophy, 

but rather the tmmedJatc course of world events. Therefore a "de

cision" must be made, either to continue along the old track or to 

open a new epoch. But a radical transformarion is necessary; it is a 

"demand of the age," more precisely, of the age that is coming into 

rhe present from the future. "The period of breakdown of an his

torical world view is necessarily filled with conflicting demands: 

some think it necessary to preserve the old and banish the new, 

others chink it necessary ro. realize the new. Which party recognizes 

the rrue need? The one wluch sees the need of the furure- rhe amici

pared furure-:-the one which shares in forward progress. The need 

for prcservanon is something artificial, something irself evoked

reaction. Hegelian philosophy was the arbitrary unificarion of vari

ous existing systems, superficialities, with no positive strength, be

cause it contained no absolute negativity. Only he who has the 

courage to be absolutely negative has the strength ro create some

thing new."71 To race forward into an anticipated future was also 

the intention of Ruge, timer, Bauer, and ~ larx, because they all 

saw in the present only something temporary, not, like Hegel, some

thing eternal. One and all, up to NietzSche and H eidegger, they are 

"preparatory" philosophers.72 

T he inirial impul~e was given to this overthrow of Ilegel's phi

losophy of rccollcctton by Fcucrbach's T besen Zltr R eform der 

Pbilosophie and Gnmdslit<:,e der Pbilosophie der Zukun[t. The 

dwelling place of the spirit, we read in a letter written about this 

?me, has ~ollapsed; we must make up our minds ro "emigrate"-an 

1m~ge whtch we shall meet again in Marx- taking with us only our 

pnvate. P?~essio~. "The ca~ri~ge of hjsrory is a confined carriage; 

JL~st as lt IS 1mposstblc ro get mstde if the right moment is allowed to 

shp by, ... so likewise if one wishes ro go along, one may take 

along only what is absolutely necessary, what is one's own, but nor 
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ing else chan theology broken up and transformed into philosophy." 

"T he contradiction inherent in modern philosophy, . . . chat ir is a 

negation ?f rheology based uron theolo~y! or~ nega~ion of theology 
which is Itself a rheology: this conrraclicnon 1S parucuJarly charac-

• teristic of IIegelian philosophy." "\Vhoever does nor surrender 

Hegelian philosop~y ~oes not ~urrender the~logy .. The Hegelian 
doctrine that reality IS determmed by the 1dea IS only the ra
tionalistic expression of the theological doctrine that narure ... 

was created by God." On the other hand, "Ilegel ian philosophy is 

the last refuge, the last rationalistic support of theology." "Just as 
once the Catholic theologians became de facto Arislotelians in order 

ro combat Protestantism, so now the Protestant theologians must 

become de jure Hegelians in order to combat atheism." "Thus in the 

highest principle of IJegelian philosophy we have the principle and 

resu lt of his philosophy of religion, that philosophy does nor invali
date the dogmas of rheology, bur rather establishes them through the 

negation of rationalism ..... Hegelian philoso.P~Y ~s the last ambi
tious attempt to re-establish lost, defeated Chnsnarmy by means of 

phil?sophy, by fo.llowing the. u~v~rsal 1~1odern pr?c~dur~ and iden
cifymg the neganon of Chnsnanny w1th ChmuanJty Itself. The 

much-lauded speculative identity of spirit and material, infinite and 

finite, divine and human, is nothing more than the accursed paradox 
of the modern age: the identity of belief and unbelief, theology and 

philosophy, religion and atheism, Christianity and paganism, at the 

very summit, the summit of metaphysics. Hegel conceals this contra

diction by making of atheism, the negation, an objective component 
of God-God as a process, and atheism as one component of this 

process. "77 

But the infinite of religion and philosophy is and was never any
thing else than something finite, and therefore definite, but mysti

fied-something finite with the predicate of being not finite, that is, 

in-finite. Speculative philosophy made the same mistake as clid rhe

ology: it made predicates of the infinite out of predicates of finite 
reaiiry simply through negating the definjte predicate through 

which they are wh:n they are. A philosophy like Hegel's, which 
derives the finite from the infinite, the definite from the indefinite, 

will never arrive at a true placing of the finite and definite. "The 

finite is derived from the infinite, that is, the in-finite, the indefinite, 

is defined, negated; it is admitted that rhe infinite is nothing without 
definition, lhat is, withour nnitudc. Thus the finite is set up as the 

reality of the infinile. But the negative non-enriry of the absolute 
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remains in the background; the postulated finitude is thus always 
abrogated. The finite is the negation of the infinite, and the infinite 
the negation of the finite. The philosophy of the absolute is a con
tradiction. " The beginning of a truly positive philosophy cannot 
be God or the absolute, nor "being" in itself without anything 
which is to be, but only what is finite, definite, and real. But, above 
all, morral man is a finite reality for whom death is affirmative. 

"This new ... philosophy is the negation of all academic phi
losophy, although it contains within irself whatever truth there is in 
the larcer, ... it has ... no language of its own, ... no princi
ple of irs own; it is thinking man himscJf- the man who is nnd knows 
himself. ... " But if this name of the new philosophy is translated 
back imo that of "self-consciousness," the new philosophy is being 
interpreted in the sense of the old, is being sec once more upon the 
old foundations. But the self-consciousness of the old phi losophy is 
an abstraction without reali ty, for only the individual human being 
"is" self-consciousness.78 To construct an "anthropological" phi
losophy, one determined by man, means for Feuerbach in the first 
place: rake care for the sensuous basis of one's own thought, the 
mode of which is definite, sensuous observation which fills thought 
with meaning. In the second place: have regard for one's fellow 
man who confirms one's own way of thought, who is the epistemo
logical partner in intellectual dialogue. Attemion given to both as
pects will take thought which moves independently, which is 
restricted to deductive logic, will open it to the world and set ic right. 

The first aspect, sensuousness, is never merely the essence of 
human senses, bur also of nature and corporeal existence in general. 
Fischer has remarked70 that, for Feuerbach, the senses were the third 
estate, hitherto scorned, which he elevates to total significance. 
H egel, on the contrary, exrols thought as having no need of sight 
and hearing. The true concept of "existence" derives only from 
sensuousness, for the real existence of a thing is proven by the fact 
that it encounters us palpably, that ic cannot be thought of, im
agined, and merely conceived.80 This "sensualism" of Feuerbach is 
most readily apparent in his criticism of the I Iegelian dialectic of 
soul and body .81 In opposition to it, H egel asserts that chis, like all 
Hegelian " identities," is in acrual fact only an "absolute one
sidedness." Hegel sees nothing in the ideas of those who chink that 
man should not have a body, because the body demands care for the 
satisfaction of its physical needs, thus diverting man from his spirit
ual life and making him incapable of real freedom. "Philosophy must 
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us not forget the other side; let us not forger that, however the spirit 

consciously detem1ines the body, it was irself unconsciously so de

termined by the body. For example, as a thinker I determine my 

body according co my purpose because constitutive nature, allied 

with destructive rime, have organized me into a thinker; I am thus 

a thinker by fate. I low and as what the body is determined, so the 

spirit is determined .... " Cause becomes effect, and vice versa. 

Thus H egel's recognition of sensuous-natural corporeality is only 

true under the hypothesis of a philosophy of the spirit which builds 

upon irself. The idealistic notion of self-consciousness no more rec

ognizes the independent reality of ocher men than it recognizes the 

reality of sensuous-natural corporcaliry.62 

For Fcucrbach, the fundamental exponent of sensuous-natural 

corporeality is char organ which is nor mentioned by name in proper 

society, although by nature it has great significance in the history 

of the world, and exerts a power which dominates the world: the 

natural sexuality of man. The rrue "I" is nor "a neuter 'it' " bur, "a 

priori," either a feminine or masculine existence; rhus, eo ipso fared 

to be a social being. Philosophy could absrracc from the difference 

between the sexes only if it were limited to the sexual organs. Bur 

it permeates the wbole man, including his specifically feminine or 

masculine perception and thought. Conscious of myself as a man, I 

recognize thereby the existence of a being different from me, a being 

which belongs to me and contributes ro the determinacion of my 

own existence. Thus before I understand myself, I am grounded in 

the existence of others by nature. ~Iy chinking only makes me con

scious of what I am already: a being, nor ungrounded, but grounded 

upon another existence. Not "I," but "I and Thou" is the true pri n

ciple of life and thought. 
The most real relationship between I and Thou is love. "The 

love of another tells you what you are." "The rruth speaks co us, 

not from within our own preoccupied self, but from another. Only 

through communication, only through the conversation of man 

with man, do ideas arise. Two human beings are necessary for the 

begetting of another human being, spirin1ally as well as physically. 

The urtiry of man with man is the first and last principle of phi

losophy, rruth, and universality. For the essence of man is contained 

only in the unity of one man with another, a unity which is based 

upon the real difference between f and Thou. Even in thought and 

as a philosopher I am a man among ochers." 
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With this appe~ ro the love which unites mankind, Feucrbach, 

the critic of llegel, comes remarkably close ro the yow1g l Jegcl, 

whose concept of the spirit had as irs point of deparmre the suspen

sion of differences within the "living relationship" of love. Later, 

however, H egel was ro usc the entire srrength of his thought to 

: di1fercntiare philosophically-concretely his concept of the spirit 
· . 'b " I " " I " d " . I" into JtS vanous attn utes: sensua , percepcua , an rat1ona 

. . "d . . " d " fl . " " il " d " 
consciOusness; es1nng an re ecnng, serv e an master-

ful" "spiritual" and "reasonable" self-consciousness. In contrast, 

Fe~erbach's " love" remains a sentimental cliche without any defi

nite attributes, although it is the unified dual principle of his phi

losophy, of "sensuousness" and the "Thou." 
A further consequence of Feuerbach's radical transformation is 

rhe changed attitude of philosophy toward politics and coward re

limon. Philosophy is itself co become religion, and also politics, a 

k~1d of political world view which replaces the religion of the past. 

"For we must once more become relig1ous; politics must become our 

religion, but it can only do this if we have something ultimate in 

outlook, something which will make politics into a rcligion."83 But 

rhe ultimate for man is man. The thesis that philosophy comes to 

occupy the place of religion leads of necessity to the further thesis 

that politics becomes a religion; when the man, poor in earthly 

goods, replaces the Christian, the fellowship of work must replace 

the fellowship of prayer. " ' ich complete logic, Kierkegaard ex

plains the resurgence of politics our of the disappearance of the 

Christian faith ;"" with equal logic, Feuerbach deduces the necessity 

of man's becoming political from his faith in man as such. "Religion 

in the usual sense is so far from being the bond of rhe state that it is 

rather the dissolution of the same." If God is Lord, man must rely 

upon him and not upon men. If, on the ocher hand, men form a 

scare, they deny thereby in praxi faith in God. "Faith in God did 

nor found the states, but despair over God." Subjectively, the origin 

of the stare is explained by " faith in man as the god of man."83 

Apart from the Christian religion, the secu lar state naturally be

comes the "essence of all realities." the "universal entity,'' and rhe 

"providence of man." The state is "man writ large," the state in 

relation to itself is "absolute man"; it becomes at once the reality 

and practical refutation of faith. "Thus practical atheism is the bond 

of the state," and "men now throw themselves into politics because 

they recognize that Christianity is a religion chat robs man of politi-
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More completely than Feucrbach, Ruge based the new philoso

phy of the ~;~.age upo!l the scat~mc~t that "everything depe!lds 
upon history ; It goes without saymg, he adds as a good Hcgehan, 

• "philosophical hisrory."00 Bur history is philosophical not only as 

hjscory of philosophy, bur also, and primarily, as mere course of 
events and consciousness of history. "True reality" is "nothing else" 

than "consciousness of historical time," which is the "truly positive, 

ultimate ourcome of hisrory."01 The "historical idea of an age" or 

the "gen~1ine s~ir!y of an ~ge': is "absolute master"; the only thing 
valid in h1scory JS that wh1ch IS the power of the age." The absolute 

nature of the spirit is real only within the process of history, which 

is determined in freedom by the "political entity,'' man.ll2 

In contrast, the spheres of the absolute in Hegel's system arc 
mere attempts to absolutize history which is in itself absolute. "We 

attain the absolute on ly in history, but in hisrory it is attained at aU 

points, before and after Christ. Man is everywhere in God, bur the 

final historical form is also, as form, the ultimate; the furore is the 

lirn1t set to everything historical. The form of religion is not per

fected in Christ, that of poetry in Goethe, that of philosophy in 

Hegel; they are aU so far from being the culmination of the spirit 

that their greatest glory lies in being the beginning of a new de
velopmcnt."03 Everything falls within history; therefore, whatever 

is the "newest" philosophy is "truly positive," containing within 

itself the furore as its own living negation. "The historical spirit" or 

the "self-consciousness of the age" corrects itself in the course of 

history, which must also be the end of H egel's system.04 

Thus a title such as Our Syste1n, or the ·wisdom tmd Movement 
of tbe lV orld in Our Time0'ti has more than incidental reference to 

the time. This "system" is itself a philosophy of time, of the age, 

just as the wisdom and movement of the world arc one. Thus the 

fourth volume of Ruge's Aus friiherer Zeit addresses the Gennans 

first of all by speaking of the "spirit of our time." In this work, fol

lowing the pattern of Hegel's history of philosophy, he gives an 
excellent popular history of the development of philosophy from 

Plato to Hegel, concluding w ith the "critical development of phi- 1 

losophy and the spirit of the age." H ere, also, he thinks of philo

sophic thought as a parmer of the age, for the general spirit of the 

age, together with its particular philosophy, forms one and the same 
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movement of the spirit. And in actual fact, no age has been so per
meated with philosophy in all realms, including journalism, belles 
lettres, and politics, as was this epoch, through the influence of the 
Young Ilegelians. It is an a priori of their philosophy that the spirit 
of the age-which Rugc occasionally equates w ith "public opinion" 
-always and necessarily "keeps pace" with the philosophical spirit 
of the age. "This conscious unity of the world spirit and rhe philo
sophical spirit" is characteristic of our age.06 But Ruge was firmly 
convinced that t he spirit of the age, by its very nature, was progres
sive, just as he was convinced that the course of time cannot be 
tu rned back. No reaction can defnmd the spirit of the age of its 
power and logical conclusion. Referri ng to the J ahrbiicber he pub
lished, he says, "The ultimate victory is victory in the spir it. Thus 
when we speak of a position taken by the ]ah~biicher toward. his
tory, and thereby ( !) of its fu tu re course, particulars arc furniShed 
by the public spirit; or, more accurately, the spirit w hich, though 
present, is kept from being truly public. For it is an open secret that 
rhe ostensible spi rit of paid and guarded newspapers IS not ~he real 
spirit, nor the disinterested spirit of ancient learned academtes, nor 
the spirit capable of life." 117 Thus the truly present spirit of t!1e age 
is under certain circumstances a public secret; but under all circum
stances it is this spirit w hich drives history fo rward to victory. The 
" reason of the age" is easy to recognize; anyone can know it if he so 

desires. 
For all the Young H egelians, the actual discoverer of the unity 

between philosophy and rime was none other than H egel. T o jus
tify their radica l hisroricization of the spirit, they appealed to 
H egel's preface to his R echtsphilosophie, which says, "As concerns 
the individual, each is a son of his time; and philosophy is their rime 
comprehended in thought. It is just as foolish to imagine that some 
philosophy transcends its present world as to imagine. that an in
dividual can transcend his time."98 H egel drew a reactionary con
clusion from the c ircumstance that no theory can transcend its own 
time, opposing and rejecting any imagined " imperative," and refused 
to construct a world upon the "yielding clement" of "purpose," a 
world which is not but should be. His pupils, on the other hand, on 
the basis of the same identity between spir it and rime bu t wirh their 
eyes ro the future, insisted upon what should be. They sought to 
pbce phi losophy at the ttrvice of the revolution, following the 
progress of time. In spite of this contrast in orientation, which in the 
one case looked to the past, in the other to the future, both held to 
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the thesis of the , necessary unanimity of philosophical co~s~ious
ness and historical fact.99 For H egel, the history of the spm t was 
the heart of world history. Similarly , the Young H egelians rook 
the " rrue" course of events as the criterion for the movement of the 

spirit;. rhey cook .the measure of the very reason of rustory with an 

hisconcalmeasun ng rod. 
As a result of the basic connection made between history and 

the spirit, H egel's system was also used for reflection upon th.e ag:e 
in which it was developed. In the case of Ruge, the conclus1on 1s 
twofold: H egelian philosophy is "contemporary" with the French 
Revolution, which exalted the free individual as the purpose of the 
state. Hegel does the same by showing that the absolute is the think
ing spirit, and irs reality the thinking individual. As a polirical pro
aram, the spirit of freedom lives in the Enlightenment and Revolu
~ion , as metaphysics, in German philosophy.100 In H egel, human 
rights attained philosophical self-consciousness; there can be no fur
ther development than their realization. The same philosophy which 
gained for the human spirit the highest dignity of absolute freedom 
is a contemporary of the "counterattack of the spirit of the past" 
against freedom in thought and political purpose. Thus H egel was 
related to both the progressive and reactionary spirit of the age; 
insofar as he w as the latter, he was untrue to his own principle, 
progress in consciousness of freedom. Therefore it is the task o~ the 
progressive spirit of the age to free H egel's philosophy from Itself 
by mearlS of the dialectic method. A ccording to He~el's statement 
that " the present is uppe~ost,"101 it is t~1e absolute r!!?ht of the ~ge 
which has superseded him to defend his system cnttcally agamst 
himself, in order to accomplish the principle of unfolding and fre~
dom. Through negation, history unfolds the truth contained m 

Hegel's system. lr does t~is by removing the still. prese~~ :oncrast 
between "notion" and "extstence" through theorettcal cnnctsm and 
practical revolution. T he G erman revolution of 1848 is the practical 

aspect of t his theoretical correction.102 
. 

The Hallescbe ]ahrbiicher frir deutscbe Tf!ISsenschaft und Kunst 
( 18 38-184 3) JG3 were the literary organs for the theorerical ground
work of the practical revolution. After their forced removal from 
Prussia ro Saxony, they were renamed the Deutscbe ]abrbiicher. 
Among their contributors were Strauss,.feuerbach, Bauer, F . Th. 
Vischer, E . Zeller, Oroysen, Lachmann, "t. G rimm, and \V. G rimm. 
Ruge's asserrion in the foreword ro the founh series is no overstate
ment: no other German scholarly periodical ever experienced such 



II Fro• Ht &t l to Nlttzaoltt 

satisfaccion, seeing irs discussions become events whi~h went .far 

beyond the circle of theoreticians, becoming involved m all of hfe. 

To the presenr day, German philosophy has nothing comparabl~ to 

this journal which could equal it in critical forcefulness, e.ffecnve-

ness, and inAuence upon policical theory. . . 

The criticism undertaken in the Jahrbiicher is pnmarily con

cerned with religion and politics. Rosenkrnnz censur~d rhe brusque, 

"arheistic-rcpublic:m" tone of Ruge's writings. T o htm the German 

atheists seemed awkward and childish in comparison to the well

mannered and well-educated followers of H olbach .101 Bur compared 

ro Bauer's radical overhauling of Strauss's and Feuerbach's criticism 

of religion, Ruge is extremely moderate, and Rosenkranz' last sr_udi~s 

show that in this matter he was not far removed from Ruge: m h1s 

case, roo, the unfolding of the spirit had been tacitly changed to the 

progress of mankind. . . . . . . . 
More decisive than Ruge's abolmon of the Chnsoan rehg10n m 

a "humanized world of liberated men" is his criticism of the state 

and of politics. In :m article in the J ahrbiicher entitled "P~licics and 

P hilosophy," he differentiates t~e Young and Old ~egcltan~. T he 

latter accommodate Hegel's ph1losophy ro what eXJsts, wh1le the 

former translate rhe philosophy of religion and the philosophy of 

right into a "negating and postulating activism." Therefore _rhe 

Young Hegelians are compelled to prot~.t, on th~ one hand agmn~t 

H egel's "modesty,'' which transfers political realtty from the obvi

ous present course of events to a stare of nffairs in ancient England 

which was no longer true even in his own rime; JOG on the other hnnd, 

they protest aCTainst the "arrogance" of absolute philosophy, which 

seeks to be a "present-day apocalypse" through recollection of what 

has been, whereas philosophy actually merely hegins the future 

through irs criticism in the present. lnsrend of constructing an abso

luce state by means of the categories of logic, the present existence 

of the state must be criticized historically with reference to the im

mediate future. For only the spirit of the age, as it realizes itself, is 

truly comprehended reality, as H egel himself teaches " in a· hundred 

passages," although he avoided everything that might give offense to 

the church and the state. 
Ruae's fundamenral c riticism of Hegel's philosophy of the state 

is con~ined already in ~ review of rhe second edition of rhe 

Recbtsphilosophie.106 Its ~aresr merit he sees in rhe fact that Hegel 

made self-determining wi ll the basis of his theory of the stnte, so that 

the stare is the substantial wilJ which knows itself and fulfills irs 
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knowledge, whlJe at the same time it has its mediate existence ~ the 

free will and knowledge of the individua1.107 The great defec~ m the 

xecution of this principle is that " Ilegel does not expr~ly mclude 

~isrory with the effect of irs entire content, in his plulosophy of 

right, but rather puts it at the ~nd': -in contrast t~ his ~esthetics, the 

s srematic development of whJch IS thoroughly h1sroncal. . . 

y The preconditio~ of de~eloped history is of course .the eXJsn~g 
scare, for all history IS the Jusrory of stares; but the .stat~ IS already m 

itself an historical movement coward freedom, whtch lS never pres

ent absolurcly, but only as the ace of liber~rion. Ilegcl exhi~its only 

the static concept of the state, but not the 1dea of the state 111 move

ment the motive force of which is history. The absolute system of 

freed~m must now be followed by the historical system, the presen

tation of freedom both real and to be realized. " ln place of the 

system of abstract and theoretically absoiU[e development, we ha\'e 

the system of concrete development, which ever>;where grasps rhe 

spirit in its history and places at. the end of eve!y history the demand 

of irs furore." H egel's speculanve contem~laoon m~tst be ~wakened 

once more by Fichre's energy,108 for hJS polem1c agamst what 

"should" be leads to "forms of existence without concept" and thus 

ro recogni~on of that which merely exis~, wirho,ur being in agree

ment with 1ts true concept. For example, 111 Ilegel s system the royal 

and governmental power, the national assembly and the bicameral 

system, are such forms of existence contradicting the spirit of hist?ry. 

H egel has no faith in the majority, ~nd hates all forms of.ele~tJOn. 

Bur for Ruge, not to have faith in thiS means not ro have faJth m the 

spirit (of the age)! It is a stupid objection that the masses are du~b, 

and "respectable only in riots."JOD "In whose nam~ then do they n ot, 

and how docs it happen that they c.onquer only m the .na!l'e of the 

spirit of world history? H ow does tt happen that the noong of the 

masses turned out to be purposeless neither in 1789 nor in 181 J, and 

the majority by no means ro be wrong? To hold to the sta~emenr, 

philosophia paucis contenta est judicilms, represents a total fa1lu~e to 

understand the spirit and i ts process. On the conaary, truth subJects 

rhc world en masse. . . . Those who are wise in their wisdom will 

never leave the majority for long, and when the propl~ers of a new 

spirit are in the minority to start w ith a~d . . : p~nsh , then the 

acclamation, the exaggeration even, of rhe1r menrs lS a~ ~he .more 

assured them among posterity .... T he tnlth of the maJOrity 1s not 

absolute, but on the whole it is the assurance of the spirit of the age, 

political or historical truth. And if only one individual in a Nacional 
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this existence, tl)e conscitution of the spirit and the state in various 

ages is of scientific interest. The circumstances of its formacion are 

00 longer indifferent examples, bur stages in this process. The pe

culiarity of these historical existences is important for knowledge 

of rhern; the matter of concern is this existence as such."112 There

fore, just as dogmacic theology was cricicized by Strauss, IJegcl's 

absolute metaphysics of the stare must be historically criticized. 

This criticism is also the only objeccive cricicism, because it judges 

according to the course of actual events. The historical change from 

universal essence to individual historical existence is not yet present 

in Hecrel's philosophy of right, which, therefore, has the same im

palpable character as his phenomenology. "The llegelian state ... 

is no more real than rhe Platonic, nor will it ever become more real; 

for although it refers to the present-day state in the same way the 

Platonic did co the Greek, even calling ir by name, it does not draw 

its conclusion from the historical process, and therefore has no di

rect effect upon the development of policical life and consciousness. 

H ere the French are far in advance of us: they are historical at all 

points. ~mong thef!l the spirit is vital, and forms t.he ~orld a~~o.rd

ing co Jts own destgn."113 In order to prevent histoncal cnnctsm 

from appearing, Hegel makes metaphysical essences of hiscorical 

existences, for example, giving a speculative demonstration of he

reditary kingship. 114 But the true connection of the concept with 

reality is nor the apotheosis of existence into concept, but the reali

zation of rhe concept in actual existence. Even freedom never exists 

absolutely, but always relative co specific external circumstances of 

existence from which man liberates himself. H egel remains on the ' 

side of the purely theoretical spirit and purely theoretical freedom, 

although he himself stated in the opening paragraphs of his philoso

phy of right that wiJl is only the other side of thought, that theory 

is trself practice, and the difference between the rwo is merely 

whether the spirit turns inward or outward. Ill> German philosophy 

discovered theoretically this practical side of theory, bur practically 

it hid it. True science does not go back co logic, bm om inco the real 

world of history; "logic itself is drawn inco history" and must allow 

itself to be comprehended as existence, because it belongs to the 

structure of this particular philosophy and the only truth is in fact 

historical. Even rnah is always in motion, it is self-differentiacion 

and self-criticism.110 

. Similarly, the theoretical one-sidedness of H egel's philosophy of 

~tg~t can only be comprehended historically, and only historically 

JUSttf1ed. " H egel's age was not very favorable for politics; it had no 
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political journalism or public life wharever." 117 The spirit retreated 
into theory and renounced practice. But H egel had learned too 
much from the Greeks and had lived through the great R evolution 
with roo clear a consciousness to avoid seeing that the extant, 1dy
nastic stare of bourgeois society, with police and civil service, by no 
means corresponded to the idea of a public communiry, a "polis.'' 
Thus his rejection of imperative demands grows out of a lack of 
logic, the roots of which lie deep in the Prussian-German situation 
in which Ilegel lived. The systems of Kant and H egel are systems 
of reason and freedom in the midst of irrationality and subjugation; 
bur they were consuucred in such a way that they both hid this 
incongruity. • 

Kant made the famous statement to Mendelssohn: "Of course I 
think many things with absolute conviction which I would never 
have the courage to say; bur I shaU never say anything that I do not 
think."ll8 This divergence between public pronouncement and pri
vate thought rests upon the fact that, "as a thinker," Kant was as 
different from himself "as a subject" as was the public life of his 
time from the private, and the general moraliry from the conscience 
of the individual. A subject was not allowed to be a philosopher; 
therefore, he becomes a diplomat, but without losing his "scl£
respect.11 Ilis limited viewpoint is hisrorically the viewpoint ~of 
"Protestant narrow-minded ness," which knows freedom only as a 
question of conscience, because it sepa rates private from public 
virrue. 110 

The case of Hegel is even more dubious, because his philosophy 
elevates the Kantian viewpoint on moraliry and moral responsibiliry 
to a universa l and political code of ethics. ow, as a philosopher, 
Hegel did nor have any similar conflict with the Prussian Stare; on 
the contrary, it confirmed him in his philosophy, and rhus he could 
declare himself to be on the side of thought, on good terms with the 
stare. But his agreement is only apparent; it could only last as long 
as the absolutism of the Prussian State was reasonable enough ro 
recognize the reason in H egel's system, while Ilegel, for his part, 
merely had an interest in securing his absolute system of lmowledge 
and making it a force within the Jife of the state. A lthough H egel 
originally was no enemy of political activism and criticism of the 
stare, he Jarer restricted himself ro the developmenc of his theory as 
such. In his inaugural speech at Heidelberg, he declared his con
viction that philosophy shou ld not engage in political realiry, in 
which the enormous interest during the period of the wars of Iibera-
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displaced al1 interest in knowledge.120 T o this, Ruge asks in
~~ naocly, "vVhat is this supposed to mean?" and answers," othing 

1c! than: 'Let us continue, gentlem~m, from where we w_ere before 
he revolution and the war, namely, 111 the furtherance of mner free
~orn, the freedom . of the ~rotestant spi?t or abstract theory, ~f 
~hich philosophy 1S the uJomate perfectton.' H egel perfected thtS 

form of freedom, bringing it to a climax; now it can only retreat.''121 

This restriction to the notion ns such was bound to lead to con
flict with reality; for, w hen a clear view of the essence of the state 
has been achieved, iris driven to confront reality as cri ticism. Theo
retical freedom, in its private existence, was bound to discover, 
through censorsh!p, that it is practically \vlt~out va lu_e, because it 
is not irself pubiJc properry. But the "pracocal pass10n" of true 
knowledge cannot be restrained. The conflict from which Hegel 
was preserved was reserved for his pupils, "and so it becomes clear 
chat the age, or the attitude of consciousness toward the world, was 
radically altered." "The development is no longer abstract; the age 
has become political, albeit there is still much lacking before it is 
sufficiently political.''122 ineteemh-cenrury man, Ruge writes ap
ropos of a criticism of the "aesthetic" period of German civilization, 
cannot do without "ethical and political passion." 123 

Transition from philosophical criticism to political activism and 
from narrow-minded conscience to broad-minded parry loyaJry 
typify Ruge's devclopment.124 T ypical also is his forced retreat to 
the kind of historicism which no longer consciously makes history, 
bur only writes history. Besides cl1e publication of his own collected 
works, the last piece of work he performed in exile was a transla
tion of Buckle's His tory of Civili'Uition in England. The task of 
theoretical criticism and practical revolution against che existing or
der, which he introduced, was taken up and continued with absolute 
consistency by larx. 

c K. Marx (1818-1883) 

\ Vhen Ruge wem to Paris after the banning of the Deutsche 
]ahrbiicher and there founded the Deutsch-Fra11zosiscbe J ahr
biicber, it was Marx who provided most of the assisnmce with this 
journal. In it appeared in 1844 Marx's discussion of the Jewish 
question, the introduction to the criticism of the H egelian philoso
phy of right, and an exchange of correspondence between Marx, 
Ruge, Bakunin, and Feuerbach. Soon afterward, Marx broke with 
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rhe so-caJJed decomposition products of Greek philosophy became 

rhe archetypes of t~e l~oman spirit, the independen~ an~ imensive 

individuality of. wluch ts beyond doubt. And even tf dus was the 

end of classical philosophy, the death of a hero does not resemble 

rhe "bursting of a frog that has puffed himself up," but rather the 

setting of the sun, which promises a new day. "Furthermore, is it not 

a remarkable phenomenon that new systems appear after the Pia

conic and Aristotelian philosophers who made philosophy all

inclusive, systems which do not depend upon these previous ample 

intellectual forms, but rather, reaching further back, turn to the 

simplest schools: in physics, ro the natural philosophers; in ethics, ro 

rhe Socratic school?" Is, d1erefore, the need at this time, after the 

departure of classical German philosophy, for a similar concentra

tion and simpli fication of philosophy, such as went from Athens ro 

Rome? But how, after I legel, can we achieve any point of view 

which neither copies him nor yet is completely arbitrary? Only 

through a radical disengagement from H egel's all-inclusive philoso

phy, through a "suspension" of it which will also 11realize" it. Phi

losophy is always at such a 11noda l point" when irs abstract principle 

has become rorally concrete, as in the case of Aristotle and H egel. 

Then the possibility _of continued develoP.menr in a strai~~t line is 

interrupted; a full ctrcle has been descnbed. Two totalittes now 

stand confronting each other : an all-inclusive philosophy, und, op

posite it, the actual world of complete nonphilosophy . For Hegel's 

reconciliation with realiry was not within reality, but only with it, in 

the elcmeor of comprehension. Now philosophy must itself " turn 

outward" and engage the world. As a philosophy of the sta te, it 

becomes a philosophical politics. Then philosophy, which in IIegel 

was conterminous with the inrelligem: world, turns directly ro the 

really existing world, and against philosophy . This two-edged be

havior is the consequence of the division of the entire world of 

theory and practice into two mutually exclusive totalities. Because it 

is two totalities which confront each other, the disunion of the 

newly developing philosophy is itself total. The objective uni

versality of a perfected philosophy breaks down first into the 

merely subjective forms of consciousness of an individual philosophy 

which grows out of it. This tempest, in which everything wavers, 

follows upon such nodal points of all-inclusive philosophy with his

torical necessity. 'Vhoever does not see this necessity would huve ro 

deny, as a logical consequence, that man can continue hjs spiritual 

life after such a philosophy. Only this theory makes comprehensible 

... -
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the appearance after Aristotle of Zeno, Epicurus, and exrus Empiri

cus, and afrer liege! of "the usualJy baseless, impoverished experi-

mentS of recent philosophy."1:!7 t 

In contrast to the other Young Hegelians, who only wanted to 

I effect a partial reformation of I lege!, ~Iarx gained from history the 

insight that philosophy itself was at stake. "The halfhearted ones"

meaning philosophers like Ruge- "at such rimes hold to a view con-

trary to that of all generals. T hey think they can repair the damage 

by a reduction in forces, by dissipation, by a peace pact with the 

l real demands. "\ Vhen Athens"- thar is, philosophy-'\vas threat

ened by devastation, Themistocles"- that is, larx- "urged the 

Athenians ro desert it completely, and to found upon the sea, upon 

a different elemem"- thar is, upon the element of political and eco

nomic prncticc, which must now be understood as "what is"-"a 

new Arhens"- that is, a completely new kind of philosophy, which 

is not even a philosophy, according to the old definitions. It should 

also nor be forgotten that the age following such catastrophes is an 

age of iron, "fortunate if characterized by rhe clash of titans, miser

able if like the centuries which limp along after great artistic epochs; 

these latter busy themselves with copying in plaster and copper what 

sprang from Carrara marble. But these are rimes of titans, these 

• rimes which followed an all-inclusive philosopT1y and irs forms of 

subjective development, for gigantic is the dichotomy which is their 

uniry. Thus Rome followed upon Sroic, skeptical, and Epicurean 

philosophy. They arc wretched rimes and inflexible, for their gods 

have died, and the new goddess has rhe dark shape of fate, of pure 

light or pure darkness. The colors of daylight are still missing. But 

the heart of the misery is that the soul of the age . . . satisfied with 

irself . . . cannot give recognition to any reality which has come 

\ into existence without irs aid. The fortune in such misery is, there

fore, the subjective form ... in which philosophy, as subjective 

consciousness, relates itself co reality. Thus, for example, Epicurean 

and Sroic philosophy were rhe positive resulrs of their rime. Thus 

the nocturnal moth, when the universal sun has set, seeks our the 

lamp light of the individual."128 The statement that rhc new goddess 

has the dark form of an uncertain fare, either of pure light or of 

pure darkness, refers back to Hegel's image of philosophy being 

carried on in the grey twilight of a world which has been com

pleted. For Marx, this says: now, after the clissolucion of the phi

losophy completed in Hegel, we cannot yet see with certainty 

whether this twilight is rhe evening twilight before the onset of a 
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dark night, or the twilight of dawn before the awakening of a new 

day.129 For H:gel, rh: senesce~ce of the real world is concomitant 

with a final reJ~venanon of philosophy. For larx, who anticipates 

the future, a ~lulosophy brought to completion is concomitant with \ l 
rhe rejuvenanon of th~ r~J world in opposition co the old _Philoso

phy. Tl~rough the realtzauo~ of reason 111 the real world, phtlosophy 

as such ~suspended, enters mto the praccice of existing non philoso

phy. Phtlosophy has become Marxism, an immediately practical 

theory. 
In Hegel, the world was given philosophical form; in Marx, 

philosophy must become completely worldly. Hegel's system is seen 

as a single abstract totality, having as irs other side a total irration

ality. Irs inner polish and self-sufficiency is broken; the "inner light" 

in H.egcl's. philosophy becomes a "devo.uring fla~1e," reaching out; 

rhe liberaoon of the world from nonphtlosophy tS at the same rime 

the liberation of nonphilosophy from philosophy. From rhe theo

retical point of view, this new kind of philosophy does not yet 

transcend Hegel's system, but is included within it. Therefore, the 

new way of philosophizing is aware of irself only in contrast to rhc 

complete system; it does nor yet understand that irs own dissolution 

of Hegelian philosophy is the most appropriate realization of the \ 

latter. For Hegel's _E.rinciple is also Marx's principle: the uniry of 

reason and reaury, and realiry itself as a union of essence and exist

ence. Therefore, arXiS fOrccoro attack in two directions: against 

the real world, and aga inst existing philosophy. This is so because 

he seeks to unite both in an all-inclusive totality of theory and prac

tice. His theory can become practical as criticism of what exisrs, as 

a cricical differentiation between reality and idea, between essence 

and existence. In the form of such criticism, his theory prepares the 

way for practical changes. On the other hand, one can argue back

wards from the nature of the "revolution" to the historical character 

of Hegelian philosophy. "Here we sec the curriculwn vitae of a 

philosophy narrowed down to irs subjective point, just as the death 

of a hero can be made to tell the srory of his life." 

Marx had such a radical understanding of the new situation that 

he could develop from a critic of the Hegelian philosophy of riahr 

to the author of Das Kapital. For this reason, he could better und~r
stand Hegel's "accommodation" to political reality than could Rugc. 

"It is conceivable that some accommodation or other could lead a 

philosopher to some inconsistency or other; he may even be aware 

of this himself. But he is not aware of the fact that the possibility of 
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this apparent accommodation has its deepest roots in an inadequacy 
or an inadequate formulation of his principle itself. If a philosopher 
really accommodated himself in this way, his pupils must explai'\on 
the basis of his essential, inner consciousness what he himself saw in 
the form of exoteric consciousness."130 Because H egel's philosophy 
does nor include the world of theory and of practice, essence and 
existence, it must necessarily compare itself with what exists and 
accommodate itself. The entire concrete content of what is to be 
comprehended is always predetermined for it by what-in the sense 
of that which exists-"is." 

The dialectic of theory and practice forms the basis not only of 
Marx's criticism of the idealistic philosophy of the spirit, but also of 
his criticism of Feuerbach's materialistic philosophy. In the eleven 
theses on Feuerbach (1845), Marx designates the major defect of 
earlier materialism: it apprehended sensuous reality only under the 
form of "observation" (theoria), and therefore as an already present 
"object," but not as the product of the activity and practice of 
sentient human beings. 13 1 On the other hand, idealism, taking the 
subject as its point of departure, gave full weight to the latter's pro
ductive activity, but only in the abstract, as a spiritua l framework. 
Neither spiritualism nor materialism understand "revolutionary," 
i.e., practical-critical, activity, which contributes most to the cre
ation of the human world. The historical reason for Feucrbach's 
limitation to a materialism of mere observation Lies in the barriers 
erected by late bourgeois society, a society of mere consumers wl10 
do not know that everything they consume is the historical product 
of common human activity, that even an apple is the result of trade 
and world commerce, and is not at all just suddenly " there." 132 It was 
Feuerbach's great merit wid1in this limitation to dissolve the reli
gious world into irs secular basis, but \vithout calling the latter inco 
question either theoretically or practically. Feuerbach, too, "inter
preted" this world alienated from man differently, namely, hu
manly; but according to him the primary task was to "rr:msform" it 
through theoretical criticism and practical revolution. 133 

\ Vith Marx, 
the wi ll to change the world does not mea n direct action alone, but 
at the same time a criticism of previous interpretations of the world, 
a transformation of being and consciousness; for example, the 
"political economy" is to be transformed both as actual economic 
system and as economic theory, for the latter is the consciousness of 
the former. 134 
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Using Engels' procedure,13
G popular ~larx.ism simplifi~d r.he dia

lectical relationship between theory and pracnce by freeZtng It upon 
n abstract-material "basis," the relationship of which to the rheo

:etical "superstructure" can be inverted with equal ease, as M. 
Weber showed.136 If, on the contrary, larx's original insight is 
adhered ro, rhen even Hegel's "theory" can be seen as practical. 
For the deeper reason why Hegel allows the content of his compre
hension ro be advanced without seeking to alter it through "criti
cism" Lies nor only in what it " interprets," but in what it strives for 
as a practical goal. Hegel's compreh:nsi~n sought to make its. p:ace 
with reality. Bur Hegel could reconc1le hm1self to rhe concrad1cuoos 
in the empirical world because, as the last Christian philosopher, he 
was in the world as though he were not of it. On the other hand, 
Marx's criticism of the existing order is not motivated by mere 
"desire for change." It has irs roots in a Promethean rebellion against 
the Christian order of creation. Only rr,e atheism of man with faith 
in himself must also sec to the creation of the world. This atheistic 
motif of Marx's "materialism" is expressed in the theme of his dis
serration on two classical atheists and materialists. For him, Epicurus 
is the greatest representative of the Greek enlightenment. He was 
the first among mortal men to dare to defy the gods of heaven. The 
philosophy of human "self-consciousness" acknowledges Prome
theus as the most honored marryr in the philosophic calendar, 
against aU the gods of heaven and earth. 137 The destruction of the 
Christian religion is the prerequisite for the construction of a world 
in which man is his own master. 

Therefore, 1\ larx's criticism of the Prussian State and H egelian 
philosophy of the state begins with the statement that criticism of 
religion-the "prerequisite for all criticism" of the world- is essen
tially concluded. "It is therefore the duty of history, the beyond of 
truth having vanished, to establish the truth of this world. Philoso
phy is in the service of history. Its primacy duty, once the sacred 
image of human self-estrangement has been unmasked, is to unmask 
self-estrangement in aU irs unholy forms. Criticism of heaven is 
transformed thereby into criticism of earth, criticism of religion into 
criticism of right, criticism of theology into criticism of politics."188 

Together with philosophy, economic criticism stands in the service 
of history. This is the starring point for an understanding of Marx's 
peculiarly "historical" materialism. TTis historical studies of the class 
struggles in France, the French Civil \tVar, the Eighteenth of Bru-
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maire, and the German bourgeoisie are not a mere by-product of his 
politico-economic analyses; they are an essential component of his 
basic conception of the entire human world as being hisrorical. \ 

In spite of his presupposition that philosophic theory stands in 
the service of hisrorical practice, Marx's criticism is not directed, as 
one would expect, at immediate political reality, but rather at the 
Hegelian philosophy of the state: instead of at the "original," at a 
"copy." T he reason for this apparently "idealistic" turn lies within 
hisrorical reality. The German political situation in the forties is an 
"anachronism" within the modern European world, dating from the 
French Revolution. German history has not even caught up with 
what has taken place in France since 1789. "We have shared in the 
Restoration of the modern nations without sharing in their revolu
tions. vVe were restored; first, because other nations dared a revolu
tion, and second, because other nations suffered a counterrevolution, 
the one time because our rulers were afraid, the other time because 
our rulers were unafraid . We, with our pastors in the lead, found 
ourselves in the company of freedom on the day of its burial." 139 

Germany has experienced only one radical act of liberation, the 
Peasants' War/~0 and it came to grief in the Reformation, in which 
Germany's revolutionary past manifested itself "theoretically," i.e., 
religiously. Bur today, "when theology itself has come to grief, the 
greatest bondage of German history, our status quo, will come to 
grief in philosophy," that is, in Marx's historical practice of philo
sophic theory. Inre!Jecrually, the Germans have already anticipated 
their future history in Hegel's Rechtsphilosophie, the principle of 
which transcends the present state of affairs in Germany. "We are 
philosophical contemporaries of the present, without being its his
torical contemporaries. Gennan philosophy is the ideal extension of 
German hisrory . . .. Among the progressive nations, there is a 
practical dissociation from the modern conditions of the state. In 
Germany, where these conditions do not even exist, there is critical 
dissociation from the phjlosophical reflection of these conditions. 
German philosophy of right and the state is the onJy part of German 
history that stands on a par with the official modern present. The 
Gem1an people must therefore include this dream hisrory in its atti
tude coward existing conditions; nor only these conditions, b~t also 
their abstract extension must be subjected to criticism. The future 
of the German nation cannot restrict itself to an immediate denial 
of its real political and legal conditions, nor to an immediate execu
tion of ideal conditions. In its ideal conditions, it possesses rhe im-
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But they have neither the time nor the iodination to listen to phi

losophers quarrel over the concept of time and space, nor tO interest 

themselves in the skill with which these same philosophers make the 

transition from idea to nature. And the governments? The standing 

armies are their philosophic schools, which have agreed for the pres

ent to instruct the nations in the only system appropriate tQ the age: 

peace and order. At the universities, they only put up with the 

teachers of the old metaphysics as one pms up with an old ruin 

beside a new establishment as long as pressing needs do not demand 

irs demolition." "And Europe is right. It is only expressing what 

German criticism had stated and begun tO carry out ten years earlier. 

If Europe has turned away from metaphysics forever, this same 

metaphysics has been destroyed forever by criticism. There will 

never again be a metaphysical system set up, that is, none which will 

claim a place in the history of civilization."164 

Instead, imperialistic dicratorshi_es will dominate Europe, 

through which the question "Russia or Europe?" will be decided. 

"The illusion of the March R evolution that the rime has come in 

which the members of the family of nations, protected by the new 

principle of equal rights against previous influences in their self

determination, will constitute themselves independently and work 

together in peace (an illusion which has been e..xpressed in the ... 

experiments of indiviclmtl governments, as well as in the idea of a 

Congress of Nations and in the deliberations of the peace con

gresses), this illusion, as all the others which determine the era of a 

new freedom since the downfall of previous barriers of personal 

activity, must be dissolved in the recognition of a power more 

rigorously applied. They will all suffer the same fate as the illusion 

which sees a complete solution in individualism, the result of the last 

sixty years of revolution, but is forced daily to discover that this 

individualism is only a temporary arrangement; it comprises only 

one aspect, and is bound by an iron law to irs opposite, imperialism 

and dictatorship."1611 The destruction of the old alliances and classes 

has robbed the individual of his personal importance as a member of 

particular bodies, and subjected him to an "exp:mded system of 

centralization and the absolute power of the whole." "'Vork has 

been freed; but irs liberation has resulted in a more powerful central

ization which grasps with an iron arm all the individual existences 

which felt happy and protected in their previous seclusion, com

pelling them to submit or perish." Once again there will be a law 

over mankind, just as in the old "milirary-theological world" before 
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Feuerbach, Strauss, and Ruge, who all desired to be .positive and 

were therefore forced to be one-sided, while Bauer analyzes the 

various nonentities with stoical eguanimity .. T he basic the~e .of his 

historical criticism was the French RevolutiOn as the begmnmg of 

a universal destruction. Buc his own peculiar critical accomplishment 

consisted in the "discovery" of rhe Christianity both represented 

and at the same time attacked by Kierkegaard. His critical nihilism, 

limited only by his faith in history, did not have an extended in

fluence in his own day, but more than a c.~nrury. later c.ame to life 

once more in a new " parry of the furore. Political wr~ters of the 

circle of the "Resistance" took up Bauer's ideas and applied them to 

rhe present. 160 

f S. Kierkegaard ( 1813- 18 55) 

If Kierkegaard is not taken as a mere "exception," b~t as an 

outstanding phenomenon w ithin the historical movement of his 

age, it becomes clear that hi~ " individuality" was nor at ~11. indi-. 

vidual, but a widespread rcacnon to the contemporary condition of 

the world. A contemporary of Bauer and Stirner, of larx and 

Feuerbach, he w as above all else a critic of the events of his time, 

and his Either-Or, in matters of Christianity, was also determined 

by the social and political movement. " In times like thes~ everything 

is politics," begins the foreword to his two observaoons on the 

" individual" ( 1847), which concludes with the statement that what 

the time demands, namely social reforms, is the opposite of what it 

needs, namely something absolutely firm. It is the misfornme of the 

present co have become mere "time," wanting nothing more to do 

with eternity. In the work which Kierkegaard in 185 1 commended 

to the present for "self-examination," we read in the discourse on 

rhe outpouring of the Holy Spirit that today hardly anyone can be 

found who does not believe in the "spirit of the age," no matter 

how much he may otherwise be blessed w ith mediocrity and stand 

under the curse of paltry regard. "Even he believes, firm ly and 

ob rinately, in the spirit of the age." He considers the spirit of the 

age something higher than himself, although it cannot be higher than 

the age, over which it ~a.ngs suspend:~ like ma~sl.1 ,Pas. Or he ~e
lieves in the "world spmt" and the human spmt of the ennre 

species, in order in this manner to be able to believe in something 

spirirual. A nd yet no one ~elievcs i~ the J--~o ly Spirit, who wo~l~ 
have to be conceived defimtely; but m the light of the H oly Sp1nt 
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all chose other spirits are evil. In an age of dissolution a man is un

stable; he therefore prefers to rely on something unsteady, the spirit 

of the age, in order with a clear conscience to be able to yield to 

every breath of the age.170 

By seeing himself as a "corrective against the age," Kierkegaard 

viewed himself historicaJJy, and oriented his cask according to the 

character of the age. The individuality of rhe existence which de

cides for itself for or against Christianity has a precise relationship 

ro rhe universality of the anonymous public course of world history. 

T he individual is to make known "that the author . . . knows how 

· to express absolurely decisively with a single word the fact that he 

understands his age and himself in relationship to it," that he has 

comprehended the fact that it is a "rime of dissolution," as Kierke

uaard doubly emphasizes. 171 J t is a conscious reference to the "de

~elopmenr of the world," namely leveling of all decisive differences, 

which led T ierkegaard to emphasize the isolated individual, while 

rhe same historical c ircumstances, in the case of Bauer, produced the 

critical position of "self-being"; in the case of Stirner, the nihilistic 

posirion of the " individual"; and in the case of Marx, the socialistic 

posicion of the "member of a class." 
T his attitude coward his own age and coward time in general 

also determines Kierkegaard's relnrionship to H egel's philosophy. 

He saw it as representative of the leveling of the individual existence 

in the universality of the historical world, of the "dispersion" of 

man in the "world process." Similarly, his attack upon Hegel's 

"system" is directed not only against systematic philosophy, bur also 

against the system of the entire existing world, as the ultimate 

wisdom of w hich he saw J Iegel's philosophy of history. II is criti

cism of H egel and the age begins with the concept of irony 

( r84 1), 172 the "absolute negativity" of which he propounds as the 

truth of subjectivity against H egel's systematic and historical inter

pretations. In Philosophical Fragmems he explicitly denies H egel's 

"system of existence," for there could only be a system of existence 

if from it can be abstracted that which irs very essence implies, the 

ethical existence of the individual. In this divergence of the system 

from the world resides the truth of individual existence, for which 

the history of the world is merely concurrent and accidental. But 

Hegel's speculative way of thinking has ruined the nineteenth cen

tury for this seriousness of existence. "It is perhaps for this reason 

that our age is displeased when it must act, because it has been spoiled 

by speculation; ... thence ... the many fruitless experiments 
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by which man attempts to become more than he ~· men joining 
themselves together in social groups in the hope o~ tnfluen~mg. the 
spirit of history. Spoiled by continuous converse wtth the htst~ncal, 
man seeks solely chat which is significant, man concerns hunself 
solely for w hat is accidemal, the historical issue, rather chan what is 
essential what is innennosr, freedom, morality." 178 In comparison 
to ethic~ ! existence, the "quantitative ilialecrics" of l~istory is n:'ere 
trimming. But the Hegelian refuses to ~e content wtth the subJec
tivity of existing. \Virh a kind of ma~ficent unsclfish.ness, he s~es 
in every age a moral substance and an Idea, as tl~ou~~ hts own extst
encc were metaphysical speculation and .rhe mdtv1dual w~re the 
generation. He commands a view of enore forests by raking no 
notice of the individual rrecs.114 

• 

In che natural world, rhe single individual stands in immediate 
relationship to his species; whoe~er improves a breed ? f s!1~ep aff~cts 
all che individuals of the spectes. But when the mdlVt~ual IS a 
spiritually defined human being, it woul~ be foolish to supp.ose th~t, 
for example, Christi::m parents automaocally beget .ch.n~oan c?il
dren. The development of che spirit is an act of ch.e mdm?ual him
self and therefore it does not suffice co be born m rhe mncccenth 
cen~ry, for a man cannot achieve his full ~mrurc with the ai~ of 
history and his generation. "The more the 1dea of the gener~uo~ 
even in ordinary thought,. ga~n~ the u~p~r hand, t~e more tem ble IS 

the transition to being an mdtvtdual eXIsong man, mstead of belong
ing to the species and saying, '\Ve, our age, the nineteenth century.' 
1 cannot deny that this is ex.trem.ely diffic~lt, a~d ~h~refore .gr.eat 
sacrifice is required not to reJeCt 1t. What IS an. tnd tvtd~a l ex.tstm~ 
man? Yes, our age knows only too well how hrde h.e 1S; but thiS 
is che peculiar immorality of the age .. Every age has Its ?wn; ours 
consists perhaps not in pleasure ~nd. e.nJoymenr, ... . but tn an . .. 
extravagant disregard for the ~dlVIdual . In the r:nJdst of all the 
jubilation over our age and the n~net~enrh ce~rury tS hea~d the note 

\ 
of a secret ilisr~gard for hur:nan life: m ~he m1dsc of the ~mporcance 
of che generanon, there re1gn~ a despmr over human hfe. Every
thing, everything seeks to be mcluded, everyone seeks t? d.e~e1ve 
himself hiscorically in totality, no one wanes co be an mdtvtdual 
existing man. Thence possibly also the many attempts to hold fast 
to Hegel, even on the pa r~ of people w~o have seen the diffict~ l ti~ 
in his philosophy. There. ts a f~ar t~at 1f anyone becomes an mdi
vidual existinu man he w11l vamsh Without a trace, so that not even 
the daily parers, ... much less historical philosophers, will cake 
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any notice of him .. .. And it cannot be denied: without ethical 
or religious enthusiasm, a man must despair upon finding himself an 
individual m~n-but not otherwis.e."17

G The apparenr courage of the 
generatio? htdes the real ~o.\~ard~ce of the individuals! who da~e t.o 
Jive only 10 great r:nass acn~ltles, 10 order co be somethtng. The 1nd1-
vidual c?nfuses hu11Self w1rh. the age, the century, che generation, 
the pubhc, the mass of manlond. 

Since Hegel omits the individual, his talk of progressive "be
coming" is. mere ill,?si~n. ,! n f~ct, he understands world history as 
the conclusiOn of a bemg whtch has already come to be, excluding 
any real "becomi~g.'_' ~o wh icl~ belong action and decision. 176 Just as 
irrelevant to the mdtv1dual extstence as Hegel's recollection of the 
past is the prophecy of his pupils abou t the possible progress of the 
world. 1 o all seriousness, it can mean nothing more than an amuse
ment such as skittles or cards, says I ierkegaard at the conclusion of 
his criticism of the age. 

He \~a~ able t? c?nfronr his age with a decision only because he, 
too, paroctpated m 1rs events, even though negatively. He himself 
expresses the manner of his individual participation in a metaphor: 
his age appears to him like a ship under way, upon which he finds 
himself, together with other passengers, but having a cabin alone for 
himself. T he bourgeois reality of this being alone was an isolated 
private life, which, however, docs not prevent him from following 
the public evems of the world. 

He saw in his little Denma rk, as in "a complete preparation," the 
downfall of the European "consti rution," in the f:1ce of which he 
considered the "individual"- who happens to be the basis of Chris
tendom- as the sole salvation of the age. The progress of the world 
coward complete leveling and the Christian imperative to exist 
before God as oneself both seemed to him to coincide like a form
nate accident. "Everything fits into my theory [of the individual] 
completely; people will soon see how I am the one who understood 
the age," Kierkegaard notes, with the pride of the exception which 
u.nder~tands the rule precisely because it is the exccpcion.177 He 
s1gnaltze~ the "catastrophe" of r848, and thought he could predict 
that, ~mhke th~ ~eformation, chis time the poli tica l movement would 
turn. mto a relig10us movement. Driven faster and fas ter by growing 
pass1on, a~ of Europe: has wandered into problems which cannot be 
answ7red m the medmm of the world, but only in the presence of 
etcrntty. How long the state of mere convulsion will remain cannot 
be guessed, but it is cen ajn that eternity will once again be con-
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sidcred, when the race has become fully exhausted through suffering 

and loss of blood: ccTo obmin eternity once more, blood ~s necessary, 

bur blood of a different sort, nor that of a thousand slam sacrifices· 

no, the vaJuable blood of inclividuals, of martyrs, the mighty deal 

who can accomplish what no living man who has sacrifices slain by 

the thousands can accomplish, what these mighty dead themselves 

were unable to accomplish alive, bur only dead: to force a raging 

mob inca obedience, precisely because this raging mob was able to 

slay the martyrs in their disobedience."178 In this decisive moment of 

"sudden change," only martyrs will be able to rule the world, but 

not as ordinary earthly rulers. \Vhat will be needed then are sacred 

ministers, nor soldiers and diplomats: "Ministers who can separate 

'the crowd' and make it into individuals; ministers who would not 

make too great claims on studying, and would desire nothing less 

than to rule; ministers who, when possible, though powerfully per

suasive, would be no Jess powerful in silence and patient suffering; 

ministers who, when possible, though rrained to know the human 

heart, would be no less rrained in withholding judgment and con

demnation; ministers w ho would know how to use authority to 

make sacrifices with the help of art; ministers who would be pre

pared, trained, and educated to obey and to suffer, that they mJght 

relieve, caution, edify, calm, but also compel- not by force, by no 

means, no, compel through their own obedience-and above al~ 

suffer patiently all the rudeness of the sick without being disrurbed. 

... For the human race is sick, and, speaking spirirually, sick unto 

death." 179 

T hus in spire of his polemic against Hegel's process, the force of 

the age led even Kierkegaard to historical speculation and, against 

Marx, ro an anticommunist manifesto. He went so far as to predict 

the danger which would come when the carasrrophe broke: false 

prophets of Christianity will then arise, inventors of a new religion, 

who, infected \.v.ith demons, will arrogantly declare themselves 

apostles, like thieves in the costume of police. Thanks to their 

promises, they will receive terrible support from the age, until it 

fina lly becomes clear that the age stands in need of the absolute, and 

of a rruth which is equally valid for all ages. \ Vith this view toward 

a restoration of Christendom through martyr-witnesses who allow 

themselves to be slain for the truth, IGerkcgaard is the contemporary 

antithesis to Marx's propaganda of a proletarian world revolution. As 

the acrual strength of Communism, Kierkegaard saw the " ingredi-

ent" of Christian religiosity which it stilJ comained.180 • 

Till Gtr•an Spirit During the Nineteenth Century 

g Schelling's Con11ection 
lVith tbe Young H egelians 

Ill 

T he many-pronged attack made by the Young H egelians upon 

H egel's systc~ was pro.moted ~y Sch:lling in his last years, as he 

lectured ?n phtlosophy m. 1841 m .Berhn. Among his listeners were 

such vaned con~;.myoranes as. Kt~rkcgaa:d, Baku~, F. Engels, 

?nd ~.ur~~har?t. fhe polcr~uc w1th whtch Schellmg opened his 

'p.osmve phtl,?sophr ';~s dtrected a~ainst H egel's ontology as 

bcmg merely . negat;tve, comprehcndm~ merely potential being 

but not re~J betng ~s tt comes ro t.hc attcnuon of thought. With this 

!?st .event tn the ~JStory ,?f c~asstc German philosophy begins the 

. phJiosoJ?l~y of cxJStcnce wh1ch Marx and Kicrkegaard developed 

111 oppoSitiOn to f .lcgeJ,. the one C~t~rnaJly, the Other imerna Jly. 

Tl~e term e:t:~ste11t10 was ?r~gtnally a scholastic concept, the 

oppostt~ of esseutla. In the Chnsuan phJiosophy of the Middle Ages 

e~eryrhmg cr~re~ ~y God shared in this dichoromy, but not God 

htmself. C!f htm, It ~s true to s~y that his being exjsts essentiaJJy, 

because l~1s essence .1s charactenzed by perfection, which is irsel f 

charactenzed by existence. Only in God do essence and existence 

occur together or as one. The demonstration of this was the purpose 

of the "o~tological" proof of God of Anselm of Canrcrbury, and 

the same lme of argumcn.t .'~::ts taken by D escancs, Spino~, Leibniz, 

and Wolff. The first CntJCJSm to attempt a radical refutation was 

Kanr's, on the grounds that the "existence" of a "concept" cannot 

be sep.aratcd from the concept !tself. In concept, one hundred real 

d?llars a~d one hundred po~:noal do.llars arc indiffercntiablc; what 

d1~er~~oates the,t;n-t~e posJttve qual.lty o.f. "cxis~c~ce"-lies outside 

rhetr wha~ess.. thc1r essence. T I11S cnocal diSonction between 

w!Jat some~htng ~sand the fact that it is was once more suspended by 

H egel. Bts logtc defines the "real" as rhe " immediate unity of 

essence and ~xistcnce, or the inward and the outward." T herefore 

what, accordtng t? the older vic'~· char~ctcrizes only the being of 

9od, .~-lege! appli,~ to e~e~,ythmg whtch is, everything that is 

truly or ill the emphanc sense a reality. For it is "rrivia l" to 

contrast essence as something ~olcly .inward to reality as something 

solely ?utwar~. Rather, essenoal bemg, that which is real and has 

effect, IS the "1?ea" or the "notion." In contrast to thjs equation of 

essence and eXJs~~nce.' .Schelling insisted once more upon the con

WISt between a posltlve" and "negative" . philosophy, bur not in 

order to return to Kant, but to go beyond H egeL •s2 
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Schelling's philosophical turning aga~st Hegel's "rational" phi
losophy to a philosophy centered on eXJstence had bee1~ expressed 
long before his philosophy of mythology ~nd. revela~on m the 
preface to a work by Cousin183 

( 1834) and m _hJs Mumch_lectnr:cs 
on the history of modern philosophy/81 but Jt _was pnbltcly ills
cussed in numerous writings only after d:e Berhn lecrureS.18

G We 
meet all the motifs of his criticism also ill Feuerbach and Ruge, 
Marx and Kierkegaard, as well as in Trendelenburg, to whose criti-
cism of Hegel, Kierkegaard frequently refer_s. 186 

• • • 

In Hegel's logical ontology, ScJ:~lling m1sse~ the )uscificauon for 
dialectical progress and the transmon fron~ 1dea t~ nature. P?re 
thought cannot result in true moveme1:t. or m ~ny vual per~epnon 
of the world, because there is no empmcal bas1s for the delib~rate 
lack of preconditions in its immanent mo_vement .. The ~yrn_hc'SJS of 
"becoming" out of pure being and notlungness JS an 11Jus~on. An 
''abstraction of an abstraction," such as pure and vacuous bern~, can 
never proceed from itself, go towru:d something, and return to 1ts~lf, 
or even give itself up _to natu~~· T~s can be done only _by someth~ng 
that really is, somethmg posltlve.18 ~he [urthe~ definmon of bemg 
in the dialectical progress of becommg 1s pos~1ble for Hegel only 
because a more substantial being already eXlSts a_nd beca?se the 
thinking spirit itself is alr~a~y. such. vyhat unknow.mgly gu1des the 
progress of Hegelian lo~1c 1S Jts tenmnus ad quem:. the real '~orJ~. 
in which science makes 1ts appearance, the percepuon of_ wh1cl~ ts 
already presupposed.188 Without _i t~ interpolation, ~-Ie~;~an. bemg 
would remain unfulfilled as what It ts, namely, nothmg. Primary, 
highest being is itself a particular being, even if only as ~he thought 
of an existing subject that thinl<;S.100 B~t J:Iegel's p~J!~sop~y ~f 
reason seeks being without anythmg which IS to be, Jts 1deahsn:t IS 

"absolute" to the extent that he does not even ruscuss the quesuon 
of positive existence. Hegel completely removed all th~e ~ priori 
empirical data, which were thus accidental,101 by substttnt;Jng th_c 
logical notion for that whic~ lives and i_s ~eal. H_e hypostas1zes thJs 
notion by the strange expedJent of as~nbrng to tt a self-m?vement 
which it does not possess. As soon as his system takes the senous ~rep 
from the negative aspect of existence, that is, the _merely log1cal, 
into realiry,192 the thread of dialectical movement 1s broken com
pletely, and there remains a "wide, ugly ditch" between "whatness:' 
and "tharoess" ( Was-sein and Dass-sein). "A second hypothesiS 
becomes necessary: for some reason, apparently to inr~r~_upt the 
boredom of mere logical being, it occurs to the 1dea to disrntegrate 

cl b . . . "103 into its components, 1ere y g1vmg nse to nature. 
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Philosophy claims to have no presuppositions;194 but its first pre-
opposition is that the purely logical notion tends by its very nature 

~0 overthrow itself only to fall back upon itself. Thus something is 
said concerning the notion ~hi~h can only_ be conceived_ of some
thing Jiving. The second ficuon 1s the brealcmg off of the 1dea from 
itself in order to be de_termined_ upon nature, whereby the empirical 
data which were prevwusly reJected return through the back door 
of the idea's unfaithfulness to itself. vVhat Hegel factually proves is 
only that the purely rational part of reaJity is insufficient. H is theory 
of being comprehends only the negative-universal aspect of being, 
the "non-inconceivable" and "non-preconceivable" portion without 
which nothing exists; but it does not include that whereby some
thing exists, truly positive ~xiste~ce which co~tain~ _the nega~v.e 
within icsclf.105 In order to ra1se philosophy to thlS posmve level, Jt IS 
necessary to will what has being, "what is or exists." Instead, Hegel 
takes that which merely has being-the culmination of all logical 
notions-and makes of it pure being, which in fact is "nothing," 
just a~ white~~ doe9 not exist _witho_m a white object.106 Thr~u_gh 
this dilferenuauon of the negauve betng of essence and the posltlve 
"having being" of existence, philosophy is confronted w ith one 
great final transfonnation. On the one hand, it wiJJ give a positive 
explanation of reality, without, on the other hand, depriving reason 
of its priority of being in possession of the absolute prius "even of 
the godhead. "197 

Hegel's notion of God, on the contrary, is one and the same 
with the creative force of the notion, the purely rational nature of 
which he denied.198 As a resuJr, the popularization of his ideas 
inevitably lead to the pantheistic-atheistic conclusions of his pupils. 
For if the absolute is not conceived as historical existence but as a 
process immanent to the notion, then the knowledge which man 
has of God becomes the on ly knowledge which God has of hirn
self.199 Thus the "deepest note of popularity" for this system is 
reached; it is astonishing only that it did not gain a following in the 
"mass of the public," even though it is probable that H egel himself 
would not have been pleased by this dilution of his thought. All 
this derives from the single blunder of treating logical circumstances 
as though they were real. 200 

Io the introduction to his Berlin lectures, Schelling formulated 
his starting with "existence" even more radically. Positive philoso
phy, unlike negative-rational philosophy, proceeds not from 
thought to being, but from "immediate being" to thought. Its 
thought is free because it is intentional thought, and its system is 
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"a priori empiricism," whose point of deparntre is that which 
"blindly has being" or "immediately exists." The true path of man 
as a philosopher, and even of God, is to liberate the self from blindly 
encountered being, the "ecstatic," to "break away" from what 
blindly exists to true independence. What blindly exisrs "cannot 
help" existing; it is "accidentnlly necessary." "The entire world is 
rhis suspended, immemorial blind existence." 201 From t~e Ilcgelian 
point of view, Marheineke could just r emark that Schelltn~ actuaJly 
confirms Feuerbach's rheology, since he is content With "such 
trivial categories" as " literal" and "figurative." 

In Schelling, the problem of being in the anti-H egelian ~ove
meor arrived at the point where H eidegger once more rook It up. 
For who could deny that che " facticicy" of Dasein, whjch. lies in 
rhe brute fact of Dass-Sein,202 chat G f!'Worfenbeit and E11twur( 
correspond co "immediate existence" and "breaking away" from 
this necessary accident? The difference with Schelling lies in the 
fact that H eidegger erects upon Kierkegaard's basis a "system of 
existence" (Dasein) which lacks Schelling's tension between the 
negative and positive philosophy of "reason'.' and. "existence." ~or 
him, the general "essence" ( 'J,V esen) of Dasem res1des only and un
mediately in the "existence" (Existtmz) of the individual,~03 which 
remains unaware of its origin and goal and has simply "to be" by 
accepting the innocence of Dasein- the "cannot help it"-as "guilt." 
For Schelling, the H egelian "being" was a mere "potentiality for 
being," in the sense of a possibility, and stood in contrast to reality. 
For H eidegger, this potentiality for being becomes an ontological 
predicate, precisely of real existence (Existe11z) . ~04 

Schelling was not alone in hjs opinion that H egel's ontology 
lacked immediate reference to real e.xistence and observation; the 
Young H egelians agreed with him. His statement that Ilegel only 
"affects" the real and transforms it into a "wasteland of being" 
agrees with the criticisms of Feuerbach, Marx, and Kierkegaard; 
the latter defends Schelling against H egel because he, ac least, made 
an accempt at purring a halt to the reflection of thought upon 
i tse l f.!!O~ Therefore Schelling was justified in seating that it was 
superfluous to come co the defense of the H egelian ph ilosophy 
against him. Even those who took H egel's part and opposed him 
"did so partially at least not in order to oppose positive philosophy; 
on the contrary, they themselves also wanted something of the sort. 
Only chey were of the opinion that this positive philosophy would 
have to be erected on the basis of the H egelian system and could not 
be erected upon any other; further, the H egelian system lacked 
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nothing more than their effort to continue it in a posic:i,•e direction. 
This, chey thoug~t, could ~orne about in a continuous progress, 
wirh~ut mrerrupoon and wttho.ut any turning back."~''11 Contrary 
co this atte,mpt,. by 183 2, Schel ling had already become convinced 
chat H egel s philosophy could not be e.Ktended; it wou ld have to be 
interrupted m order once more to return to the ''course of true 
progress:" 207 ! en years l at~r, when he gave his lectures in Berlin, he 
could pnde hunself on h~vmg most of the Ilegclians in his audience, 
afrer chey. ha? show~ hun every respect in public and in private: 
"T he cens1on lS unbelievable, and already ... all precautions have 
been caken co s~e that rhe ~normous pressure to get into the largest 
)ecrure room, Itself rel:mvely small, does nor cause any diffi
cul?es."208 Bur h~s assur~nce of victory was bitterly disappoinced, 
,~Jule t~e r~vo~unonary. m1pul~e of the Young Ilegelians reached a 
lugh pomt 111 Its polem1c ag~unsc Schelling's " latest attempt at re
action. "209 Bu: a decade later, reaction had overpowered even the 
Yo~1~g H egelians .an~ brough~ their "progress" to an end. T he 
polmca1 and ecclesmsocal reacuon of the fifties pu lled the historical 
rug out from under rheir philosophy, ·which was obligated to the 
spirit of the age, while Schopenhauer's view of the world achieved 
enom10us, though delayed, effect, traceable less co its positive con
rent than to its attitude of alienation from politics and history.210 

"Pessimism" and "optimism" became the catchwords of the 
h?ur,211 because they corrcsp~nded co rhe prevalent resignation and 
d1sconcent, as well as to a des1re for better times. Tn the process, ic 
d~es n~t ma~e any ~asic diff~rence whether the "philosophy of 
mtSery had Its start m the m1sery of economic (Proudhon), uni
versally human (Schopenhauer), or spiritual (in the Christian sense 
.~K!erkegaard]), exist~~ce; whether the philosophy of misery or the 
misery of philosophy ( 1arx) was emphasized; whether the value

lessness (Bahnsen) .or the "value of life" ( Ouhring) was asserted; or 
whether, further, Its value was considered estimable (E. v. H are
mann) or "inestimable" ( ier-L.Sche). All these phenomena have in 
~ommo.n that existence itself ~vas called imo question. Schopenhauer 
m parn~ular became the philosopher of the hour, "sitting like a 
speculaove J?b upon the ;sh h.eap of finiteness," .thereby gaining the 
re~ard of Kierkegaard.2 '- Th1s world of su.ffenng is produced by , 
blind "will," and "idea" can give no better counsel than to cease to 
will. ./ 

. !he history ~f Gerr~an philosophy has nor recognized rhe full 
~tgnificance of tlus reacoon, nor the preceding and basic revolution 
m spiritual and political life. For this reason, it has never achieved a 
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true understanding of the history of the nineteenth cenrury. In con
trast to the antirevolutionary philosophers of the French Revolu
tion, who came from the noble classes, the German philosophers of 
the age of the bourgeois reaction are without breadth of vision and 
without a fixed spiritual position. In the sixties, the opinion was 
prevalent that H egel and his pupils had been passed by the return to 
Kant prepared by Schopenhauer, without awareness that this re
vitalization of I ant was connected with an inabiliry to deal with 
those questions which had evolved from the dialogue with Ilegcl in 
the forties. 

The customary "appendices" to the history of philosophy since 
Ilegcl indicate, by their external form, that "exhaustion". of the 
spirit, with reference to idealism, was considered as irs disintegration, 
while the destructive force of the movement remained unrecog
nized. In his two-volume work on H egel, K. Fischer disposes of 
Hegel in two lines; and, as late as the fifth edition ( 1916), Fried
rich Oberweg's Gnmdriss der Gescbichte der Philosophie devotes 
only two pages to Engels and Marx. Even F. A. Lange's history of 
materialism does not mention Marx at all in the text, and in the list 
of sources only as the foremost scholar in the field of national eco
nomics. In spite of the review of his dissertation in the Hallesche 
]ahrbiicher, Kierkegaard remained unknown, and the critical
historical dissolution of Christianity was left to a theology the dog
matics of which, analogously to systematic philosophy, had irself 
already degenerated into history of dogma and church history, com
parative religion, and psychology of religion. The danger and im
portance of the radical philosophical and theological movement, of 
which the original Hcgelians were well aware, was forgotten. It 
could appear that nothing significant had taken place between 
H egel's death and the revitalization of K ant. Seen in the context of 
the real total course of the century, however, this apparently so 
unmotivated return to Kant can be explained: the bourgeois intelli
gentsia had ceased in practice to be an historically oriented class, 
thereby losing the initiative and impact of their thought. The philo
sophical movement of the forties comes to an end, together with the 
end of the political revolutionary movement. The rerum to Kant, in 
the way it took place, shows a retreat behind the limit of questioning 
which the Young H egelians had reached in religious, social, and 
political matters.213 In the history of Neo-Kamianism, the bourgeois
Christian world, the very foundations of which had been attacked, 
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expe~en_ces a~ apparent. revitali7..ation, and only in the crisis of eo
J{anoantsm did there nnse the attempt to refurbish H egel. 

3 The Refurbishing of 
H egelian Philosophy by 
the Nco-H egclians 

The principle of the refurbishment of Hegel was first and most 
clearly derernuned by B. Croce, throuah the distinction between a 
"dea_d" and a. "livin~" p~rtion of H egelian philosophy.:.!14 The dead 
po~oon con~tsts pnmanly .o~ the natural philosophy, but also the 
l?gtc a~~ philosophy of reltgto~; the living, the theory of the objec
nve spmt, co th_e cx~enr th~t tts absolute systematic claim can be 
reduced to an hJSt~rtca l chum. This division, which denies H egel's 
sys~e~ as a whole, IS a_l~o true of the_ Ger~an revival of Ilegel. But 
whtle 111 Italy the tradmon o~ l:__Iegelian phtlosophy continued unin
terrupted b~cause the quesoons contained .in it were never made 
oversubtle, m Germ~ny a delib_erate revival was necessary, in the 
face of the general dtsapproval mto which H egel had fallen. Scho
penhauer's prophecy21

G that the period of Hegel's fame wouJd be a 
p_c~manent blot on the escutcheon of the nation and an object of 
nd1cule ~f the century was destroyed by eo-ITegclianism: Scho
pe_nhauer s memory was p~cs:rved only through the mediation of 
Nretzsche, and, at the begmrung of the twentieth century H egel 
conu:ary to all exp~crations, seemed to be resurrected. Havi~g gon~ 
for erghry years \~~thout a new printing, the Logik appeared in two 
new compl~te edtrtons; IIegel's posthumous works were published, 
rogethe: wrth a commentary on his early works, a He~el lexicon, 
and a ltter~tu~e o~ H egel which already passed counong.21a The 
new II~geliamsm ·~elf has become historically self-conscious and 
reflects tts changes.-17 A liege! Society and H egel Congresses dem
onstrate the srudy. of I~eg~l. ~ut the matter in question is not the 
~urward fact of rhts re~traltzaoon, but whether and how the present 
ttme answers. the _quesnon, posed by the original Ilegelians, of his
tory ~nd of orne m general. 

Dll the,r above all understood historical consciousness as a prob
lem o~ phtl_osopny and of the spirit. In the process, his treatment of 
~e~cl. s philosophy of th_e hi~tori_ca l spi~it i~ of decisive importance. 

Ius ts tru~ both for h1s Emle'"!'~llf m d1e c;teisteswissemchaften 
( r883), which sought to be a crmctsm of "htstorical" reason, and 
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3 
between modern .scientific consciousness an~ Hegel's s,pec.ula

~!e "science," forgernng chat I lege! called the sctenccs the edifice 
of an underst~n?llg .. ~eserce? by rea~on," '~hose unJ_Undered expan
sion is inadtruSsJble.--4 Bur 1f IIegeltan phdosophy JS the only true 
"science," it is necessarily different from Dilthey's lVelttmscbauung 
doctrine, which undertakes merely to be the "expression" of meta
physica l "needs." As a result of this radical difference in their criti
cism and evaluation of science and reality, Dilthey finds I fegel's 
effort to comprehend the totality of the spirimal world, historical 
"of itself," to contradict the explanatory principle of the abso
lute spirit. Hegel subordinates to the "real" historical world of the 
human spirit an "ideal" realm of logical predicates which, being 
timeless, arc incapable of explaining a real development in space and 
in time. In the nineteenth cenmry, Hegel's philosophy came to grief 
on this interweaving of a "chimerical" notion of a development not 
temporally conditioned with what is real in time. Similarly, the at
tempt to accomplish the wrongly conceived task by means of dia
lectics is completely useless and must be discarded.22

G To conceive 
this cask aright and enable it to be accomplished, Dilthey reduces 
Hegel's speculative "comprehension" of the not.ion of reality to an 
analyt.ic "understanding" of its most universal strucmrcs. Thus the 
"logos" of what has being is transformed into a relat.ive "meaning," 
and Hegel's ontology into an empirical analysis of reality.226 All that 
remains as the permanent portion of Hegelian metaphysics is the 
"historical intentions" with their metaphysical-theological founda
tion removed, which is precisely the .final portion of the system. 
Hegel's lasting significance rests in his theory that the nature of j 
every phenomenon of life is to be understood h.istorica11y.227 

Besides logic and narural philosophy, Dilrhey also considers that 
the philosophy of religion has succumbed to the course of history: 
the thesis of the absolute scams of the Christian religion, which is as 
central to IIegel's historical systematizat.ion of the spirit as is the 
central place of the earth in the universe to his namral philosophy. 
"What is imperishable in him" is rather the recognition of the 
historical relativity of all truths, even religious and ethical. "Every
thing is relative, absolute is only the nature of the spirit itself, mani
festing itself in aH this. Nor is there an end tO the knowledge of this I 
nature of the spirit, no fina l formulation, each is relative, each has 
done enough if it has sufficed for its age. The relativity of the notion 
of property logically led to the revolution of the social order; this 
great doctrine also led logically to rhc rclat.ivity of the doctrine of 
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Chrisr."~2'l But with this transformation of the absolute imo history, 
which- because it makes everything else relative- irself acquires the 
nature of the absolute, Oil they docs not refurbish 1 lege!, .b.u~ rather 
the Ilegelianism peculiar to Ruge and H~ym, whose cr~ttctsm an
ticipates all the motifs of his occupation wtth ~egel; B~t 111 .c?nn:ast 
to the radicalism of rhe Young H egelians, Dilthey s lustoncnao on 
of [ Tegel's metaphysics has .no revolutionary. purp~se. c)"'~at h~ 
sou~ht to put forward was ulnmarely only a philosop~tca l a~ntu?e 
whtch had grown out of his "reflection upon the logtc of hj~toncal 
consciousness." In him, the metaphysical passion of Ilegel's spirit, 
revealing the depths of the universe, is r~duced to a " reflection" 
which knows that the reigning "anarchy 10 all the. d~eper persua
sions"229 is to be removed neither through the refurbtshmg of an old 
metaphysics nor through the consrruc~,on .of .a ne.w one .. I l effc~'s 
world dominated by spirit, becomes soctOhtsroncal re:thty, m 
irself ;1eirher rational nor irrationa l, but in an indefinite way "sig
nificant." But the significance of rhe world i~ no longer based upon 
the world itself, but is the product of our amtude towar~ th.e wo~ld 
:tnd our understanding of it. "\Ve" do nor imporc meanmg mto ILfe 
from the world bur rather the contrary: "we are open to the possi
bility that mea:Ung and sign!~c~ncc. only come into bein~ in ~?n 
and his history." The great obJecove forces of. human htstory -
the objective spirit of Hegelian philosop~y-consotute the subsran.ce 
tO which the individual must cling if he .1s to understand human ~e 
on rhe basis of himself, without dogmaoc ~heology or mer~physt~. 
That this answer to rhe problem of history 1S not really a phtlosophi- 1 

ca l answer, that in fact Dilrhey's lifelong efforts ro construct a 
phi losophy on the basis of historical consciousness per se were t' 
brought to nought by the honesty of his know.ledge, cannot hide ~he 1' 
fact that he was the only productive rcfurbtsher of the I1cgclian 
position, precisely because. he.su~rendered i~. . . 

The "revival of Hegeltamsm ' was offictally proclaJmed by \ Vm
delband230 in a speech in •9 • o. Today, irs f?rmulation can o~y 
produce a kind of amazement at the impove!1shme~1t of ~he spmt. 
\ Vithout any original reference to Hegel, thts officJnl rcvwal takes 
place by means of a detour via a revived Kant. "If posr-Kantian 
philosophy was forced to direct its ~once1~rual work coward rhe 
development of the system of rea~on, .It was m fact a ~1ecessary step 
forward which led from l ant, vm F1chte and Schellmg, to H egel. 
The repetition of this process in the progress o.f t!le ~lOSt rece~t 
philosophy from Neo-Kantianism to Neo-Hegebarusm lS not acc1-
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denral, but is an objective necessity." 2111 Like Kant before him, 
H egel ~ now experi~n.cin9, "~n . the alternation of generations the 
alternatiOn of recognltlon. l lus progress in the return to Hegel 
means rhar Kant's critique of reason demands an historical basis, his 
critique of natural science must be expanded to the domain of "cul
tural science," the latter having developed so enormously in the his
torical sciences of the spirit. But in order to make an abstract study 
of the copious development of " rational values," H egelian philoso
phy is necessary; ir. is best able ro illuminate the principles of the 
spiritual world. c:Ir IS. a hunger for a wo~ld view that has seized our 
younger generatton; tt seeks to be fi lled m Hegel." Bur \ Vindelband 
avoids the question of what changes in the spiritual environment 
have begotten this attitude: " it suffices that it is present, e"'rploding 
wirh elemental force!" The younger generation yearns to return 
from metaphysical desolation ro "a spiritual basis for life"; this need 
is particularly well met by H egel's universal philosophy of the his
torica l spirit, which demonstrates a "rota! meaning of reality." In 
addition, rhere is the "evoludonary optimism" of his theory, whereby 
he gains the victory over Schopenhauer's pessimism and ierzsche's 
boundless individualism. In this sense, the return to Hegel means a 
srep forward. Bur eo-Hegelianism must keep irself free from the 
ccsrrange external trappings" and "metaphysical rashness" of the 
older Hegelianism; the dead husk must be discarded and the living 
kernel retained. But this fruitful kernel which remains is the insight 
that we par ticipate in rhe reason of the world as a "species under
going development." Today it is impossible not to see that this pro
gram is nothing but husk, and its concepts the cliches which an 
optimistic bourgeois class borrowed from H egel, cliches which by 
no means display any "elemental" force of the spirit. 

In basicaUy the same way, but with emlhasis on the Prussian 
element and the Protestant consciousness o freedom in Hegelian 
philosophy, G. Lasson23~ understood the task of Hegelianism ro be 
a result of Kantianism. In his twofold capacity as Prussian Hegelian 
and pastor, he W1dertook the meritorious new treatment of Hegel's 
works. T he weakness of the repeated path from Kant to Hegel is 
shown by ]. Ebbinghaus. 238 Soon after his enrollment in the party 
of H egel's "absolute" idealism, he went back once more to Kant, 
only to end up finally with Wolff. 

. Only R. Kroner seriously undertook Windelband's program, in 
~JS work Von Kant his Hegel and in a Kulturphilosophil?31 organ
IZed along Hegelian lines. K roner says: "T o understand H egel 
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means to see that he simply cannot be transcended." That he never
theless could intend co refurbish Ilegcl for the present has its basis 
in his equation of the immediate task with that accomplish~d by 
Hegel.z:s~ The presuppositions of philosophy have altered m the 
meantime; but to master this upheaval the reclamation of the classical 
tradition is necessary, such as we see most perfectly incarnate in 
Hegel. Above all, llegel attained the reconciliation of the secular 
and religious consciousness, overcame the antithesis berwee~1.antiq
uiry and Christianity, and forged a bond uniting rhe Greek w1th the 
German spirit. 

During the war, H egel's dialectical identity of the ideal with 
reality was patriotically simplified: "German idealism and Gennan 
sense of reality," according to Lasson,~36 have revealed themselves 
overwhelmingly as a "miraculous unity': in II~gcl's philos?phy and 
in the world war. According to l roner,-37 reality and the 1deal pur
sue and nccompany each other step for step in the Ger~an state: In 
this period the actual historical meaning of the academtc refurbiSh
ment of Hegel revealed itself as the self-assertion of the Christian
Germanic, or more precisely the Prussian-Protcsrnm self-conscious
ness, disseminated in battlefield editions of philosophy. 

If this H egelianism had really understood, as it proclaimed, that 
the presuppositions of our li fe and though~ have basic.ally alt.crcd, and 
Hegel's world is no longer our own, had 1t taken senously ItS paren
thetic insight that H egel's destiny was Feuerbach,Z38 it would have 
had ro recognize the apparent contradiction between the absolute 
and historical sense of H egelian philosophy as being a contradiction 
only because we no longer believe in the absolute status of Chris
tianity and the spirit founded upon it. Hegel's eschatological sys
tem can be comprehended only on the basis of this hypothesis, but 
the idea of an infinite progress of spiritual history a priori sees aside 
the Christian consciousness of time, even as secubrized by H egel. 

Therefore the actual inconsistency in Kroner's Hegelianism re
sides in his affirmation of the Christian nature of the Hegelian spirit 
while denying the conclusion of the history of the spirit which 
follows from it. He docs not want to admit that H egeJ's philosophy 
is in fact the consummation of the principle of Christianity, and that 
his mediation between antiquity and Christianity is not an " inherit
ance," but was already called into question a cenrury before. 

In order to resolve the contradiction between "system" and "his
tory,"23' Kroner reads into H egel a contradiction which is much 
too modern to be characteristic of Hegel, namely the contradiction 
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between historical limitation and unlimited "validity." H egel suf
fered this contradiction with "magnificent unconcern." On the one 
hand, he stated that every philosophy is its age grasped by thought, 
and on the ocher the eternal absoluteness of the spirit. Kroner first 
seeks to explain the unity of these two statements on the formal dia
lectical level. Hegel's considered insight unites both because history 
is itself a work of the spirit. "History is nor merely history, it is also \ r.v
the productive spirit of mankind, it is the house ... in which it .. ·I 
resides, and which it continually constructs and reconstructs." 240 11 ,_,. ,. 
Kroner sees his further development of Ilcgel in this lighr, and 
hence misunderstands the conciLJsion which he represents. lie him- ri """ 
self remarks that Ilegel's philosophy contemplates the past like no S "" . .... ....... other, conscious of an histoncal completion, and the subsequent 
course of events seems to confirm this view all too welP11 Bur in-
stead of elucidating the supposed contradiction berween system and 
history in the light of this historical question, Kroner asks: what 
right had H egel to c laim "absolute validity" for his system "in spite 
of" this historical resignation? Hegel equated the truth of his system 
with truth per se, at the same time thinking more in historical terms 
than anyone before him, while on the other hand his llistory of phi-
losophy belongs ro the system. Ile resolved this contradiction by 
making a systematic aspect of the historical in order to escape the 
danger of historical relativism. 

But historical relativism is a very modern problem (and now no 
longer even modern); it did not exist at all for II egel. His peculiar 
accomplishment is not the transformation of the historical aspect 
into a systematic one- Dilthey was the first to undertake this-but 
rather the reverse: the joining of the systematic to the historical. It is 
no accident that only after Hegel do we have an historical aspect of 
the systems of philosophy, a so-called history of ideas and problems. 
But in his case the historicizacion of philosophical truth is equally 
far removed from both historicism and validity. The modern claim 
for validity per se derives hisroricaJJy from pre-H egelian philoso
phy, and is a postulate of eo-Kantianism. And only when con
fronted with a postulated truth per se does its historicity collapse 
imo an historicism which relativizes validity. As a consequence, the 
contrast of system and hisrory is not resolved, as Kroner would like, 
through "metahistorical" history and the formalistic argument that 
the thesis of the historicity of the spirit is itself merahistorical be
cause it seeks to "be true" for all epochs. If Ilegel causes the eternal 
to be manifest in the temporal, this is not the result of any formal 
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ccent is on the entire "thus far now," that is, "finally," the world 
a irit has come; and this entirety is deliberate goal. Hegel left an sp en question as to what might proceed from it in the future; but ~~cause three epochs have now been concluded, and not because the resent cannot be studied historically, did Hegel consider history, 
raken abstractly, to be ended. H e, more than anyone else, encounters 
the present in an his~o~ic~l c~ntext based on rh~ recoll~cte~ past. It is no accident that h1s Immediate successors earned the!I ph1losophy 
into an anticipated future, only to view their own period from that point of view as "historical" in the opposite sense of the word. While 
Hegel brought into the present what had been and had come to be 
in the past, the criticism of the existing order by the Young H ege
lians brought inro the present, from the opposite direction, the cask of the future. In contrast, Neo-H egelianism silences both the past 
and the future because it misunderstands the historical significance of the break with H egel, and does not recognize that our own Geistesgescbichte (spiritual hisrory) begins with the collapse of the 
Hegelian spirit. 

Scholz, roo, undertook to explain the supposed contradiction between the absolure and rransitory significance of Hegel's sys
tem.2'8 From the formal point of view there is an inconsistency 
which cannot be completely removed; but the absolure claim can be 
explained from the fact that H egel lived in the consciousness of 
having grasped the absolute for the first rime as it should be grasped 
if it is to have any influence on reality, namely, as "constantly relarivizing itself." The absoluteness of his system would then consist in 
an absolute relativism, because H egel-in contrast to Kant-repre
sents the absolute as an ever-present spirit, immanent in realiry.2

•
9 

In the realm of natural philosophy, Scholz considers that this 
attempt failed completely; in the realm of the historical spirit it mer 
with partial success, namely: if the proof of the meaningfulness of aU evenrs is interpreted as a hypothetical procedure, designed to 
overcome rhe difficulties which stand in the way of a belief in the 
meaning of history, even in Hegel's own consciousness. In any case, a basic evaluation of H egel's meaning for the present has to proceed 
~rom the fact that he was the first ro make philosophy aware of 
Itself as the thought of time; this thesis affecrs the entire rebtionshjp 
of philosophy to the historical reaury of our lives. This joining of the temporal character of philosophy to its substantial content guar
antees the permanent importance of Ilegel. Every philosophy is the 
self-consciousness of irs age; but this does not mean that it is a mere 
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sponds co rhe complete fulfi llmenr of the spirit which has returned 

co irself. ~ut for an ev~luarion of Ilege~'s s~gni~cance, rh.e de.cisive 

question 1s whether this bound~y of hiS hlStoncal mean~~g IS not 

completely borne our by the hlstory of the German spmt subse
quent to him. In this case, the actual significance of his metaphysics 

of the historical spirit lies in the facr that it brought to an end the 

epoch of "Germanic" philosophy as "Christian" philosophy. 
J. Plenge was acutely aware of the epocha l boundary which 

separates us from H egel. It caused him to pose once more the gues
rion of l Tegel's attirude toward history and to draw Marx into the 

srudy of Hegei.2
G

1 [lis study once more opened the doors to the 

questions which had been asked a hundred years before by the 

Young flcgelians, particularly Bauer. It begins with the statement 

that it would be unworthy of Hegel merely to repeat philosophically 

what he had already said better. In his eyes, this would be the very 

death of the spirit, which lives only in overcoming new dichocomies. 

"He would ask us, was T nor followed by a new antithesis, coming 

from without and within? Formally, as the empirical knowledge of 

a scientism broken up into separate disciplines. 1ateria1Jy, as the 

socialism of Karl Marx, which grew out of my own school, drew irs 

sustenance from my dialecrics, and developed into the irresistible 

course of rhe social adventure. You want to return to me as to the 

vehicle of a victorious universal affim1:nion; bur you are too weak 

to reach me beyond these amirheses, instead of being brought to a 

halt by them- as though my period had been older and more finished 
than even I was willing to construe it. "2G2 H egel and Mnrx both 

recognized the fundamental historical nature of all human life; it is 

our duty to make use of their design, without giving uncritical sup

port to cither.2113 

The wny in which H egel, and even Marx, viewed the system of 1 
our world was limited; only in the course of the nineteenth century 

did "eruption of energy" set in, which ultimately led co the 'Vorld 

\Var and the upheavals following in irs wake; H egel could not fore

see this at all, and Marx only insofnr as it pertained to capitalism. 

The inventions of the nineteenth century, together \vith the or

ganization of economic, social, nnd military structures which they 

made possible, opened for the first time a "world" which now in
cluded in actua l fact all the historical nations of the earth. \iVirh 

reference ro this new world, Plenge nttemprs ro restructure the 

previous history of Europe and ro determine H egel's hisrorical place 

from the standpoint of the present. The Christian Middle Ages, the 
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modern era, and the nineteenth century, with which once more a 
new epoch begins, arc the ~hree subsidiary per.~ods ?f an h~stori~al 
era preceding the newly arnved "world-system whtch begms wtrh 
rhe vVorld \Var. fn contrast, Hegel's conclusion of .world history 
with the Chrisc:ian-Gem1anic world was still based upon a Europe 
not yet aware of the historical signjficance of America and Russia, 
nor rhe new dialogue with the East. "Between us and Hegel there 
lies a period of history for which we do not have a generally recog
nized descriptive name. The 'Age of Capita~' refers only ~o the 
... continuing process of economic reform, ... 'Bourgeots So
ciety,' without the connotac:ions ... so illogically attached to the 
word 'bourgeois,' is really too pleasant-sounding for suc_h an explo
sive event, and rhe future misunderstandjngs could eastly be even 
more dangerous, because a socialisc:ic work-army would need ar lea'it 
as much discipline and order as does the middle class. One sol_urion 
is to mke the famous phrase applied by Goldberger tO Amenca at 
the turn of the cenn1ry ... and extend it to the entire nineteenth 
century: 'the century of unlimited possibilities'! This phrase well 
describes the reaching out of mankind toward greater and greater 
technical achievements, and the whirl of personal success for the 
fortunate exploiters and profiteers in this rising marker. Bur prob
ably the best name for rhe de_monic power of this ~volurion~ry pro~
ess, which transcends :mythmg that has ever extsted prevtously, IS 
'eruption of energy.' All the forces of the earth ~re u_nleashe~; the 
effect is to overwhelm mankind, ro force our soctery mro an mcal
culable transformation, beyond rhe control of any insight or of any 
wiJI, which finally ... through the fault of everyone, if there is 
fault, ends in world war and world revoluc:ion. In the process, the 
picture of reality is extended by the results of science ro immeasur
able and yet calculated cosmic distances, .. . with the result that 
everywhere the eternal equilibrium of unchangeable Jaws is lost .... · 
'Development' becomes untamed erupting energy which pays us no 
regard. Human society is torn loose from all universal systems regu
lating its behavior, both orderly systems and sysrems assumed for the 
sake of order; any consistent view of all reality is lost. There is no 
longer such a thing as a world view. There are only sciences! Spe
cialized sciences fitted into no comprehensive order of a total sys
tem .... The only principle in the background is an absolmc faith 
in scienc.e as a method which reaches a sure knowledge even of the 
last things, leading ro the tendency to conceive these last things as 
an absolute force which man may use in hjs maintenance of society, 
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but '~hose produce he is. ~ate.rial .... as energy! Friedrich List 
and Karl Marx both put the~r fa.th 111 force. This is the world of the 
real nin~tee?th ce~rury, of "Vhich Hegel had no idea, although it 
was commg mro bemg under his very eyes."2Gt 

Through all rh~ srrug~les of races and nations, peoples and 
classes, the overcomillg of nme and space, through the rechnification 
of rhe world, everywhere pushes forward to a consciously organized 
~v~rld sy~em and ro a "history of _world organization," although it 
ts unposs1ble to know whether tim tower of Babel with its con
fusion of conguc:s, can be made a lasting crcac:ion. Hegel, in contrast, 
wanted t? explam the absolu~e completely in rhe mjdst of the struc
ture of hJS own world. In sptte of the breadth :md assurance of Jus 
gaz~, ~is view o_f ~he ~vorl_d was ~till completely restricted to rhe 
Chnsnan-hum?rusttc htsroncal enttty, although even during his life 
tl~~ sru_d>; of hts_rory began to transform the traditional picture, re
vlsmg 1t m the ltght of newly discovered historical sources from the 
Orient .. 263 Tlus restriction to a central portion of the European 
don~~sttc world h~s a~ _even deeper basis in Hegel's philosophical 
posmon, namely, 111 ~JS tdea of the state and of religion. For Hegel, 
the French Revolu~1~~ _was ~ke great e_vent; but he intentiona lly 
ove_rloo_ked the p~sstbilmes ansmg from Jt, even though in his own 
p~r10~, tt was obvtous char. ~he Age of Re~olu~on~ was just begin
nmg. He had no premomuon of the bewildcnng mfluences whjch 
were to come upon Europe from all over the world. This is the fault 
of his method itself, for what dialectics has once dealt wirh indeed 
re~ains alive within i; a~ a suspended component, but it never has a 
bastcally new effect m Its own right." The ultimate basis for this 
closed character of Hegel's system lies in his atc:itude toward Chris-

• tia_niry. "For Hegel, Christ is rhe revolutionary of his synthesis, uni
fyt?g o~ce and for. all the world which stands at the point of utmost 
anttthes1s. Hegel vtewed Christ without reverence or emotion ... 
)~ith deep sci~otific tension as the problem of problems, because in 
lum the mfimte becomes finite, because he, as 'one of these,' in his 
very h~man life, inclu.dcs '~ithin himself_ rhe All, demonstrac:ing 
conclustv~ly the essenttal unton of man wtth God."256 In thjs, ab
Stract logtcal process loses all its original, human power; actually, 
t!1e Protestant State suffices for this historical purpose of the Hege
l~an world. On r~e. basis of this total spiritualization and seculariza
tlot~ of the ChnstJan supernatural world, the transirion from the 
~en?d of actual Christianjty to the modern ern has no particular 
s1gni6cance for Hegel; the modern era loses the impetus of hjstoricaJ 
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progress which, in the stormy course of the nineteenth century, 

finally drives it to the_F~rst. \Norld War. The mode~ era b~comes 
simply a fulfiiJed Chnsoamry, comple~ely aware o~ 1rs~lf. Hegel 
overlooks the transformation of the p1crure of reahry mco an en

tirely new dimensional strucLUre and th~ incipient unifica.tion ?f _all 

{
the civilizations of the earth into one smgle _rheater_, wh1ch ~~~n
guishes the modern era, no matter how much 1t remams a subs1d1ary 

period in the course of Europe's decline, from all the l;u~1an p~st 
and thereby from rhe beginning of the \Ves~ European penod wnh 

the age of 'Christendom.' Of course it ~emruns _rrue that the assur

ance of being superior to the world wh1ch typlfies t~1e modem era 

at irs peak is built upon this same assurance of Chr~te~dom, su~ 

). cered ro God· this rhcn grows into the frenzy of sc1enofic supen
. ! I d . d I "211T 

onty of the nmeteemh century, ens ave co us ?w~ pr? ucts. 
In contrast ro the demands of his method, Hegel s h1stoncal system 

only apparently concludes with a ~omplete reco_ncil~ation . ~nd 
systermtizarion of the experienced anmheses. _In reah_ry, ItS polto~al 
conclusion is a raclical hostility between warnng naaonal states; Its 

reljgious conclusion is a Protestant~S1~1 spljt up into seers, itself still an 

irreconcilable opponent of Cathohctsm. . . . 
Hegel's achievement in the study of_ ruscory? magmficent m sptte 

of these limitations, was only corrected m the nmeteenth cenru.ry ~y 

F. List and Marx, both of whom, in contrast to the bourgeoiS his

torians, sought with a qwck grasp to shape their ass~unptions c~n

cerning the meaning for rhe world of the new techmcal and SOCI?
economic advances. ""Without overmuch concern for Hegel, L1st 

viewed the national state as the vehicle of history and provided it 

with the economic weapons with which ro secure its equal rights 

with other nations, upon which the world system was to gro~; 

Marx, the spiritual heir of Hegel, like. List, c~nsidered econo~1cs 

and science to be the real job and bns1s for ex1stence of ma_nkind; 

just for this renson he saw them as the seedbed of class confl1ct an? 
of class wars, which he considered would have to be undergone unnl 

the final world system of work was achieved. We rake them both 

only as examples of the way the facrs of the age shove_d Hegel's sys

tem aside, showing more s1mple ways for thought. ~lmultaneously, 
there have been attempts to answer questions wh1ch Hegel had 

answered wrongly or not at all, or_ had not even seen-i~complete 

answers, in their one-sidedness lackmg the scope fo~ whtch Hegel 
strove."258 It remains to be asked whether the bas1c concepts of 

Hegel's philosophy of history can be applied to the phenomena of 
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rhe period of the world just_ beginning, e.g., the dialogue of the 

variou;39cultu~cs and_ the l~v~l~ng process going on beyond this clia
logue.- Agamst th1s poss1bility one would surely have to say thaq 

only as corrected by /\Jarx can f1egel be used for a real understnnd

ing of the ~etcenrh century. "Above all, with a proper view of the 
basic truth discovered by Marx, one can see in the utili7..ation and 

subjugation of _all the forces of the earth and the reaction upon 

society of the mstrumenrs forg~d for this purpose an enom1ously 
powerful effect of the producove power of our human spirit, of 

which we are able to see only the immediate consequences .... 
But these, one and aU, arc other p:tths than H egel took."260 

In contrast to this sociological appropriation of Hegel, formu

lated in such a way that it might frighten off the casual reader the 

academic ~eo-Hegelianisrn of the twentieth century, torally de~iva
tive, shut 1ts eyes tO the historical insights of Marx and Sorel. It 

failed to understand the philosophical problem of the nineteenth 
cenrury. The German intelligentsia became aware of so-ca lled 

~arxism_ only th~ough ~he politicnl propaganda of National Social
Ism and Its polem1c sragmg. 

In Germany, original Hegelianism was forgotten; the reviva l of 

Hegel came about through eo-Kantianism. But in Russia the 
Hegelianism of the forties, in the fom1 of nihilism Marxism and 

Leninism, underwent continuous development down' to the pr~scnt 
a_nd made history. In 193 r, there were three congresses on the occa~ 
s1on of the centenary of Hegel's death: one in Moscow and two 

others in Rome and Berlin. In spite_ of t_heir mutual anrip~thy, they 

belonged together as had the Hege!Jan nght and left of the previous 

century. As_the~, the greater degree of culture belonged to the epi

gones, the h1stonca l power tO those who wanted progress and inter

preted He_ge_l ?Y ~cans. of Marx. But over one thing the idealistic 
and matenallsoc d1alecttcs of both parties were agreed: the notion 

that they .~~e~e ~~le b):' a simple operation to separate the "dead" 
from t_h~ llvmg poraon of Hegel's philosophy and to use either 
the spmrual "content" or the dialectical "method" in isolation. 2fl1 

Bur the real sundering of what Hegel's mediation had joined to

gether had ?lready been accomplished, in opposite directions, by I 
Marx an~ _K1erkegnard. That these two dogmatic and mutually op

posed crmcs of H egel were both under the spell of his concepts 

demonstrates the power of the spirit which could produce such 
extremes. 



III T he Dissolution of H egel's 
M ediations in the Exclusive 
Choices of Marx and Kierkegaard 

I The General Criticism 
of Hegel's Notion of Reality 

The attack of Marx and IGerkegaard separates precisely what H egel 
had unified; both overturn his reconciliation between reason and 
reality. Marx takes H egel's political philosophy as the object of his 
criticism; Kierkegaard's attack is directed against his philosophical 
Christianity. The result is not only a dissolution of Hegel's system, 
but at the same time of the entire system of the bourgeois-Christian 
world. The philosophical basis of this radical criticism of the exist
ing order is their quarrel with H egel's notion of "reality" as "unity 
of essence with existence.'' 1 The attack is directed primarily against 
a single statement from the preface to the Rechtsphilosophie: 
"Whatever is rational is real ; and whatever is real is rational." 

It is difficult today to conceive of the serious struggle and enor
mous excitement which this sentence produced even during H egel's 
lifetime. As heirs of the nineteenth century, we think of "reality" as 
"facts" and "data," of a realism which could arise only after the 
breakdown of the Hegelian Real-Idealism.2 The immediate cause of 
this transformation in the notion of reality was none other than 

131 
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because I see that nothing must be removed from it, that no aspect 
of it must be criticized .... " "Rea lity! I repeat chis word when I 
arise and when I go co bed, by day and by night, and reality sur
rounds me, I feel it everywhere and in everything, even within my
self in that new alteration which is noticeable in me from day to 
da/" "Now I daily meet with practic:-~ 1 people, and it is no longer 
hard for me to breathe in their company ... " "I form my judg
ments of everyone DOt according tO some preconceived theory, but 
according to the data given by himself, I know how gradually to 
enter into the proper relationship with him; therefore all are content 
with me, and I am content with all. I am beginning in conversation 
ro discover interests in common with people with whom l previously 
thought r had nothing in common. 1 demand only what may be 
demanded of me, and for this reason receive only good and nothing 
evil .... " "Nor long ago I discovered a great truth which (unril 
now) had been unknown to me .... I recognized that there is no 
such thing as a fallen man, who has betrayed his caJling. I no longer 
look down upon anyone who has ruined his life through a marriage, 
who has extinguished his reasoning power and his genius in his oc
cupation; such a man has no guilt. Reality is a monster, armed with 
iron jaws: it seizes by force anyone who does not surrender himself 
freely and devours him."22 In this Russian reinterpretation of 
Hegel's emphatic reality we find rhe passion peculiar ro Belinskij, 
which caused him to reconcile the highway of reason, not with the 
"blue sky" of infinity, but with "garden variety" reality.23 He 
ceased to be a romantic, and sought ro serve Russian reality, up to 
and including an absolute recognition of R ussian absolutism, which 
estranged him from all his friends and ultimately brought him to a 
crisis which finally forced lum into opposition to Russian reality. 
Under the influence of Bakunin and H erzen, he went over to the 
side of the left-wing Hegelians. Two years after the letter just 
quoted, which he wrote to Bakunin, he cursed his base longing for 
a reconciliation with miserable reality. The human personality is 
more than all history, and IIeine is more than aU the "professional 
thinkers" who defend reality :JS it is.24 I have long guessed that 
Hegel's philosophy is merely one thing among others, perhaps very 
important, but that the absolute nature of its conclusions is rot, that 
it is better to die than to :~ccept rhcm wiJljngly .... For him, the / 
subject is not an end in itself, but only 3 means for 3 momentary 
expression of the universal; and for him, the universal is a Moloch, 
for it flaunts itself in the subject and then discards the subject like a 
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worn-out srocking. I have particular reasons for being angry with 

H egel, for I feel that l was basically true ro him when l made my 

peace with Russian reauty: .. . Al.l H .egel's chatter about morality 

lS complete nonsense, for tn the ob)ecnve realm of thought t here is 

no morality, just as there is none in objective religion. The destiny 

of the subject, the inclividual, the persona lity, is more important 

chan the destiny of the entire \.vorld and more important chan the 

health of the Emperor of China (i.e., H egelian universa liry)."2
' 

The only true reconciuation with reality seems to him ro be that 

which Ruge preached as the turning of theory into pracricc.
26 

He 

viewed H egelian philosophy, indeed, as the hig hest achievement of 

our culture, bur at the same time as the means whereby this culture 

dissolves itself in transition to a new form which the world will take; 

to turn away from Ilcgel means revolt against philosophy in gen .. 

era I. 
The philosophy of Count A. Cieszkowski ( 1814- 1894) 27 is basi-

cally no Jess Slavonic, but in its abstract discipUJ1e and the way in 

which it construes questions, it can scarcely be distinguished from 

German Hegeuanism. In 1832, he studied at the University of Ber

lin, attending the lectures of Michelec, H ocho, \Verdcr, Gans, Hen

ning, and Erdmann. H is impression of the Germans was chat they 

were the most "synthetic" and at the same time "abstract" of peo

ples. "They have no sense at all of concrete life. In Germany, every

thing is met with healthy and powerful approval; but all these ele

ments lack organic and harmonizing accord. Everything dissolves 

into particularities, and rhus the total pictu re is itself something ab

stract, a chimera, a cap7tt mortmnn. Knowledge and ufe, ideglity and 

reality, are separated from each ocher. There is a constant hither and 

thither. "28 Cieszkowski sought to resolve chis murual "ilienation" 

of theory and practice, of lmowledge and life in the Slavo!liC spirit 

through a "philosophy of action," based on a "Christianism" which 

was to bring H egelian " logism" back to the original Logos of the 

Chrisc-word.21l In H egel's philosophy he saw a final stare which 

cou ld be overcome only by passage from the clement of thought to 

the element of will, because only the will reveals a new futl1fe.
110 On 

the other hand, Hegel's consummation also motivates Cieszkowsld's 

return to rhe origins of philosophy in the original stages of Greek 

philosophy,31 to which Marx, Kierkegaard, and Lassalle also re

ferred in contrast to the end reached by Hegel. H is disagreement 

with H egel centers on the latter's notion of "universality." The true 

spirit is not a universal and impersonal "chinking," but rhe spirirual 
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activity of che "complete self."3!! For th 
rhe universal ro che panicular and resol:~o~t Ph:U:t, I-J:?~l c?~tras~ed 
- but occasionally he also comras ?t m rem mdJvJduality 

and the inclividual. Cicszkowski <e~e~a~~~ ~~~versal. to th~ particular 

sion rhus: that in every case the Pu . hials term~nologtc~1 confu-

f
., J 1 • • • ruvers rematns dommaot f t 

,ege 'so t 1at m spite of h•s protestations f . . or 

"one," the individu~l is surrendered to uni~e ar?vmg at the co~crere I 
subsm~ce. Accordmg to Cieszkowski the rs~ ~~ and rh.e subJ~Ct to 

resolunon may be achieved bet\veen . 'd" .de 
1 li~ way m whJch a 

. 
1 1 

. 10 1v1 ua ty and · 1. 
JS throug 1 t 1e perfect mdividuation of rh . . . 1 • U?Jversa 1ty 

Only there does substance acrua1Jy be spmt m tb~e dJvmc person. 

d C
. < • ecome su JeCt 33 1 1 

wor s, •eszkowski wishes to reach the Cl · . ·. . 
11 ~t 1~r 

rhe framework of German philosoph of th m~n.an pos'??n w1r~m 
Kierkegaard developed in a d ,.Y e spJIJt, ~ posmon wh1ch 

of the universal. His goa l is ~ar;hi~~~~~lhma"t~; a~mst ~h.e think~ng 
has Cod as the self, perfect in i tself f I r 0 

J ~ 1!1 aCtlVI.ty, which 

From this smndpoint there devei ree y creatmg: from Jtsel~.3~ 
Hegel's philosophy of history wh. ors~. farkreach!ng correcuon of 

Prolegomena zztr Historiosopbie a:~ ~c 1 Jesz owslu expanded in his 

history into rhe O rienta l world· th 
0 ~onrras~ to H egel's division of 

Christian-Germanic world he's e f reco- oman w.orld, and the 

division: Ancient world t~ Chrfs~ crt~ ~he boUowt~g threefold 

Hegel, and, as the third clle furu ' 1f~t'a~- ennamc world ro 

histori~ity, not only in t'he case 
0

Je, r w~ch 15 a ~omponent of all 

cause hJstory is not a decerministi p op 1ets but m every case, be

acti,'ity. \\fe srnnd at the be innf/rocess, but a .free an? responsible 

the synthesis of the pre-Chri~rian . g do~fu~~e hflsrory; It wJJI bring 

In his writings he discusse h '111 1nsttan orms of the world. 

as the reform of Chr" . ~ r e concret~ 9uestion of the future world 
lStJanlty and of polmcal sociery.aa 

2 The Critical Disrjnctions 

of 1\larx and Kicrkegaard37 

a Marx 

[n his criticism of the H eYelian hil . 
nor quarrel with H egel's q . I p b osophy of n ght, Marx docs 

working out of " 
1 

h pnncJp e, ut only with rhe concrete 

and reality and bv 1at e, t~o, asserted: the unity between reason 

T 
' et\vcen umvcrsal essenc d · eli ·d al . 

he essence of poli · al · . e an m VI u eXIstence. 
tJc eXIStence JS the polis-nature of che social 
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organism, the "political universality." H egel is nor to be bla.mcd 
depicting " the nature of the modern scare,,; .. but fo~ holding '~h.at 
which is' to be the essence of the state. 3s Ile mysnfies empema, 
thereby turning the content of his ideali~cic exposition. into " rhe 
crassest materialism," justifying philosophtcally r~at '~htch m 
happens to exist. H is mediation berween bourgeo1s soc1ery and 
state does not really remove the contradiction ~etween pr~v~re
egoistic and public-communal existence; in fact, rh1s very mediatJoQ 
points up this contradiction as being unresolved: " I legel's grea 
insight Lies in the fac t that he perceives the separ~u?n betwee~ DOllr - •• 

geois society and political society as a conrr:uhct1on. Bur hts error 
lies in being content with the appear~nce. of a r~solu~on .. " 89 

reality, the "real man" of bourgeois soc1ety IS th~ pnvate md1 
of the existing constitution, because the absrrncnon of the .sr~te as 
such and that of private life are in themsel.v~ a contrad1co~n. 
"Therefore if a man would act as a real cmzen, would nch1eve 

~ political importance and efT ectiveness, he must stc.P out. of his . 
geois reality, abstract from it, withdraw ~rom d11s c.nttre or~am7.a
cion into his individuality; for the only extstencc wh1ch he w1ll fi 
for his status as a c itizen is his pure, unmixed individua lity. \ Vi 
him, rhe existence of t he state as an administration is impossible; a 
without the stare his existence in bourgeois society is impossible. 
Only in contrast to these solely present s~cinl .units, only ~.an in
dividual can he be a citi7en of the state. Hts extstence as a cmzen 
the stat~ is an existence which lies outside of hjs social forms 
existence, and is therefore purely individual." 41 

As a citizen of the state, the bourgeois is necessarily a stranger, 
someone external, foreign ro himself- just as foreign and external as 
his private life remains ro the state. His stare is an "n~srract" state 
because it is a bureaucratic administrative power wh1ch abstracts 
from the real, that is, private, life of its citizens, just as they as indi
vidual human beings abstract from it. The choice of ~ man to be a 
member of a state remains necessarily an abstract cho1ce so l~ng as 
the real situation of life presupposes a separation between pubhc a~d 
private realms!2 As a private individual, separated fr.om the pubhc 
universality of life, he is himself privately dere.rm~n~d. In co~
munistic society, the reverse is true: there, the md1v1duals .as m
dividuals participate in the state as their res publica. C~mmumsm, ~ 
Marx, the Hegelian, .understood it, is the true ~cs~lur10.n of condt· 
tions of existence wh1ch have no essence, the soc1al1denoty of essen
tial reason ·with the real existence of human beings existing as a 
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social orgaoi_sm. H~gel achieved this reconciliation only in the realm 
of thought; m re~IJ.ry, he took as _rhe content of his description the 
historically condmoned contradiction between private-individual 
and public-communal existence. 

This modern contradiction existed neither in :~nriquity nor in 
the Middle Ages. For the actual private individual of antiquity was 
the slave who had no share in the social orga nism, and who, there
fore, was not a "human being" in the full sense of the word.H In 
rhe Middle Ages, every sphere of private life was at the same time 
public and corporate; the life of rhe people and the life of the state 
were identical, even. though the indi vidual man was not free. Only 
the French Revolunon produced the abstraction of private life, to
gether with the merely political state, conceiving the freedom of 
the bourgeois as a negative freedom from the state. But true freedom 
is a freedom of the highest social nature, in a "society of free men." 
And yet the sense for freedom left the world with the Greeks, and 
the sense for equality vanished with Christianity into the blue of 
heaven. Only a radical revolution of the existing conditions can 
produce a polis extended to become a cosmopolis, the "true den:oc
racy" of a classless society, rea lizing H egel's philosophy of the ~ate 
in rhe element of modern society. Only in the polis of the future can 
the world in fact become our own, the isomorphic "otherness·· of 
our selves; in contrast, the bourgeois, private individual necessarily 
remains alien in his pubJjc world. 

In complete contrast to this philosophic communism, l{ierke
gaard treated the private individual radica!Jy, as an " indi vidual," 
opposing the inwardness of self-being to the outwardness of whole
sale relationships. For him, the rwo unique prototypes of individual 
existence are Socrates in the Athenian polis and Christ against the 
entire world, consisting of both Jews and Gentiles. 

b Kierkegnard 

In the last pages of his Concept of Irony, Kierkegaard indicated 
that it was the " task of the age to translate the results of scientific 
kn.owJedge"-meaning Hegelianism-"into personal life," to "appro
pnate" them persona!Jy. For it would be ridiculous for someone to 
teach throughout his w hole life that "reality" has absolute signifi
cance an~ then tO ~ie with~ut a~y further evidence of this validity 
than havmg proclrumed tlus wiSdom. T be negativity of irony is 
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useful as a means of verifying reality; it t_eaches us "ro. m_ake r~ali~y 
real" by giving it the appropriate empha_s1s. 11 Aft~r ~mshmg h1s diS
sertation, I ierkegaard undertook the tnp to Berlm 111 order to hear 
Schelling, expecting of the latter's positive philosophy_ an elucida
tion of reality which he did not find in Hegel. 'Ve read 1_n o,ne entry 
of the journal: "It makes me happy co have heard Sc~1elhng s second 
lecn.res-indcscribably so. Long enough have I ~1ghe?, and my 
thoughts sighed within me. lie spoke of the relanonsh1p ?etwcen 
philosophy and reality; and, when he spoke the \~Or~ 'reaJ~ty,' mr 
thoughts leapt for joy within me as did rhe child 111 EliSabeth s 
womb. I remember almost every word which he s~id fro~ that 
moment forth. At rhis point, perhaps, clarity is_ poss1b_le. T hts one 
single word, which reminded me of aU my ph!losoph1cal tor~lent 
and agony."':; This expecracion immediately -~ve way to disap
pointment: "1\ly age docs not allow me co ass1m1late drop by drop 
what I would scarcely open my mouth to swallow all at 01:ce. 1 am 
too old to listen to lectures, just as Schelling is too old to g1ve them. 
Il is whole theory of 'potencies' _bet~ays c~mplete im_rorence."•o An 
epigram in Either;Or reflects h1s d1sappom~ment w1th both I:Jeg~l 
and Schelling: "Listening to philosophers d1scourse upon reality as 
often just as misleading as seeing in the window. of a secondh~nd 
store a sign which says: Pressing Done. ~f you br_mg your. washmg 
to have it pressed, you have been taken m. The Slgn hangtng there 
is only there to be sold."H From this t~e on, t~ere r~ns thr_ough 
Kierkegaard's works a more or Jess explicit polerruc agall1St phlloso-
phy's claim ro comprehend reality through rea~on. . 

Unlike Marx, Kierkegaard sees liegcl's fmlure. to c?me _to ~raps 
with reality not in a failure to follow through ~v1rh h_ts pnnc1p lc~ 
but in Hegel's deliberate equation of essence wtth ex1srencc. Thas 
prevents him from ev~r desc~~bing a "real" exi~rence, bur r~rher only 
an ideal "abstract ex1srence. For the ess<rntta of somcrhmg, wbat 
it is, concerns its universal nan.re; e:ristemia, that somet11ing is, con
cerns irs particular individuality, the particular existence of you and 
me, for whom it is a matter of concern whether it is or not.48 Kierke
gaard's criticism of H~gel goes ba~k t? Ka~t's. critici~ ~f the onto
logical proof of God, m orde~, to JUstify h1s dtfferenna~JOn berw~en 
essence and existence as the only honest way to thmk of exast
ence."49 But Hegel could nor see that existence "spatiates" the 
analysis of beina, because he did his thinking not as a mao, bur as 
one possessed of~ parcicuJar talent, a professional thinker. He under-
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ood only the notion of being, but not its reality, which is always 
~ dividual.60 Bur the category of individuality is not one category 
::nong others, but the definition of all reality par excellence; for, 
ccording to Aristotle, the only thing which really exists is "this 
~rcicular something," the individual thing which is present here 
and now.111 Hegel's theo~y of th~ notion a~~rre~ly posrulat~s _in
dividuality as the only thmg that 1S real, but m mdlfferent medtauon 
between the particular and the univcrsaJ.G2 For him, individual re
ality is self-reflec~ed pa~ticularity of t~e universal; tl~us the individ
ual man is a parocular mstance of umversal humamty, the essence 
of which is the spirit. Kierkegaard did not deny this universality of 
humanity, this con~mon p~OJ~e~ty of ~II mankind; but he considere_d 
it reali7..able only m rhe md1vtdual, m contrast to whom the um
versaliry of the spirit (Hegel) or of mankind ( 1arx) seemed ro him 
without existential meaning. 

Basically, Kierkegaard's polemic against Hegel's notion of reality 

only consists of variacions o[ the ~ne ce~tral idea that ?,o "system:: 
of existence can come to gnps w1th reality and that a paragraph 
discussing reality within rhe system is an absolute protest against 
rhe system.~ " If the last section of the logic is given the heading 
'Reality,' the advantage is gained of giving the appearance that we 
have arrived in the logic at the higheSt point-or, if yoo will, at the 
lowest. But meanwhile we see the disadvantage: neither the logic 
nor reality is done any service-not reality, for the logic cannot 
make room for contingency, which is an essencinl part of reality
not logic, for when it has thoug!lr of reality it has taken into itself 
something which it cannot assimilate; it has anticipated what it is 
intended merely to predispose. T he penalty shows up clearly: all 
investigation into what reali ty is becomes difficult, perhaps impos
sible for a rime, because the word must be granted time to reflect 
upon itself, rime ro fo rget its misrake.":H 

T he "concingent" or even "miraculous"CIG which Hegel excludes 
from the notion of reality consists precisely io the fnct that anything 
whatsoever exists and that I exist at all. Go It is this mere "existence" 
which comprises absolute "interest" in reality, while Hegelian ab
straction demands that the philosopher, in fact, be disinterested.G7 

The "interest" of metaphysics is the downfall of rhe immanence of 
the system,G8 within which being and nothingness are indifferent 
possibilities of pure thought. For, for the man who himself exisrs, 
existence is in .itself a matter of greatest interest; "reality is his in-
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volved interest in existence." "\ Vhar reality is cannot be expressed 
in rhe language of abstraction. Reality is an 'inter-esse' in the midst 
of the hypothetical abstract unity of thought and being.''GO 

Thus Kierkegaard elevates the brute fact of existence to the 
status of decisive reality, transforming the universal problem of 
being into an inquiry into human existence; the actua l problem is not 
wbnt it is but tbat it exists at all. Similarly, the existential philosophy 
which derives from Kierkegaard no longer inquires into essentia 
apart from existentia; instead, existence per se seems to be solely 
essential. 

Kierkegaard shares this grounding of reality in " interest" with 
Feuerbach, Ruge, and Marx, albeit the interest in the case of Feuer
bach is sensuous, of Ruge ethico-politicaJ, and of Marx practical 

1 and social. Kierkegaard calls this interest "passion" or "ardor," and 
\ contrasts it ro speculative reason.00 The essence of passion is that, in 

contrast to the conclusive "termination" of Hegel's system, it com-
pels a de-termination61 w hich decides "either" one way "or" an
other. A decision par excellence is the leap, this "decisive protest 
against the inverse methodological process," namely, dialectical re
flection.02 The determined passion of a decision ready for this leap 
determines an immediate beginning, while the beginning of Hege
lian logic truly starts nor with the "immediate," but with the product 
of an extreme reflection: pure being in general, abstracted from aU 
real existence.63 With this definition of existence, Kierkegaard 

, reduces the seli-knowing realm of rational reality to the "on~ re
ality of which an existing person has more than mere knowleage," 
namely, the reality "that he truly is."64 To thought, which is ori
ented historically, this may seem ro be "acosmism"; but, it is 
nevertheless the only way to take the encyclopedic, fragmented 
knowledge of the age and guide it back ro its origin, once again to 
receive a primary impression of exisrence.6:i Bur it would be a mis
take to conclude char the existing person does not think at all but 
seizes knowledge like a Neapolitan beggar. Rather the thinker refers 
everything to himself because of his interest in :m existence w hich 
understands itself, which participates in ideas but does not itself 
exist as an idea.0a The task put before Greece was ro anain the 
abstraction of "being"; now, the siwation is reversed- the difficulty 
lies in arriving once more :n existence upon the height of H egelian 
abstraction. To understand oneself as one actually is was the Greek 
principle, and to an even greater degree the Christian principle; but 
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ever since the vi~tory of the "system," a man no longer loves, be
lieves, and acts hunsclf- he only wanes to know what all this is. 

Kierkegaard's polemical notion of real existence is directed not 
only agains~ J:fegel, b.ut also a~ a. corrective against the demands of 
che age. Tndtvrd.ual exJstence, !muted to itself, is ( r) the only reality 
par excellence m conr:asr ro th~ sys~em; the latter includes every
thing on an equal foonng, levelmg dtfferences (between being and 
notJ,i.ngnc_ss, between thought and being •. be~ween uni~ersality and 
indtVldu~lity) dow~ t? ~he cv~n plane of mdifferenr bemg. It IS (2) 
rhe reality of the mdivtdual 111 contrast to the historical universal 
(world history and the generation, the crowd, the public, and the 
age), whi~h has no con~en~ ~or th.e individual as such. lr is (J) the 
inward extSt~nce of the mdtvtdual u1 contrast to the external super
ficiality of ctrcumscances. It is (4) a Christian existence before God 
in contrast to Christianity made superficial in the spread of hiscoricai 
Christendom. And it is (s) above aiJ, with all these chnracteristics 
an exi_stence whi~h dcci~es either for or against life as a Christian. A~ 
an exmence wluch decrdes one way or another, it is rhe antithesis 
of "discretion" and of Ilegel's comprehension, which have no place 
for an Either-Or.07 

Shortly before the revolution of 1848, Marx and Kierkegaard 
gave to t~e de£!land for d~cision a language whose words even now 
p~ess thetr c!alm;, ~arx m the C01mmmist Mn11i{esto ( 1847) and 
Kierkegaard m a Ltterary Announcement" ( r846). The one mani
fcsro ends, "Proletarians of aU lands, unite! "-the other ends with 
the demand that each work our his own salvation, otherwise any 
prophecy as to the future course of the world is bearable at most as 
a joke. But viewed historic:~lly, this contrast merely rep~escncs ~vo 
aspects of a c?mmon d_estrucrion of the bourgeois-Christian world. 
Marx based htS revolur~on of ~he b.ourgeois-capita!istic world upon 
the mass of t~e pro_le~anat, whJie Kierkegaard, 111 hts struggle against 
t~e bourg~ots-Chnsoan world, depends completely upon the indi
vtd~al. Tht~. corresp~n~ ~o Ma~~·.s vic'~ of bourgeois society as a 
soctety of separate mdtvtduals, 111 whrch every man is alienated 
fro~ his "species," and to Kierkegaard's view of Christianity as a 
Chnstendom extended en masse, in which no one is a follower of 
Christ. Bur Hegel mediated these contrasts of existence, malcing of 
the'"!1 one essence: bourgeois society and the scare, the state and 
C~nstendom. Therefore, the selective decisions of Marx and of 
Kierkegaard are intended to emphasize the differences and rhe con-
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. elf just as a field realizes irs own peculiar being through its yield. 
~hu~ the substance of an object is irs "externality," which is realized 
hrough use. \ Vhcn I have full usc of it, I have it as "properry." Just 

:sin my relationship to an object, the totaliry of my _pcrs~na1 seJf
rnanifcsration and the total use of my human powers 1s tdenncal With 
the self-manifesting life of the personality.71 There follows, for 
Hegel the following view of the renunciation of human activiry: 
"Out ~f my particular physical and spiritual abilities and possibilities 
for activiry, I can surrender individual productions and a temporary 
use to another individual, because, by this limitation, they acquire 
an external relationship to my totality and universality. Through 
the renunciation of all my time, made concrete through labor, and 
the rotaliry of my production, I would make its very substance, my 
universal activity and reality, my personaliry, the property of ao
ocher."72 Hegel illustrates this difference between partial and total 
renunciation by the difference between the slave of antiquity and 
the rnodern domestic. "As a rule the Athenian slave may have had 
easier casks and more intellectual work than our servants, but he was 
nevercheless a slave, because the entire scope of his activities was 
surrendered to his master." In contrast, Marx concludes from the 
system of production that r~ally exists that even a "particular" a~
riviry can surrender th~ ennre man, even though he be legally h1s 
own master since nobody compels him to sell his labor. Nevertheless 
rhe real existence of the "free" wage earner is less free than that of 
the slave of antiquity. Even though he is the owner of his own labor 
and has equal rights with the owner of the means of production, 
and surrenders only a particular kind of work for a particular length 
of time, he nevertheless becomes completely the slave of the labor 
market because his salable labor is the only thing which he in fact 
possesses and must surrender if he is to exist at alJ.73 For Marx, the 
wage earner incorporates the universal problem of bourgeois society, 
the economic nature of which consists in the production of a de
personalized world of merchandise. The mercantile nature of aJJ our 
commodities and the corresponding usc made of human beings is not 
restricted to the sphere of economics; it defines every manifestation 
of human life, its mode of production, as a surrender, a sale. Even 
intellectual and spiritual production becomes merchandise, a book 
becomes an item in the book market.74 "There is one great fact 
which is characteristic of the nineteenth century, and which no 
parry can deny. On the one hand, industrial and scientific forces 
have been brought ro life such as no previous era of history could 
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dream of. O n the other, signs of deterioration are evident, a dcteri
or::ttion which places the famous horrors of the last days of the Ro
man Empire in the shade. In our time everythi ng seems pregnant 
with its opposite. Machjnes are endowed with the wonderful power 
of reducing human labor and making it more productive: we see 
how they lead to hunger and overwork. The newly r eleased powers 
of wea lth, by a strange quirk of fate, become sources of poverty. 
The triump hs of art seem to be bought at the price of character, 
Mankind becomes lord over nature, but man becomes slave of man 
or slave of his own base nature . . .. The outcome of all our inven
tions and all our progress seems to be that material forces ::tcquire 
spiritual life, and human existence becomes a dumb, materi~l force. 
T his antagonism between modern industry and science on the one 
hand, modern misery and decay on the ocher; this contrast between 
the productive forces and the social conditions of our epoch is a 
fact, a palpable, overwhelming, and indisputable fact. Many parties 
may lament chis fact; others may yearn to be r id of our modem 
capabilities in order thereby to be rid of ou r modern conflicts. Or 
they may imagine that such obvious progress in economics demands 
an equally obvious step backwa rds in politics for its consummation. 
For our own part, we do not mistake the c rafty spirit which con
tinues vigorously to produce all these conflicts. W e know chat the 
new powers of society, if they are to accomplish good work, de
mand new men . . .. "75 

A phenomenological analysis of this universa l problem is given 
in the first portion of Das Kapital, in w hich Marx exhibits the mer
cantile character of everything we produce. Tn merchandise he sees 
revealed the basic ontological structure of our entire physical world, 
irs "mercantile form." It characterizes both the alienation of man 
from himself and the alienation of the world of things from him.111 

T he sociocritical and also huma n point of this economic analysis, 
however, appears in Das Kapitnl only in passing remarks and foot
notes. On the other hand, it lies at the very sur face of the report 
on the debates in re the law deaJjng with theft of wood, published 
in 1841.77 This conta ins the first, exemplary disclosure of that basic 
in version of "means" and "end," or of "object" and " man," which 
leads to the alienation of man from himself. T o be r elated to oneself 
as to something other, sometning alien, this extreme "externality " is 
what Marx in his dissertation called "materialism," describing him
self as an "idealist" seeking to abolish this alienation. Parting with 
an object is self-alienation, because man does not exist for the object, 
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mean a cessation of rhe division of labor imo mental and physical 
alone, but also an abolition of the opposition between city and 
country, which is merely " the crassest expression of the subsump
tion of the individual under the division of labor."80 But it can he 
abolished completely on ly in a society which cransfom1s human 
nature as well as the institution of property. 

Thus Dns Kapitnl also is more than merely a criticism of political 
economy; it is also a critcism of the human member of bovrgeois 
society guided by capitalistic economy, the "economic cell" of 
which is the mercantile form assumed by all products of labor. What 
was originaiJy produced for use is not immediately exchanged, as 
needed, to be utilized; instead it comes onto the market as an inde
pendent mercantile value, taking this detottr from the hand of the 
seller, for whom it has merely exchange value, to the hand of the 
user as pmchaser. This independent existence of an object intended 
for use in the form of merchandise e."Xemplifies once more the uni-

1 versa! fact that in the bourgeois-capitaJjstic world the product domi
nates man. T o discover the process w hich led to this perversion, 
Marx undertook his analysis of the "ob jective appearance" of the 
modern social conditions of labor in the "fetish nature" of mer
chandise. As merchandise, an ordinary table is a thing both tangible 
and snpertangible. \i\That is tangible is only what it is, not as mer
chandise, but as an object intended for use. On the other hand, what 
it is as merchandise which costs money- because it costs labor and 
time-is on the surface an intangible social relationship. In this man
ner, it " not only stands with its legs upon the floor, but in compari
son to all other merchandise stands upon its head, and from its 
wooden head develops worries, more miraculously than had its in
dividual parts begun to dance." "Thus the mysterious nantre of the 
mercantile form consists in one simple fact: it reflects back to men 
the social character of their own labor as an objective character of 
the products of this labor, as nantral social characteristics of these 
things. Thus it also shows that the social relationship of the pro
ducer to the total labor is a social relationship of objects which 
exists independently. Through thjs quid pro quo, the products of 
labor become merchandise, tangible-intangible or social things ... . 
It is only the particular social relationship of men among themselves 
which presumes to see here the phantasmagorical form of a relation
ship between things. Thus if we are to find an analogy, we must 
escape into the mists of the religious world. H ere the products of the 
human brain seem endowed with a life of their own; they seem self-
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gins with an ironic exegesis of Plato's thesis that philosophers should 
rule rhe scare. "Somewhere in his Republic, as you know, Plato says, 
'One can hope for justice on ly when those men come to power 
who have no desire to ... .' This statement is also true for other 
situations where something (meaning Christianity) is intended to be 
taken seriously." The true politician and the true Christian can have 
0 0 desire co rule because they know on the one hand what the state 
is and on the other, what Christendom is. Bur in the so-called 
c'hriscian State, the human becomes the "patron" of the divine. 
"H ow in the world," asks Kierkcga.ard, with an allusion to H egel, 
"did such an absurdity ever occur to such a reasonable entity as the 
stare"- to become "patron" of the divine? "Well, that is a long 
scory; primarily, it is bound up with the fact that in the course of 
time Christian ity has been accorded its true character-as the divine 
-less and Jess. Think of a statesman about the time of the appear
ance of Christianity in the world, and ask him, 'Quid ribi viderur? 
Don't you th ink that would be a good religion for the state?' Pre
sumably he would think you were mad and not deign to give you 
an answer. Bur when people adhere to Christianity out of cowardly 
fear of what others wi ll think, out of mediocrity, out of oppor
tunism, the matter appears in a different light. In such a case it could 
truly seem that Christendom (having become a miserable creature 
... through irs treatment at the hands of its adherents) should be 
very thankfu l for its protection through the state, since in this man
ner it still continues to be respected."GO Man cannot become the 
patron of God, for true Christianity is nothing more nor less than 
following Christ, an absolute renunciation of the entire wor ld. Bu t 
the world exists for man primarily in the fonn of the scare, and so 
the "moment" is aimed at the acknowledged lie in the apparent 
understanding between Christendom and the stare. "Let us assume 
that rhe state employed one thousand officials who earned a living 
for themselves and their families ... by opposing Christianity; 
that would indeed be an attempt, if possible, to make Christianity 
impossible. And yet this attempt ... would be in fact far less 
perilous than what actua lly happens: the state employs one thousand 
officials who, as 'heralds of Christianity,' have . . . a pecuniary 
interest first in having people call themselves Christians .. . and 
second in having things remain as they arc, so that these people do 
nor get to know what in truth Christianity is .... And the effec
tiveness of this state of affairs is nor described as opposing Chris
tianity and for this purpose employing one thousand officials, fur-
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nishin~ them and their families with a living; no, they 'pr?cl=tim' 
Chrisnaniry, they 'extend Chrisrianiry,' they 'wo~k for Ch~IStJamty'! 
... Is not this practically the most perilous thmg c~ncetv~b~e for 
the purpose of making Christianity impossible?"91 ThiS Chr~snanity 
of the tate Church, or even of the {>eople (as represented .10 Den
mark by Grundrvig02), is rhe opposite of the truth p:oclaamed by 
the ' ew Testament. The extension of modem Chnstendom has 
done away'' idl Christianity. H egel's reconciliati~n between church 
and state turned into the religious revolt of Kicrkegaard and the 
social revolt of 1\ larx. 

In 18. Brmnnire des Louis Bo11nparte,03 ~ Jarx describes the era of 
the bourgeois revolution by stating rhat its passions were w itho.ut 
truth and irs truths without passion. I.ts w?rld, completely. prosruc, 
continues co produce only by borrowmg.; 1ts developm:nt ~~ a con
stant repetition of the same cycle of tenswn and relaxanon; ItS con
trasts grow more and more violent, only to be reduced and resolved; 
its history is without event, its heroes without heroic deeds. l rs "su
preme law" is " indecision ." In his criricism of the present under the 
heading of " levcling,"01 Kierkegaard. uses aJm~s~ these same wo~ds 
to describe this world barren of passwn or decasaon; to the leveling 
of significant differences he opposed their acc~ntuation . As concrete 
instances of this leveling, he analyzes that wh1ch reduces speech and 
si lence to irresponsible chatter, that which reduces private and pub
lic to private-public publicity, that which reduces form and content 
to a formlessness without content, that which reduces concealment 
and revelation to representation, that which. reduces love a~d ~e
bauchery to passi~nlc~s Airta~o~, that wh1ch r~du.ces obJecnve 
knowledge ana SUbJeCtiVC COnVICtiOn tO an unconvmcmg argument. 
To the bankruptcy of this "world grown old," Marx opposed the 
proletariat; Kierkcgaard, solitary existence before God. The ec~
nomic disturbances seemed to him to have merely symptomatic 
significance: "They indicate that the European constitution .. . 
has undergone a total change. In the future we shall have in'~'~rd 
disturbanccs-secessio in montem sacrum." 0

=> Even more dec1s1ve 
than the economic, social, and political bankruptcy toward which 
Europe is moving is its spiritual decline, its "confusion of tongues" 
brought nbour b.y the hig.h-speed press. Th~ best s?lution would be 
ro silence the chm1es of t1me for an hour; sance th1s would presum
ably not succeed, he wou!? address his conte~1porarie~ in the words 
of rhc financinl experts: Economy, energenc and v1gorous econ· 
omy measures! "uo that is, reduction of human existence to the cle-
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menrary questions, to the bare question of existence as such; this was 
for Kierkegaard the other side of what ~ larx called the "secular 
question as t~ _the value of life.': ~hus both criticisms are based on 
the same hostility toward the extsnng order: to 1\ larx's secular criti
cism of the bourgeois-capitalistic world there corresponds Kierke
gaard's equaiJy radical criticism of the bour~eois-Christian worJd, 
which is as far remo~ed from primitive Chrisn:mity as the bourgeois 
state is from the polls. t\ la rx confronts the external, existential situa· 
tion of the masses with a decision, and I ierkegaard the internal,07 

exi~tenci~l relarionship of .the individual to himself; Jarx philoso
phJzes wuhout God and Kierkegaard before God-but these obvious 
conuasrs have a common presupposition in their dissociation from 
God and the world. Both no longer look upon existence as Heael 
did " . " I f . I o. : as pure ex-1stere, ns t 1e appearance o an 1nterna essence m 
the appropriate form of existence.08 For Kicrkegaard, it is a reueat 
ro individual existence which makes decisions according to con
science; for Marx, it is an advance to a political decision of circum
stances considered en masse. Because of an identical hostility toward 
Hegel's rational world, they separate once more what he had put 
rogetl1er. "'1\lfarx decides for a humanitarian, "humnn" world, and 
Kierkegaard for an otherworldly Christianity which, "humanly 
speaking," is "superhuman." 

\Vhen intellectual history between Ilegcl and rierz.sche is un
derstood in irs systematic and historical logic, it becomes e\•idenr 
that i\ larx's economic analysis and Kierkcgaard's experimental psy
chology belong t?getl!er both conceptually and historically: they 
compriSe 011e anorhes1s to Ilegel. They comprehend "what is" as 
a world determined by merchandise and money, and as an existence 
shot through with irony and the "drudacry" of boredom. The 
"realm of spirirs" of H egel's philosophy becomes a phantom in a 
world of labor and despair. For Marx, a "German ideoloay" per
vens H egel's self-existent "idea," and for Kicrkegaard, a P.sickness 
unto death" pervertS the self-satisfaction of the absolute spirit. F or 
both~ H egel's c~nsummacion of history becomes the terminus of a 
prehistory leadmg up to an extensive revolurion and nn intensive 
reformation. His concrete mediations arc converted to abstract de
cisions for the ?ncie~t Ch~~rian God and. a new earthly world. In 1/ 
place. of Hegel ~ acnve spam, Marx subsotllted a theory of social 
pracu~e, and l aerk~gaard a reflection of inner activity; rhus both { 
consc1ously and deliberately deny tbeoria as rhe title of hiahcst 
human activity. Far apart as they nrc, they nrc closely related to

0
each I 
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other in their common attack upon the existing order,O\) and i!' 
escaping from [l e~el .. \Vhatever separates them also confirms rhetr 
unity in the same hxnnon upon that coral cstrang~ment between the 
earthly and the divine which. at the turn of the n.met7enrh century, 
H egel had taken as the point of departure for hts rcm~mrellil.ent of 
the absolute as the highest form of union between opposites. 

4 Estrangement as the 
Source of Hegel 's Reconciliation 

H egel's reconciliation with "what is" itself developed out of the 
same thing which it gave rise to: a fundame~tal ~~angement fr?m 
rhe existing order. H egel lived through t~s cnsts. together wnh 
I lOlderlin; his tacit dissociation from the fnend of h1s Y.ou.th marks 
rhe beginning of his reconciliation with the "~o.rld. a~ It 1~. Hegel 
turned away from his "youth," w hose essence IS md1vJduabty an~ a 
merely idealistic generality. In the last sentence of the first ~ers1~n 
of his system, dated precisely September r t: .' 8oo, IJegcl dec1ded ~ 
favor of a bold "agreement with the age, m ord~r not to remam 
estranged from himself and from the world. Bur tf such. an ag:r~c
ment were " ignoble and base," JT~gcl confesses at tlus .. deciStvc 
turning-point in his life, th.c ontr thmg left would be th.e ~b~olute 
One" of isolation and fixation, e1rhcr upon the bare subjecov1ty of 
internal existence, or the strict objectivity of the external world. ~he 
ultimate and absolute would then be the self-estrnng~men.r o!, hfe, 
one and entire, into "absolute finin1de against absolute mfimty. ~or 
the estrangement per sc, it makes no difference whether man constd
crs himself absolutely independent or absolu.tcly dc~en?e.nt upon a 
distant G od, whether he views himself as an ISOlated mdJv1dual or as 
nn existence en masse, whether he is turned totally outward or wtally 
inward; for each of these extremes already implies the other, ~nd 
"the more independent and separate the internal becomes, s~ like-
wise rhe more independent and separate the e:rernal becomes. . 

Shortly after finishing the first.drafr of,hiS system, fl e?,el wm~ 
ro Schelling100 chat the " ideal of hrs youth has ~ec?me a system, 
and he would like tO obtajn a university lectureship 111 O~der to exe~t 
some influence once more upon humnn life. By accepnng an .or_d•
nary position he pln~ed ~imself wid~in ~he system of the .ext~n~g 
world. But even dunng hts early pcnod 10 Frankfurt he snit 'nctl
lared between the painful pleasure of estrangement and the power 
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of reconciliacion; nor on ly did he not yet want to enter into an 
"alliance with the world," h~ even .wanted to prevent it. 101 And 
even at rhc age of forty he cla1med h1s bride as the "agent of recon
ciliation" between his "true inward self and the way I behave-too 
frequcn~ly-towards rcality."10~ But in principle, as early as the rurn 
of the nrneteenrh century, Ilegel had already decided for rhe reality 
of rhe '~orld as the "objective elemen~."1 o.1 From that point on he 
became 1mplacably opposed, to the pomt of wrath and derision, to 
a.ll those sou l~ ~r~p-menrcd by romanticism, overcome by the ((ver
ogo .of the. sptr!t, estranged from themselves and the world, g lori
ous m thc1r rmsery. From the fate of H olderlin and then of the 
romantics he became convinced that it was more than personal mis
fortune nor to "find oneself" and feel 11at home" in any world: it 
was "untruth" and the cruelest 11fare of being without a fare." 

Bur nevertheless rhis estrangement remains as a "presupposition" 
of philosophy. 104 The other presup,eosition is unity as the prede
termi ~1ed goaL. During his stay at. ~ern and at Frankfurt, I Tegel 
expcn:~ced th1s twofold presuppos~oon of the absolute as rhe pri
mary source of the need for philosophy." At the time he left 
Frankfurt, he explicated it in the conrexr of the ueneral condition 
of the world; and in the first Jena essays, he inrerp~eted it abstractly 
as the ((id~ntirr ~e.rween identity and nonidenrity." 1o:; 

. ~lege! S ~nSIS IS n(?t docum~~t,e~ in rc(lecrion upon himself, but 
m h1s ana lys1s of the '.v?rld cns1s 'm an epoch of transition. too The 
tendency, alre~dy de~~sr~e, to reach .an. agreement with the age is 
e~pre~cd first tn a ~~ltlctsn1 of the ex1srmg order, because this criti
cism !s ~he prereqUJsJte for any agreement with "what is." In this 
desc~tpoon of rh.e contemporary world crisis, which for a time 
re~.at.ned unpublished, H egel anticipated many features of that 
CfltJCIS~ wh1ch ~4arx later developed fully. On rhe other hand, 
t~e anml~cscs whJch ~arx believed he discovered in H egel's media
nons arc ~ust those wh.1ch H egel reconciled. The mediating analyses 
of the ph1losophy of n ghr proceeded from a cricicism of the exisrinu 
order which itself discovered the antitheses ro be mediated. Th~ 
m~d~ possible Mar~'s critical attack upon H egel's justification of the 
exJstmg order. Wrrhour the possibility of knowinu anything of 
H I' · · · 101 I o cgc s CntiCISm, t 1e young Marx in 1 84 1 referred back from the 
H~g~l of r82' to the young Hegel of 1 798-jusr as Feuerbach's 
rebg1on of love and Bauer's c~ricism of Ch ristianity actually go 
back to Ileg~l's early theologtcal writings. The criticism of the 
Young IIegehans repe:ued the crisis which II cgel had gone through 
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himself before overcoming it in his system. l t is therefore. no mere 
coincidence that Marx often describes the_cris~ of bourge?1s society 
in the same way H egel had already d~~nbed It, ?ef?re discovering 
how to "overcome" the " lost extremes of morality m a state mod. 
eled after Plato and Rousseau, empirically the Prussian State. 

As H egel characterized the world crisis, all the phen?mena of 
the age indicate that satisfaction is no long~r t? be fou~d. tn the old 
life. But in order to "abolish what is negat1ve m the extSnng world, 
in order to find one's place within it, in order to live," a ~ansition 
must be found from ''idea" to "life," from reason to reahty. Par. 
ticularly in the German Empire, the "rulir:g totality" has van~shed 
as the source of all justice; it has i so l~ted Itself and mad~ o~ !tself 
something particular, rather than untversal.. Even t~e. mdiv1d~al 
citizen is no longer a whole person when, as m the extsnng tens1on 
between church and state he is "shattered" into two "fragments," 

I l f I I h " 108 u . into "one person for the state, ru:'ot 1er or t 1e ~ 1urc. ·. 
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ru-
versality of life occurs only as an tdea. What pubhc opm1on has 
already decided upon, through loss of confidence, does not take 
much effort to be brought to the :menri_on of everyone. ~It was 
Marx's concern to bring this to the anennon of the proletanat as a 
class.) The vanished "totaJjty" of the whole must be restored. And 
in the phi losophy of right, H egel sought to demonst:ate rl_1at the 
idea of this uni,·ersal totality is also present as a reality. Flfst, he 
discovered the contradictions. I le sees such a contradiction in a 
man's restricting himself to a small, subservient world of personal 
possessions, in which mere "objects" b_ecome absolute- the _world 
of the "philistine"H0 and of "merch~nd1se"-and, cor~~spon~mg to 
it a transcendence in thouaht of th1s narrow world rcachmg to-, o I. " I I '" ward heaven"-in Marx's termino ogy, tts so emn comp enon 
throuO'h the spirit of material conditions. In addition, he sees the corrc~red antithesis of poverty and luxury(" a constant theme of 
l\Jarx. A better man rightly disdains this life, which is restricted on 
all sides, as is "offered" and "permitted" to him; but it does not 
suffice only to " imagine" true narur_e and ma_ke rl~~ co~tc~t ~! the 
imagination one's consrant cot:npanJOn, as_ d!d ll_olderltn 111 I~y
perion.'' Man "must also expene~cc what :s _tmagmed a~ s?methmg 
Jiving," through the real resolun~n of extstmg conrradJcno~~- But 
r.his ca~ come about ?nly after tl~mgs have come t? a l_,ea?, .~vhen 
hfe as 1t presently exiSts has losr Its power and all. 1~s dtgmry .. Ac
cording to H egel, as according to Marx, the ex1snng orde: IS at
tacked and defeated not through external and internal vtolence 
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directed against itself or the world, but through irs "own trurh." 
!his truth, hidden within the present order and digging its grave, is 
rhe sought-for universa l basis of right. For the sake of irs own 
existence, even that restricted life must base itself on crus, although 
it has disintegrated into abstract particularities, until a better life 
denies it the living right to make this claim. And time has already 
brought a hint of sud~ a _li~e . "The age is moving irresistibly row~rd 
the actions of great mdtvtduals, toward the movements of ennre 
peoples, toward the way poets have represented natme and destiny. 
Through metaphysics, the restrictions arc given their boundaries 
and their necessity in the context of the w holc."112 

In his essay upon conditions in \ Vurnemberg, H egel, with the 
revolutionary passior!_ of righteousness, concludes the necessity fo r 
change. The alienation which is conscious of itself is a consequence 
of the fact that it is possible to imagine and describe, to hope for and 
to bring about, other, better times, in contrast to "what is." Thus in 
times of aljcnation, "what is" is not an "eternal present," but a transi
tory fonn of existence, something which merely happens to be 
without true reality. Then to "comprehend" it means what it also 
meant to Marx: not a mere understanding, but criticism and trans
formation. "Universal and deep is the feeling that the structure of 
the state, as it now exists, is untenable; uruversal is the anxiety that 
it will coiJapse and injure everyone in irs fall. \Vith this conviction 
in one's heart, is this fear to become so powerfu l that it will be left 
entirely to luck what will be overthrown, what preserved, what wi ll 
stand, or what will fall? Should one not himself desire ro desert what 
is untenable? Calmly djscover what must be termed untenable? In 
this evaluation, righteousness is the only criterion; the courage to 
practice righteousness is the only power that can eliminate com
pletely what is insecure, with honor and glory, and bring forth an 
assured State of affairs. H ow blind :ue those who would like to 
believe in the continued endurance of institutions, constitutions, 
laws which no longer agree with the customs, the needs, che opiruons 
~f mankind, from which the spirit has /led; who would like to be
lieve that forms with which understanding and feeling no longer are 
concerned are mighty enough to continue to comprise the bond of 
a people! All attempts to reawaken confidence in situations, parts of a 
constitution, in which people no longer believe, all attempts to gloss 
?ver the gravediggers with fine words not only cover their clever 
t~ventors with disgrace, hut prepare the wn y for a much more ter
n ble explosion, in which the demand for improvement is joined to 
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revenge, and the deceived, oppressed masses take vengeance for this 
dishonesty .... Bur if an alteration is to take place, something must 
be altered. ft is necessary to state such an obvious. rruth. because the 
anxiety which must, differs from the courage \~h1ch w1ll. T~1e men 
who arc driven by the former feel and admit the necessity for 
change; bur when it comes time to make a beginning, they ~xhibit 
the weakness of wanting to retain all that they h::~ppen to be 111 pos
session of, like a spendthrift who is under the. necessity o~ limiting 
his expenses, bur finds indispensable all of h1s. wants ~vh1ch he is 
advised to cut out, is unwiUing to give up anythmg, until finally his 
necessities as well as his luxuries, arc taken from htm. A people, the 
German p~ople, must not display such a weakness. Objectively con
vinced that a rransformation is necessary, they must not be afraid 
to conduct an investigation in detail. Whoever suffers injustice must 
demand the removal of the injustice; whoever possesses undeserved 

goods must surrender them wiJiingly." 113 

This breakdown of unity between the internal and the external, 
between private and public life, has the result that ~he wh~le is 
"without spirit," or, as Marx says (from Feuerbach'~ pomt of v1ew), 
" inhuman." T hus for H egel, as for 1\larx, the posmv~ .goal of the 
criticism of the existing order is the restoration of a spmt-fi lled (or 

human) unity in the whole of real life. 
In spire of this summons to effect a .t~ansforr:nation, H egel's 

criticism is no ~ larxist manifesto. As a poliocal wmer, he seeks to 

comprehend "what is." Such a comprehension is the ex~r~ go~ 
of his next critical discussion apropos the German Consmut1on; It 
is permeated with melancholy resignation. Despite biting criticism, it 
seeks only to come to a better understanding of the present stnte of 
affairs, and even promote a "moderate toleration." Hegel d~c;guises 

the ambiguity of this transition from ~riticism to u~de~tandtng .by 
eliminating rhe difference between the 1deal and reahry m the nonon 
of the idea· he removes the contrast between what should be and 

' . . 
what is, as "destiny,'' necessary being.u4 H e explicates the propo-
sition concerning understanding as follows: "The though.ts co~
tained in this work can have no other purpose or effect m thell' 
public expression than the understanding of what is, and thu~ the 
promotion of a more tranquil view of the. same, togethe~ \~lth a 
moderate toleration in actual contact and m words. For It IS not 
what is that makes us vehement and causes us suffering; it is what 
is not as it should be. But if we recognize that it is as it must be, 
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that is, it is not arbitrary or accidental, we also recognize that it 
should be so."m.But ~ow does H egel recognize what must be, and 
hence also what IS as It should be? By claiming to understand what 
rhe purpose of the "wo~ld spir~t" is. 1 HI 

But the boldness With which Hegel bases his insight into what 
must be on the ~elf-conscious spirit o~ history must be corrected by 
his ow.n evaluan~m of the Germans, m rhe context of the previous 
quoranon and With reference to the supposed necessities of policies. 
He says of the Germans that "on account of their notion " in other 
words precisely bee~ use they are so philosophical, they' appear so 
dishonest as to adnm the true nature of nothing. "Caught in an 
eternal contracliction between what they demand and what does not 
rake place as they demand, ther app~r not only censorious, but, 
when they speak merely of theJr nonons, insincere and dishonest. 
They include .the idea of nec~iry in their notions of right and 
duty, but nothmg comes of thJs necessity. They are themselves so 
accustomed to the fact that, on the one hand, their words always 
contradict their deeds, and on the other they attempt ro make of the 
fa~ts something quire dif!erem from what they really are, and ro 
remterpret them m the hght of certain notions. Bur ir would be 
completely misleading to try to learn about what usually happens 
in G~rmany from the notions of what shou ld happen, namely, ac
cording to the laws of the state. For the dissolurion of the state is 
most easily recogniz~d wl~en .everything goes contrary to law. It 
would be equaUy mtsleadmg 1f the form derived from these laws 
~ere to be taken in tr~1th fo.r the basis and purpose of the same. For 
JUSt on _nccou~t of th.elr nono~s the Germans appear so dishonest as 
to adnm notlung a~ Jt reniJy IS, nor to present a thing to be either 
mo~e or .less than It really amounts to. They remain rrue ... to 
the1r ~ooons, but as a rule the facts do not agree; and rhus which
ever stdc would reap an advantage seeks to bring both together 
through words, by force of notions." 

. Bur I fe~el's reconci~tion itself conc~ins the same dishonesty as 
JS present m the censonousness of whtch he accuses his fellow 
countrymen. Ir is not accidental rhat his criticism closes wirh a 

problematic accommodntio.n. Bot~ the ~hal~enge to the existing 
?rder and the accommodation to It arc d1sgUJscd by the ambiguity 
m comprehen.ding "what is"; tl~is can include that which merely 
happens to ex1st ~ w~ll ~s what IS truly real. Using as a bridge th1s 
fundamental ambtgu1ry m the notion of realiry' 17 as "what is," 
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offered sacrifice, whose blessing they implored upon all their busi
ness under whose banner alone their armies were vicrorious, to 
wh~m they gave thanks for the~ vic~orics, to wh~m their happiness 
dedicated their songs and the•r senousness, th~ll' prayers, whose 
altars, riches, temples, and statues were the pnde of the peoples, 
the glory of their art, whose worship and festi~als. were merely 
the occasion for general rejoicing; how could behef m these gods, 
woven into the web of human life with a thousand threads, be torn 
loose from its context? ... H ow strong must be the counterforce 
which can overcome that force! "123 

The answer which H egel, as a young man, g~ve to this question 
coinc ides with that given later by Bauer and Ietzsche: t~e pene
tration of Christianity can be explained only on the bas1s of the 
decadence of the Roman world.124 Only when the freedom of pub
lic life and irs virtues collapsed and the R~mnns led merely priv~~c 
ljves 1~5 could a religion g-ain a foothold "~h 1ch ha? no usc for pohn-

J ca l self-sufficiency nnd freedom, because It came Itself fro~ a people 
of " the utmost dcprnviry." "The doc~rine ?f .the deprav1ty of h~
man nature was co nceived of necessity w1tlun the womb of tlus 
depraved fragment of mankind, who were even compelled to despise 
themselves from the moral point of view, although in other respects 
they considered themselves the favorites of G?d. <?n the on.e ha~d, 
it agreed with their experience; on the other, It sans~ed rhe1r .rn de 
by removing their guilt and finding a grat~nd for pnde ev~n m the 
feeling of misery. It mnde an honor of di~grace, It sancufie? .a.nd 
made eternal their incapacity by making a sm of the very possibility 
of any srrength."1211 To Romans fallen from power, who had saved 
themselves from death through flight, bribery, and mayhem, who 
had lost all self-respect, a rel igi~us attiru?e must have bee~ welcome 
which, under the name of pass1ve obed1ence, converted Impotence 
and dishonor into honor and the highest of virrues-"through which 
operation these men cou ld look wit~ happy. wonder upon t.he con
tempt of others and their own feelmg of d1sgrace and see It trans
formed into pride and glory." "And thus we sec St. ~bro~c or .Sr. 
Anthony, together with a crowd of people .whose City I~ bemg 
approached by a herd of barbarians, not hasrcnmg to d~fend ~t upon 
the walls, but kneeling in the churches and the streets 1mplonng the 
divinity to turn nside their terrible misformne. And why ~h~uld 

I 
they have been willing to die lighting?"127 Thus we rea~; 1t IS a 
theory which coincides with Bauer's and N ietzsche's thes:s of the 
origin of Christianity from the resentment of a slave morality. 
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.. T!~ough ~his ."~ev.7rsa l . of nature," the divinity gained a "posi
~v~ty or ?bJec:ov•t):' '~hJ~!, sran~ irreconcilably opposed to any 
Jmng r~lao~~ship Wlth lt. In thJs manner, through its objective 
God, this spmt was revealed. 1\fen began ro know such an astonish
ing amount about God, as though many secrets of his nature in so 
many formulas, had nor been whispered li ke other secrets by one 
man in~o the ear of his neighbor, bur sh'oured out to all th~ world, 
and chJI~en Jea~ed . t~em b~ heart. The spirit of the age was 
re~ealed m ~e obJeC?Vl ty of Its god, as he was placed, not in in
f:im ty, according to Ius measure, bur into an alien world, in which 
we have no share, where we can~ot settle by our own doing, but 
can ar. b~t ?~g or charm our way 111, as man himself became a nor-I 
and ~us dwm•ty. anoth~r nor-1. It was revea led most clearly in the 
mulorude o~ m1racles It produced, which took the place of man's 
own reason m the r ealm of decisions nnd convictions. Worse of all, 
me~ fought, murdere~, defamed, burned, stole, lied, and deceived, 
all 111 the name of this god. In such a period, the divinity must 
completely have ce~sed to be. something subjective, being trans
formed ~ompletely mt~ an obJeCt. The perversion of the maxims 
of m~rality fo llows easily and logically from chis rheory."l28 The 
capacity for su~h ~bjective belief presupposes the loss of freedom 
and self-determmanon. H egel views the legal spirit of Judaism as an 
cx.trcm.e cas~ ?f such a loss, 1:w a spirit.which Jesus sought to conquer 
with hiS. religiOn of love. Bur even thiS battle against "positivity" did 
not achieve a complete "sense of wholeness " however much rhe 
!~vi?~ .~elarionsh}p of,love had reduced the s~paration between the 
spmr and the real. A further development was srj)J necessary in 

order to achieve a "mating" between the divine and the human to 
guara~r.ce satisfaction t? the yearning for this mating, and ro m~ke 
~f reltg_10.n a complete hfe. For, all the historical fom1s of the Chris
~a.n relig•on have ~erained the ba~ic p~inciple of contrast and oppo
smon. Bot~ the uruon of the mystiC With God and the connection of 
the Catholic and Protestant Churches with the course of the secular 
world !~ave been unable to bring rea l life and worship inro agree
ment: between rhes~ ~xtrernes, .found in the contrasti ng of G od 
an~ the world, the divme and life, the Christian Church has de
s~nbed the circle backwards and forwards; but iris against its essen
tial .nature to find peace in an impersonal living beauty . It is its 
d~tt~y that church a n~ ~rare, worship and life, piety and virtue, 
rebg10us and secular actiVIty can never be joined togerher."lao It is 
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just this unificndon which H egel later considered he had effected in 

his philosophy of the spirit, whose truth is the "whole."
131 

fter H egel had turned away from H olderlin's yearning after 

the Greek situation of a beautiful harmony between religious and 

politicnl life, he undertook to buiJd the "kin~dom of God"
132 

philo

sophically within the existing order of reahty and to elevate dog

matic Christianity to the level of philosophical existence, in order to 

guarantee to the human spirit that sense of belonging in the histori

cal world which he considered the peculiar characteristic of Hel

lerusm. Even in his early writings he considered that the rask re

served for "our days" was a vindication of the treasures which had 

been squandered on heaven as the property of mankind-"at least 

in theory." Bur at that time he was still in doubt what age could 

possibly possess the strength to assert this right and claim possession 

of these rreasures.183 This doubt, more than justified, fell silent from 

the moment that H egel decided upon an understanding with the age, 

so that ccwhat should be" surrendered its claim onder the rigor of 

reality. By thus coming to terms with the existing world, even at 

points where he disagreed with it, Ilegel found a way out of the 

revolutionary criticism of his youth. From this time forward, specu

lative mediation became the srandard of his criticism. And just as he 

cou ld never have shared Marx's revolutionary determination for a 

radical transformation, so he would also have rejected Kicrkcgaard's 

demand for an ((existing thinker"; for him, this was no problem. Ile 

once called thought in an existential context merely "having life 

and opinions," in the old-fashioned manner. He distinguished three 

types: "A few men have life and no opinions; ochers only opinions 

and no life; finally, there arc some who have both, life and opinions. 

The last are rarer than the first; as usual, the most common are those 

in the middle."13~ H aving life and opiruons in equal measure, H egel 

was assured of his superiority both to the extremes and to medioc

rity; in contrast, r-. tarx and I ierkegaard went to the mmost extremes 

in their total alienation from the existing order. 
But such an alienation between subject and object cannot seck 

to remain as it is, according to Ilegel. By its very nature it is an 

alienation between what was originally one and seeks to become 

one again. Man must be able to act as a native in what is other and 

strange, in order not to be a stranger to himself in the otherness of 

the world outside. H egel saw the Greek way of life as the great 

prorotypc of such "existential indigenousness" -even when his bold 

acknowledgment of "what is" forbade all yearning for the past.
1311 
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of che affinjry of tl~eir spirits and dispositions. " Hegel's n~ode of 
thought is no.r ~a~ d1sranr f.rom Goerh.e's ~ cf. Goethe on pmoza): 
The will t? dJvnuze_ the umv.erse a?d ~fe, m order to find peace and 
happiness 1n observmg and mvestJganng them. I Iegel seeks reason 
everywhere, before reason one may submit and be content. In 
Goethe, a kind of fatalism, almost joyful and confident, a fatalism 
which does not rebel, which does nor weary, w hich seeks to form 
from itself a totality in the belief that deliverance comes only in the 
totality, where all seems justified and good."11 T o him, Ilegcl and 
Goethe, together with apolcon, constitute a meaningfu l event for 
all Europe and an attempt to overcome the eighteenth cenrury.6 

T he first image which ierzsche had of Goethe was not without 
critical reservations; these, however, recreated more and more into 
the background. In the third Unzeitgemiisse Betracbtuug, after a 
description of the nineteenth century, he puts rhe question: in such 
a time of downfall and explosions, who will preserve the " image of 
man"? T hree images have determined humanity in the modern era: 
the man of Rousseau, the man of Goethe, and the man of Scho
penhauer; Nietzsche interprets himself in the ''heroic life" of the 
last. From Rousseau there emerged a popular strength which led 
ro revolutions; Goethe represents a power which is not so menacing, 
he observes and organizes, but does not lead to revolutionary over
throw. H e hares everything violent, all discontinuity-that is, every 
action. And rhus Faust the liberator of the world becomes a mere 
world traveler. All domains of life and nature, all past history, arts, 
mychologics, all realms of knowledge see the insatiable observer fly 
past, the deepest craving awakes and is appeased, even H elen can
not bring him to a halt- and now the moment must come for which 
his scornful companion has been lying in wait. At some random spot 
upon eanh the flight ends, the whirl ceases, Mephisrophelcs is ac 
hand. When the German ceases to be Faust, there is no greater dan
ger than that he become a philistine and fall prey to the devil-only 
the powers of heaven can save him. The man of Goethe is . . . the 
theoretical man at his highest. He keeps alive upon the earth on ly 
by assembling for his nourishment everything great and notable ... 
and living upon it, even though it is only a life from one appetite 
to the next. H e is not the active man: rather, whenever at some 
point he becomes a parr of the existing order of acrive men there is 
one thing cerrain, that no good will result, ... in particular, no 
'order' will be overthrown. The man of Goethe is a preserving and 
conciliatory force, ... just as the man of Rousseau can easily be
come a Cacilinarian."7 Similarly, he says in his remarks about vVag-
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mote what he himself despi~ed and ~o b~ an advocate o[ the whole of 
life its illusory truth and us true tllus10n. "In the mJdsc of an age 
undisposed ro realism, Goec~e was ~ convinced realist: he said ~es co 
everything chat was congerual to him; he had no greater expenence 
chan that ens realissinmm called Napoleon. Goethe conceived a 
man: strong, well-educated, physically skillful, self-possessed, re
spectful of himself. This man may dare to permit himself the entire 
scope and wealth of nature; he is strong enough for this freedom. 
H e is a man of tolerance, not out of weakness, but out of strength, 
because he knows how to turn to his own advantage what would 
be the ruin of the average person's nature. A man ro whom nothing 
is forbidden, except perhaps weakness, whether it be called vice or 
virtue. Soch a free spirit stands in the midst of everything with a 
joyful and confident fatalism, fum in the belief that only rbe par
ticular is reprehensible, that, in the context of the whole, everything 
is redeemed and affirmed-he no longer says no."14 Bot, at the same 
time, this is the formula for NierL.Sche's "Dionysian attitude toward 
existence"; and, in face, the last aphorism of the Wille zur Macht 
seems to come from the same spirit as Goethe's Frag;mem uber die 
Natur. 

Nevertheless, Nietzsche's will to power is as different from 
Goethe's nature as the extreme from the moderate, seething power 
from ordered cosmos, desire from ability, and the destructive vio
lence of attack from well-meaning irony.1

r; This difference is espe
cially clear in their attitudes coward Christianity. Once, it is true, 
Nietzsche remarks that the ((cross" should be seen as Goethe saw 
it.16 But he IUmself saw it quite differently: he wanted to reach men 
laughter instead of suffering, and called his laughter holy. Zara
thustra mocks Christ's crown of thorns by crowning himself with 
a crown of rosesY These roses have no human or rational rehttion
ship to the cross; Zarathusrra's "rose-wreath crown" is purely a 
polemic contrast to that of the crucified. This perversion is the fina l 
end of the symbol of the cross with roses, which derives from 
Luther! Goethe was not an anti-Christian, and was therefore the 
more genuine pagan; his "god" had no need to oppose any other, 
because by his very positive nature he was disinclined to any such 
denial. But that his consummation of freedom had no influence upon 
German civilization is as fatal as it is understandable. "T he . .. 
~erm~ns trunk they only have spirit when they are paradoxical, that 
IS, unngbteous."18 They may indeed believe in ideas, but they do not 
observe the phenomena/0 therefore, their Weltanschauung is an 
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without metaphysics. Bur the Fascist revolution which emerged in 
Imly and Germany after the First \ Vorld vVar led ro a revitalization 
of the accivisric historicism of the forties. Those who were histori
cally educated felt it at first to be only negative, an "anti1Ustori
cism."48 But already in ierzsche it was revealed as a will to the 
furore, and only for this reason was it so critical of " historical" cul
rure. As was the case a century previously, the desire is to be 
consciously "historical," to engage in more than "antiquarian" 
retrospection. \ Vhat leading statesmen do and preach today is done 
with the desire and awareness of being a priori "historic"! Men think 
in terms of cenruries and millennia. ot a week passes without so~ 
one delivering an " historic" speech, that is, a speech which- in con
trast to a commemorative speech-commemorates the furore, because 
it is assumed that only the centuries to come w ill appreciate what 
we do today. The furore is trusted tO give historical right and his
torical justification to the actions and evenrs of the present; man is 
convinced that history is the last judgment. Even in this perverted 
usc of the word " historic" can be heard the solemnity given it by 
H egel. \ Vhen man engages in extravagant historicism, it makes no 
real difference whether he is retrospective or expectant, tired of the 
past or greedy for the furore. 

H owever exrravagam H egel's systematization of history as 
" progress in consciousness of freedom" appears in light of its im
mediate, empirical aspect, the reason it could become so popular lies 
in irs own kernel, from which the Christian theological hull can be 
stripped off. ,. • 

The outline of the H egelian system consists in its measuring the 
course of history according co temporal progress; that is, on the 
basis of the final stage, it argues backwards to those preceding as 
necessarily leading to it. This orientation toward an historical se
quence presupposes that the only valid aspect of world history is 
that which has many consequences, that the sequence of world 
events should be evaluated according to the rational principle of its 
success. But success is nor on ly the highest court of appeal for 
H egel's historical theory; it is also a constant measure of everyday 
life, where the assumption is likewise made that the success of some
thing proves irs superior right to that which is unsuccessful. Thus 
the popular kernel of H egel's speculation lies in the universal con
viction that only what is succccssful is proven right. Through Dar
win's theory of evolution, in the nineteenth century this belief also 
received an apparent support in the realm of narure. Under the 
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.iJlJiuence of economic competition, Darwin discovered the law of 
"natural selection," according to which the higher species of animals 
arise rhrough the surviva l, in the "struggle for existence," of the 
6rrest over the less fit. H egel's philosophy of history and D arwin's 
biological theory40 both starred from what is empiric~ lly success
ful, and argued backwards to the supposed necessity ~nd inner right 
of its appearanc.e. !he.ir admiration of historical and biological 
forces Jed to an tdolizauon of whatever force happened to be vic
corious.50 \Vhatevc~, on the other hand, van~hed from the memory 
of history because tt was destroyed or remamcd unsuccessful, was, 
according to H egel's formula, an "unjustified cxisrence."Ol 

"Success," says a German proverb, "crowns the master." "Suc
cess," says iet7..schc, with equal right, "has always been the great
est of liars."6

:! Success is in fact an indispensable criterion of human 
life, but it proves everything and nothing: everything, because in 
world history as in everyday life only that which is successfuli·e
mains, and nothing, because even the greatest populnr success proves 
nothing of the inner worth nnd true " historical greatness" of what 
has accuaUy been successful.113 Things wretched and srupid, base
ness and madness, have often had the greatest success. It is quite 
remarkable when a victorious power proclaims the fame and honor 
of those it has conquered and nor merely the ostensible right of its 
own successful power. ever has an historical power come to be 
without violence, injustices, and offenses; bur for good or ill, of
fended mankind accustoms itself to every change, while world IUs
tory "gathers great treasures at our expense. " 54 

Whoever has really experienced a slice of world history, rather 
than mer~ly knowing it through hearsay, speeches, books, nnd news
papc~s, wtll h.ave to come to the conclusion that H egel's philosophy 
of htsrory55 

lS a pscudotheologicaJ schcmatization of history ar
ranged according to the idea of progress toward an eschatological 
fulfillment at the end of time; it does nor correspond at aJI to visible 
~ealicy. The true "passion" of world history does nor reside only 
tn th.e sonorous and imposing "quantities" with which it deals, but 
~Jso m the ~ilenr suffering it brings upon men. If there is anything 
tn world h1story to be admired, it is the power, the patience, and 
stubbornness with which it continues to r e-create mankind after all 
losses, destructions, and injuries. 

The way in which Goethe looked at history is far removed from 
Hegel's schematization, not because Goethe was a "poet," and 
Hegel a "thinker," but rather because Goethe's pure human disposi-
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the rerum of_ Ctt?st. As such, it h~d an "un_ambiguous antipathy" 
toward all sc1enofic knowledge; thJS anragomsm between faith and 
knowledge cannot be reconciled after the manner of H egel, it is 
"absolutely irreconcilable." "Thus all theological activity, to the 
extent that it brings faith and knowledge into contact, is irreligious· 
no rheology can ever arise unless there arc other interests presen; 
besides the reugious."145 The destiny of Christianity certainly gives 
no occasion to conceive any more conciliarory relationship between 
faith and knowledge. A religion which lived in expectanon of the 
Parouria, so long as it remained true to itself, could not seek to de
velop a systematic t heology and a church. The fact that this took 
place so rapidly is based not in Christianity itself, but in its emer
gence into the world of pagan culture, which it was unable to de
stroy and in which it therefore sought support, although until the 
time of the R eformation it never lost sight of irs enmity toward the 
world and the state. 

The battle between faith and knowledge was fought in the very 
infancy of Christianity, when Gnosticism destroyed all the assump
tions of the infant faith , and transformed it into a metaphysics. But 
the defeat of Gnosticism meant on ly a new covenant with the 
worldly wisdom represented most powerfully by Alcxandrianism. 
"The simple faith in redemption through Christ might have with
drawn within itself all the more energetically; instead, a Christian 
theology was set up as true Gnosis beside the Gnosis ... which 
had been declared false. In this rheology, particularly through the. 
newly determined Christian Canon, at least a certain portion of the 
Christi::tn tradition was protected by faith against the attacks of 
knowledge; bur it was considered imperative to rise from the level 
of faith to that of knowledge. A sure proof of the antagonism 
between knowledge and rhe purely reljgious interests of faith is the 
fact that even in this moderate form scientific knowledge gained 1 

foothold in the Church only by force. It secured irs position only 
under the keenest scrutiny, and was always in danger of coming 
under accusation each time heresy reared irs head. In fact, it re
mained the hotbed of unceasing conflicts with the faith of the 
community. The very beginning is typical of the whole course of 
development, as represented at the turn of the third century first by 
Clement of Alexandria and then by Origen ." 146 The original con
trast between the Christian faith and theological knowledge later 
became clear with the vanishing of the illusion that dominated the 
Middle Ages, that theology is the positive apologetic aspect of the 
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Christian faith. From the moment that Protesram theology bor
rowed th~ methods of historical and philosophical criticism from the 
secular. s~tet:ces, theology was doomed to become the grave digger 
of Chnsnamry. \ Vhoeve: engages in theology for any purpose be
yond that of theol~gy_ Itself mu~t !e~ognize that it is "part and 
parcel of the_ secu_lanzanon o~ Chnsnarury, a luxury w hich it allows 
1tsclf but whtch, l1ke all lu~nes, can be had only for a price."m The 
on!Y. rea l task of theology IS to ~1ak~ <:=hristianity problematical as a 
re~g:10n, whetl~er t~e theology IS ~nnca l or apologetic and liberal. 
Cnocal and. hJStonc~l srudy can mdeed destroy reljgion, but not 
reconstruct lt. orhmg was further from O verbeck's mind rhan 
H egel's "e_xalration". of the Christian religion to the level of con
~ep~~l,exlStenc~. _H~ basic distinction between the history of the 
~ngm of Chnsnamty and the history of its "decay" means that, 

w1.rh reference to the "development" of Christianity, O verbeck is 
unalt~rably opposed to H egel's progressive and optimistic schema. 
~o htm, as ~o ~a~arde, Protestantism does nor mean rhe consumma
oon .o~ ChrJStlamty, bur the beginning of irs dissolution. The pro
ductiVIty. of the Christian church comes to an end wit h the 
Refo~auon, which has in itself no religious meaning, but is defined 
totai,',Y 10 terms of prot~t aJrainsr the Catholic Church. It is an "ab
S?r~ consequence of disdam for the otherworldly nature of Chris
~aruty_ to concl~de ~h.at the ~rst fifteen hundred years of the Chris
nan fatr_h are a dtsgwsrng of ItS real narure.148 But this is precisely the 
conclus10n. of H egel's schema, which sees Christianity as engaged in 
a pr?grcsstve "realization," that is, secu larization. In Overbeck's 
op~nton, Pascal was the last real Christian in rhe modern world; he 
ass1gns L uther tO rh_e same category as iet'~che and D enifle. 

. Overbeck's amrude tO\_vard those like Viner, Lagarde, and 
Kie~k7ga~rd,. who rurn agatnst rhe existing order in the name of 
Chnsuamry, 1s _as negative as his atci~d_e t?ward Hegel. By denying 
theolo~y t~~ nght to speak for C:hns~lantry,_ he denied himself the 
same nght. Thu_s I confront the struanon quJte differently than, for 
example, d_oes Kterkegaard, who attacked Christianity although he 
spoke for tt. I refuse t~ arrack it even though I myself stand aside 
and speak as a ~heolog1an, even though that .is just what I would 
ra~her not be. Kicrkega~~ sp.eaks under the paradoxical pretense of 
be~ng a reformer of ~hrJSuanJty;. I would nor consider doing so, but 
netth:r would I cons1der :eformmg theolosy, whjch I claim as my 
v~canon. I ackJ?owledge tts worthlessness 10 itself, and am not in
clined to deny ItS present state of dilapidation; I am opposed ro irs 
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basic principles. For the moment, I would have no reservations about 
letting Christianity completely alone."149 Ile recognized the "vulnerable spot'' in Kierkegaard's attitude roward Christianity: "The 
manner of his attack is insincere, rhetorical, and paradoxical"; "he 
merely affects the disguise of an assailant." "It appears as though Kicrkcgaard were relying solely on himself and letting fly his attack 
upon Christianity, but he does so only after he has taken up a finn 
posicion within Christianity. He has no excuse for attacking Chris
tianity; in a sense, even less excuse than those whom he attacks. An inferior representative of Christianity is always better qualified to 
criticize it than one who is irreproachable, even if only in his own eycs."u;o 

Overbeck's attitude toward B. Bauer can be seen in his review 
of Bauer's Cbristus und die Casare11. 1111 In four long sections he analyzes the "incredible" theories which Bauer has once more, after 
thirty-five years, laid before the public without the slightest quali
fication. This represents a steadfastness which would be impressive 
if total lack of scientific support did not make it untenable. He concludes by stating that despite all criticism of Bauer's thesis that 
Christianity and Stoicism derived from one and the same source, 
Bauer's position is "not far from the truth ." The total fai lure of his work is therefore all d1e more regrettable. T he extent to which 
Greco-Roman paganism contribured ro the growth of the Church 
has been greatly underestimated; "a goodly number of paradoxes" 
arc necessary to uncangle the early history of the Church. These par<1doxcs must be put forward; but they must be given a form whieh 
makes it possible gradually to reach the point of wcU-founded con
viction, instead of remaining at the stage of mere extravagance. 
Apart from these reservations, theologians should not be "diss~aded" from reading the book. lt is an arbitrary assemblage of maten al that 
Bauer has given us, bur it is .nevcrrheles.s material which. should give 
us frequent occasion for fruttfu l reflec[lOD. The parallel•~ between 
Stoicism and Christianity can be pursued a thousand times more productively, more sensitively, and more profoundly than Bauer ~as 
done. This would give rise to observations and problems of which 
Bauer had not the slightest hint. 

When these critical remarks are compared with Overbeck's own 
thoughts on the relationship between Christianity and the a~cient 
world, more weight is given to the basically favorable conclusiOn of this criticism, so severe in detail. Overbeck himself never ceased 
to stress the "classical" nature of Christianity, denying that it was 
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an absolute "innovation." He contrasted both the ancient world and Christi:miry to rhc modem world.10~ He asserted indirectly the 
''family relationship" between Christianity and the ancient world 
rhrough the thesis that our understanding of Christianity has dimin
ished proportionately as the ancient world has vanished from our Jives. 163 In Die Cbristlichkeit der Tbeologie, he states that Christi
anity is the form in which the ancient world has been embalmed for 
preservation down to our own time. Because Christianity is itself a 
part of the ancient world, a "modern" Christianity is a contradiction 
in terms. The cies connecting Overbeck's rheological position with Bauer's are even closer than he hin1self realized. It was Bauer who 
had anticipated Overbeck's discovery of the necessary "Jesuitism" 
of rhc "rheological mind," 1c;4 the antithesis between the Bible and 
contemporary culture. 

Overbeck several times defended the critical theology of Strauss 
against the presumptions and ill usions of apologetic and liberal the
ology. Strauss's declaration that secular culture and Christianity arc 
irreconcilable is irrefutable. It does not depend on the apparent cos
mopolitanism and actual parochialism of rhe culture which Strauss 
in his old age supported as the "new faith." Strauss was also right in 
his recognition of the fatefu l significance inherent in the idea of a "life of Jesus." But it is erroneous to suppose that a truly critical 
rheology must lead to a negation of Christianity. \Virhout suppon
ing Christianity, such a rheology can protect it "against all the theologies which think they arc supporting it by accommodating it 
to the world. Indifferent to its peculiar point of view, they turn it 
into a dead, desiccated orthodoxy which removes it from the world, 
or reduce it to the secular level, where it vanishes. Critical rheology 
can prevent such theologies from peddling an unreal thing to the world under the name of Christianity, a thing from which the very 
soul has been removed: the negation of the world."1G~ Strauss fails 
to recognize the excessive humanity of Christianity. He seeks to 
pur Christianity completely out of mind; with all his talk of "human 
feeling," "national feeling," and "littleness," he forgets "that we arc human"! Hifl If we compare what Strauss has to say about the state 
and about war, about penaJ authority and about the working class, 
with the appropriate Christian parallels, for example, from Augus
tine, there is no doubt that we shall find the latter incomparably more profound and at the same cime more human, and therefore 
more true. Christianity has dealt conclusively with the kind of cul
ture represented by Strauss. If Christianity is to be overcome, it must 
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be by a culmre higher, not lower, than that which Christiani 

overcame. In a few so~er scntenc~, this ~riti~ism of Strauss~ 
Bekennmis says everythmg that 1ert..Sche 111 Ius Unzeitgemiisse 
Betrachmng said with the exuberance of youth, and without a fair 
assessment of Strauss's historical achievement. 

~hrough his ~arly wo:k.. Strauss did the science of the.ol?gy a 

cons1derable serv1ce. But u ts wrong to suppose that Chnsttanity 

consists of a series of dogmas and myths wh1ch must be either ac

cepted or rejected, in w hole or in part. Its heart a~d soul is_ faith in 
Christ and his rerum, and the end of the world as It now eXIsts. "As 

is true of the apologetic and liberal theologians. whom . we have 

studied in this respect, Strauss thinks that he has firushed wtth Chris

tianity when he has dest~oyed criti~ally a ~cries of its. basic dogmas, 

particularly the Cho:ch s concepoon ~f _trs. earlY. htsrory. But he 

skims over the asceoc outlook of Chnsnamty wtth two or three 

disparaging and very marginal remarks."107 Christianity is by nature 

eschatological, and therefore ascetic. Only the man ~who is well 

aware of this can achieve a proper standpo1Dt from whtch to evalu

ate the "way of life" which Strauss suggests after Christianity has 

been done away with. . 
Overbeck took issue with Lagarde's work as soon as It was pub

lished. Both possess the same disint~rested schola~ly attitude. ~at 

of Lagarde is permeated by a deStre for. rhetonc~l effect, while 

O verbeck is characterized by a calm sobnety that ts almost super

human. H e neither wanted to nor could educate the Gennans; hut. 

he wanted to be clear in his own mind with reference to theology 

and Christianjty. 
Overbeck discusses Lagarde's suggestion that the existing theo

logical faculties be reduced to denominational seminaries, and be 

replaced at the universities by a theology whose cask is to teach the 

history of religion in order to prepare the way fo: a qerman re

ligion. Overbeck objects that such a purely h1stoncal v1ew of the 

hjstory of religions is not a theology at all, and should th.erefore fall 

withjn the discipline of philosophy. ~ ~agarde wants Ius ne.w the

ology m occupy an independent posmon, he ca.o support. tt ~nly 
on the basis of irs practical task, which it shares Wlth denommauon~l 

theology. "But this is just what is dubious: whether a. task of ~his 

kind can really be found for Lagarde's theology. He l~Jm_self p01.nts 

to one by saying that the new theology should be the gwde leadmg 

to a German religion.' But theologies have ah~ays foUowed after 

their religions; and they have been further behmd, the more ener-
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gecic and undisputed were the original forces behind these religions. 

It is unexampled that they should precede a religion, and hardly to be 

expected that something of the sore might yet take place.''168 In 

reality, Lagarde's theology will not prepare the way for a new 

religion. The hopelessness of irs ultimate goal and the overwhelming 

power of history in all scholarly pursuits of the present will cause it 

very rapidly to lose sight of its goal and immerse itself in the histori

cal material-a p•edjcrion which has proven true for all denomina

tional theology wherever the content of what has been called "dog

matics" has in fact been only comparative religion with a Protestant 

flavor. 
Thirty years after writing Die Christlicbkeit der Theologie, in 

the preface to the second edition, O verbeck discusses his relationship 

to Niet7..sche. H e says there that Nietzsche's influence was the most 

powerful he had encountered in the course of his life. Jietzsche 

himself is an "extraordinary man, extraordinary even in bearing mis

formne." There is no better proof of Nietzsche's extraordinary 

quality than the friendshlp of so circumspect and reserved a man as 

Overbeck Overbeck states that he cannot actually say that even in 

Basel he learned "wisdom" from Niet't..Sche; neither can he say that 

he, who was seven years older, followed him unconditionally on his 

"voyage of exploration," letting himself be deflected from his own 

course. But hls friendship toward iensche was very much present 

when he penned his "abdjcation from the fraternity of theologians." 

T his parallels Niet7..sche's dedication of his first Unzeitgemiissc 

Betrachtwzg to O verbeck. Even in later years, Overbeck followed 

Nietzsche's voyage of exploration to the end with loyal attentive

ness, unperturbed by the aspects of it that must have been terrifying 

and even repugnant to him. £-l is posthumous notes and his corre

spondence with Niet7..sche bear witness to the fact that, if he did not 

join in N iet7..sche's attack upon Christianity, he at least went along 

with it in rus own way, by furnishing his friend with occasional 

scholarly references for the criticism of Christianity. ieczsche's 

attempt to "overcome God and nihilism" failed; but Overbeck never 

recognized this fact as an argument against the attempt. D espair had 

seized Nietzsche on his journey, so that he deserted his ship. This 

happened long before his madness erupted. "No one has ever arrived 

at the goal of voyage that I have in mind; iet7..sche's failure was no 

greater than that of aU the rest. What forsook him was fortune, 

which has smiled more favorably upon others I know, who have 

been more fortunate. He failed; but his failure was such that he is 
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no better and no worse an argument against the voyage he under
took than are castaways against sailing the sea. A man who has 
reached his haven will be the last to deny his shlpwrecked precursor 
the name of an equal. \ Vith reference to ierzsche, the same is true 
of the more fortunate seafarers, who at least have managed to stay 
afloat in their craft on their aimless journey."1110 

. The question O~e~be~~ aske.d '~ith r~fere~ce to Christianity 
did not concern Chnsoan morality. Unhke terzsche, he saw its 
ascetic character as a superior form of human life. [] is question con
cerned the relationship between primitive Christianity, which re
nounced the world, and the history of the world. Tbe most interest
ing aspect of Christianity is its impotence, "the fact that it cannot 
rule the world" because the wisdom of its life is a "wisdom of 
death."16o If a serious historical srudy is made of Christianity, the 
only conclusion can be that it has undergone a "decl ine" from its 
((non historical" origin, although the decline is .incxrrica~ly enta~gled 
with "progress" throughout rhe course of .h•st~ry. Like tr.an~ltori
ness, pennanence is a basic concept of all his_ronography; smularly, 
all historical manifestation of life must be etther old or young. In 
spite of lGerkegaard's demand for "contemporaneity," two thou
sand years of Christianity cannot simply be erased, least of .all by a 
theology which is itself completely penetrated by the htstoncal 
mode of thought. "Christianity has had a long life. It can no longer 
occupy the same position it occupied at the beginning, after all the 

events that then lay before it, and now lie b~hind it ! "161 Christian_i!Y 
existed originally as Gospel, denying all h1story and prcsupposmg 
an ((hyperhistorical" world-"neither Christ himself nor the faith 
which he founded have had historical existence under the name of 
Christianity"162-but this "prehistoric embryo" has lived irs life in 
the hlstory of a church, whlch is bound to the ';,orld. T~e wor.ld 
would not be convinced that God loves man. 163 When 1t lost Its 

faith in the Parousia, primitive Christianity lost its fa~th. i~ its o~n 
youth." This contrast between the eschatology of P.nmmve Chns
tianity and the furore-oriented mood of the present lS f~ndame~r~. 
"I t is, perhaps, the basic reason behind the gulf separaung Chnsu
anity from the present." Our present age worl~s ~o pr~par~ the 
future; nothing is further removed from it than belief m an unmment 
end of the world. ow that Christianity has grown old in the sense 
of becoming decrepit, irs age is no longer an argument for irs perma
nence, but only irs most dubious aspect.164 Th.e "etem~l" .extsten~e 
of Christianity can be defended only sub specte aetermtatls, that IS, 
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from .a point o~ v.iev: which has no concept of historical time. The 
e~ermo/ of Chnsnaruty ~an never be guaranteed by hlstory. Purely 
histonc.ally, a~l we. have _1s proof that Christianity is worn out. 105 To 
the .se:10~s histoncal vtewpoint, irs age is a "deadly" argument. 
Chrisoamty cannot c~ntr?l .the course of history, whlch every
wh~re reac.he~ ~ut ro tts lJmJts. Therefore history is an "abyss in 
which ChrlS.OanJty has bee~ car~pulred quite against its will." 16° 

Before the urn~ ?~ Cc;>nsranone, Jt seemed "as though Christianity 
would outlast ctvtlizanon; today the converse is true." "Prometheus 
seems to have been proven right; the fire that he stole from heaven 
is nor what he was supposed to have been given."Hl7 

Th7 final conclu~10.n of O verbeck's historical viewpoint is his 
contes.nn~ of the ~.hnsuan chronology. H is denial of its significance 
puts ~1m m opp~smon to Hegel, who was the last person to maintain 
tt sen ously. But It does not place him on the side of ierzsche, whose 
Ecce Homo claimed to begin the "first day of the year One" with 
Sept~mber 30, 1888, "according to the false chronology."•os Ac

~or~mg to O~rerbe~k •. t~e Chris~ian chronology would have been 
JUSofied only if ChrlSttarury had mrroduced a "new" age. But this is 
not the case; "for originally it spoke of a new age only under cir
coms~ances that never took place: the existing world must perish 
and y1el~ ro the new. For a moment, this was seriously expected; this 
~xpecranon has continued to make its appearance, but only fleet
mgly. It has never become a permanent historical fact. This alon.: 
would have been able to furnish the real basis for a significant 

chronology, ~orresponding to the faces of reality. It is the world 
that has ~r~vaile?, not rhe Christian. expectation." 1611 The possibility 
of_concetvmg this moment as a turrung point grew out of the earlier 

e~tence of ~n . eschatological e>.l'ectation of the end. This alone 
gwes the Chnsnan chronology a claim to be taken seriously. But in 
actua l fact the old has not passed away, the new has not arrived; it 
remai.ns one of the major problems of the history of Christinnity 
how ·~ c:~me to terms with this disappointment of its origina l ex
pectation .. o~~rbcck ~tt~mpts to ans.wer this question by rransfonn
mg the pnmmve Chnsttan expecranon of the return of Christ into 
an "ascetic theory and practice of li fe," "which is in fact a meta
morphosis of the primitive Christian faith in the rewrn of Christ. It 
is based upon the continued expectation of this return, and therefore 
continues to view the world as ripe for destruction. It moves the 
faithful to withdraw from the world in order to be ready for the 
appearance of Chrisr, which threatens to come at any moment. The 
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expectation of Christ's rerum became untenable in irs primitive 
form. . . . It was transformed into the idea of d~a~h, which as early 
as Irenaeus, is said always r~ accompany th.e Ch~lSaan. It became the 
?lle7He11to mori rhe CarthusJan formula whtch gwes a more profound 
summation of' the ultimate wisdom of Chriscianity than does the 
modern formula, 'let nothing inrrude between ma? and his primary 
source.' This seems to contain a hackneyed expresst?n .. : . ~f ~ega
cion, until one remembers that, in the eyes of Chnsttamty, It 1s the 
world irself which 'imrudes.' " 110 

'Vhen Chriscianity was granted official recognicion by the state, 
the ideal of martyrdom was lost. It was replaced by the martyrium 
quotidiamnn of monascicism. Fr?m t~e fourth cenrury to the Refor
macion, everything great and vtral m the Church proceeded from 
the cloister. Bur Catholic theology long ago lost th.e ~ureness of 
vision necessary for a proper evaluacion . of the stgmfic:mce of 
monascicism; Protestant theology never had tt. . . . 

The inner nucleus of Overbeck's own theologtcal exiStence lS a 
conduct of life and wisdom of death which are ascetic in a broader 
sense. The ultimate purpose o~ ~is .rheology was .. to. dcmo~s~te 
scientifically that modern Chnsnantty was the firus Chr1Stl:m
ismi."171 For him, too, rhe wisdom of death replaced the e~pectanon 
of the furore. For us men, death is the most vexing of nddles, but 
far from being the key to its own solucio~. "Precis~ly because 
death makes the riddles of the world most vexmg to us, It should be 
the last thing in the world ro serve to make liie difficult for us. Let . 
us rather respect de~th as th~ most .unambiguou~ symbol of our 
community, in the silence whtch he u:~capa~ly Imposes upon us 
all as our common lot.'' 172 To the ChnstJan vtew of death he pre
ferred that of Monraigne and Spinoza, because it is less affec~cd. A 
171e7ne11to mori can easily be conceived which '~ould ben~fit life by 
the light of day by irs abi~ty to ba~h d~cepuon and dtspcrse the 
shadows which lie upon ltfe an~ d1sto~t lt. But .de.arh, ~.hosen by 
one's own free will, seemed to hJm to he at the .lim1t of . wh~t ~ 
be discussed racionaJJy among men." O verbeck d1d not reJeCt lt. His 
refleccions may sound un-<;hrisci~n, ~ut. when he was concerned 
with hnving rhe proper atotude 111 rhmJong about ~earh! the first 
thing that occurred to him was a reference ro the res1gnanon of the 
Tlurry-ninch Psalm. . . . . . 

Overbeck did not decide agamst Chnsoamty or m fav?r of 
secular educacion or "culture."173 Any man who esteems ~he Enher
Or for irs own sake, confusing what is radical with what IS exueme, 
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will achieve only uncertainty in his attirude toward the world and 
toward Chriscianity. And within this apparent external ambiguity 
there lies hidden a more unequivocal radicalism than in Niet7$che's 
dogmatic arrack. ierzsche's antagonism can be reversed, just as 
Dionysus can become the Cr ucified. Overbeck was fully aware that 
religious problems must be placed upon a completely new founda
tion, "even ar the cost of what has up to now been called reli
gion.''174 "The religious development of man down to the present 
day represents a disastrous aberration; it must be brought to an end" 
-"at least so long as the solution to the religious confusion of our 
cime is sought in the area of the Bible and the theologicnl confl ict 
which rages about the Bible, and we do not make up our minds to 
find that solution completely apart from the Bible! This will not 
happen uncil we humans recognize that we go forward only by losing 
our foothold from cime to time; we live our lives under condicions 
which do not pem1it us to evade this experiment. Furthermore, the 
Bible itself should help us to sec th is. Irs own narrative provides us 
with the supreme example of this phenomenon. The transicion from 
the Old Testament to the New does not differ from such a loss of 
foothold. Irs success was complete, bur correspondingly slow and 
laborious."17

G This loss of foothold Overbeck rook as his own posi
tion between culrure and Christianity. To perform his function he 
lacked the necessary criticism of rheology and Chriscianity, "the 
spur of a genuine hatred for Chriscians or reljgion"; but he also 
lacked the absolute affirmacion of the secuJar world which makes the 
atheism of Strauss, Feuerbach, and Bauer so superficial. This two
fold lack is Overbeck's human and scholarly advantage; it discin
guishcs him from all the other assailants and apologists, like Nietz
sche and Kierkegaard. His "caution" with regard to Chriscianjty 
consisted in avoiding the "twofold danger" of a sterile routine 
relacionship or an unconsidered battle of exterminacion. "Either 
course must be avoided. Christianity must be given an end more 
worthy and less pemicious.' '17ll He numbered himself among the un
believers by subordinacing theology to philosophy and disputing 
irs right to be called Christian. But he was conscious that the cour
age and tenacity to do so grow best out of a view of li fe such as that 
of Christianity, which increased the demand for honesty "probably 
at least as much as it reduced irs actual appearance among rnen.''177 
Even in his early writings he rejected the overhasty ruthlessness 
with which Strauss broke the fetters of the old faith, the more so 
because the present gave no cause to think poorly of the Christian 
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view of life or to consider irseli superior. It is rather of inestimable 
value "that at least the name of 1Christian' hover over this whole 
calamitous period as a kind of categorical imperative, condemning 
it."118 

And so it is comprehensible that O verbeck's judgment upon 
Christianiry, particularly Gcnnan Chrisrianity,110 which condemned 
it to death, expressed neither satisfaction nor regret; it simply de
scribed the process as a matter of record. 180 H is historical position is 
based on the fact that without Christianity, European civilization 
would not be what it is, nor would Christianity, without its con
nection with that civilization.18L Overbeck belongs more, not less 
to the history of their union and confl ict than do those who think 
to solve the problem of Christianiry by means of a simple ~~decision." 
The truly decisive contrast to their mere decisiveness is a critical 
analysis which gives neither a simple uyes" nor a simple uno." 10The 
unique and significant aspect of Overbeck's elucidatJon of the rela
tionship between Christianity and culture is the fact that it does 
not give any solution. All solutions would come into conflict with 
his basic axiom. O verbeck's merit consists in having demonstrated 
the impossibiliry of any solution, at lease of any solution which man 
as he is today could contrive by his own efforts."182 Even his admira
tion for Nietzsche was not based on the latter's apodictic statements, 
but on the way in which he preserved his <~courage to fnce the prob
lem," an attitude inconceivable apart from the 11Skepticism" w hich 
goes hand in hnnd with histOrica l knowledge. 183 On the other han~ 

ierzsche prized O verbeck's <~genrle firmness" and balance. 
'Vhoever wiJI take the trouble to pursue O verbeck's train of 

thought will perceive in the labyrinth of his sentences, so full of 
reservations, the straight and daring line of an absolutely honest 
mind. H e elucidated the prob lem which Christi:111 iry presents for 
us. In the typical ligures of the nineteenth century, he made clear 
the abyss separating us from Christianiry.184 Since H egel, and par
ticularly throug h the work of Marx and Kicrkegaard, the Chris
tianiry of th is bourgeois-Christian world has come to an end. This 
docs not mean that a faith which once conquered the world perishes 
with its last secular manifestations. For how should the Christian 
pilgrimage in hoc saeculo ever become homeless in the land where 
ir has never been at home? 
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