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Translator's Introduction

Schelling's Antikritik first appeared in the Intelligenzblatf of the

Allgemeinen Literatur-Zeitung \o. 165 in December 1796. It was written

in response to a dismissive review of his 1795 work Of the I as the

Principle ôf Philosophy which had been published in an issue of the

journal two months earlier. The review in question was written by Joharur
-Benjamin 

Erhard, a friend of both Karl Reinhold and Friedrich

Niethammer, but was published anonymously, as was conìmon practice at

the time.1
Rather than being of Schelling's own invention,'Antikritik' is simply

a standard title given to responses to reviews, which was appended to the

article by the joumal's editors. As such, it could be loosely translated as

'response to a critic' or 'counter-crilique'. The Allgemeinen Literatur-
Zeiiung often featured such 'counter-critiques' directly following on from a

review, giving authors the chance to respond to criticisms'2 As such, it is a
genre ofwriting rather than a title. Nonetheless, Schelling himself took to

iefening to the piece in letters as his 'Antikritik', and it is published under

this title in the 1982 historical-critical edition.
As an example of the genre, Schelling's Antikritik stands out both

for its length (it is longer than the review to which it responds), and for its

1 See Harmut Buchner's 'Editorial Introduclion' to Antíkritik, in Friedrich WiÌhelrn

Joseph schelling, Hístorisch-kritische Ausgabe I/3, eds. Harmut Bttchner, wilhel¡n

G. Jácobs, andAnnemarie Pieper, (Stuttgart: Frommann-Holzboog, 1982), p 1B5'

2 Schelling had originally hoped for his Antikritik to be included as an insertion in the

original volume uì hi. o*r.e"p.nse, but it seems likely that its length precluded this

possibility. Ibid. p. 183ff.
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sardonic tone. schelling seems to have been particularly offended by the
fact that the reviewer takes his book to advocate u iorm of Fichtean
Grundsatz philosophy. He insists instead that the 'I' that stands at the
centre of the work must be taken not as a grounding principle, but as a
postulare,'a call for rhe free act with which all philoióphising [...] must
begin' (see p. 4 betow). commenrators are divlded ai to wtrãtnãr ttris
amounts to an act of self-revisionism on schelling's part, or whether it
simply renders explicit a distance from foundationÀhsm that was already
impìicit in Of the I qs the PrincÌple of philosophy.3 '

F.W.J. SCHELLING 3

tedious story? The reviewer was on the right track. If he had brought his
piece to a cìose here, it would have been fortuitotss. Unfortunately,
however, he proceeds to transcribe several passages from the book in
which the author explicitly claims that 'for him too (just as for the

reviewer), the "I" in general is entirely incomprehensible as an object of
knowledge: nothing can be proven of the "I" as an object (and so nothing

can be known of it): the unconditioned (the "I") cannot even be sought in
the objeciive world: the "I" is actual only in its action lnur in seinem

Handeln wirklichl; its very essence consists in freedom, a freedom of

whichrone can never be conscious, since it is the condition of all
consciousness.'

Among thinking men, it ought surely go without saying that ary
purported principle of knowledge cannot itself be an obiect of knowledge'

ihé reviewer should hardly have wanted to instruct me on this point, had

he in fact read the text in question. 'But what is the sense in all of this? Is

it not there in so many words in the fitle of the book, thai the author has

made the "I' the object of his investigation?' - The reviewer will surely

know that there is a difference between the object of a book, and an object

of knowledge in general [192] The former is called a logical object, the

latter a reoi ob¡eõt. When the reviewer says that the 'I' is not an object of

knowledge, he thereby makes it an object olhis iudgement. His objection

is thus very much in the spirit of the well-knowì: you know nothing of
things-in-themselves; and so you also do not know that they cannot be

represented lnicht vorsteilbqr sindll - 'But the predicates the author

employs in his artempt to define the "I" remove all doubt' - alÌ doubt that it
.oúld .rr.. have occurred to the author to speak of the I as an object of
(theoretical) knowledgel Anyone who claims to know the principles of

òriticism [Kri¿ik] should at least know this much: that the predicates of the

absolute can never be predicates o1 an object. - what, then, the reviewer

will ask, is the purpose of this whole undertaking?

this queition must be answered for him. Why should I not seize this

opportunity ìo finally be clear, clearer perhaps than was wanted of me?

Thã aim õf the author was none other than the following; to liberate

philosophy from the stagnation into which it has inevitability fallen through

itt-tutud investigations into a first principle lersten Grundsatzf of
phitosophy; to piove rhat genuine philosophy can onlybegin with free acts

ifreyen- fiandlúngen), and that the elevated status of abstract principles

ipeits ttre death óf all philosophising. The question: from which principle

Antikritik: Some remarks occasioned by the review of my
work: 'Of the I as the principle of philosophy' in
'die Allgemeine Literatur-Zeitung' no.319.4

[191] The reviewer knows how io position himself against the authors from
the very outset. 'Unfortunotely,'6 he says, ,his own..I', is and remains for
him incomprehensible as an object of knowledge, such that he is even less
capableof understanding, that which others so þraciousty seek to prove to
him of their own "I"'. This means, in other wõrds: throïghout thå courseof an entire book, the author attempts to repon and to prove
god-only-knows-whar of his own 'I'- who could poisibly listen to such a

3 see e.g. christian Ibe¡ Das Ande re der vernunft als ihr prinzip (Berlin: waìter de
Gruyter, 199a), p. 78 n. 77; Richard Fincham, 'schelring's suÉveìsion of p'ichteàn
Monism, 7794-1796', in Fichre, German Idealism, and Earty Roman¿icism, ed.
Daniel Breazeale and Tom Rockmore (New york: Rodopi, iOiO¡, p. fSS;'and
DanieÌ whistler, .schelling's_Theory of symbolic Language:'Forming'the system of
Identíty, (Oxford: Oxford University press, 20tZ), p.12.

4 This translation is based on the text of Antikritik is it appears in Friedrich wiìhelrn
Joseph schelling, Hístorisch-kritische Ausgabe I/3, eds. irur*ut su.hnuì, wrh;ì-G, Jacobs, and Annebarie pieper (Snrggarr: Frommann_Holzboog, fégZl, pp
191-195.

5 Translator's ¡\¡o¡e. schelling refers to himseìf in the third person as 'the author, [derVerfas.serl-throughout, and to Erhard (who, as was génerally the case in ÀlZ,
published the review anonymously) as 'the reviewer,Ídei Recenient).6 Tfanslator's l{ore. Arthough schelling uses quotãtion marks here, he Ìoosery
paraphrases the original review.
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[Grundsazt] must philosophy begin? seemed ro him unworthy of a free,
self-aware man. At most, they seemed to him good enough for ä man who,
Iike Nicolai, is forever falling out with his own 'I', and, 

"not 
knowing what

to do with himself, must instead have a ball of wool to unwind, or an"onion
to peel' - since he lthe author] held phitosophy to be a pure product of
_m?n 

as a free being ldes freyen Menschenl, a singular aciof freedom, he
believed himself in possession of a higher concept of phitosophy than
many a tearful philosopher, of the sort who claimed to have t*"äd thu
horrors of the French Revolution along with all of [1g3] mankind,s
unhappiness back to the lack of agreement among their peeis, and who
thought they could remedy this unhappiness by means of ãn ..pty,
meaningless principle, in which they believed to have the whole of
philosophy neatly wrapped up. He berieved that man was born to oct, not
to speculote, and so that his first step in philosophy, roo, must heralá the
arrival of a free being. This is why he thoúght so little of written
philosophy, and even less of the idea of any singlJspe curqtive principle at
its centre. But it was universal philosophy that he trôt¿ in lowesì esteäm of
all. only a 'man of worldly wisdom' lwettwe¡serl courd boast of such a
philosophy, which, like Lessing's windmills, lives in friendship with all32
winds.T Since, however, the philosophical public suddenly seémed to only
have ears for /irst principles lerste Gruidscitzel, his own first principle
had to be a postulate lein postulatl, a call for the free act witn wnlcn al
philosophising, in his estimarion, must begin. The first result of all
philosophy, to act freely in relation to onesõlf, seemed to him to be as
nec,essary as the first post,late of geometry to draw a straight line. The
philosopher need not prove freedom, any more than the g.oñ..t", p.o*,
the line. seen from this perspective, it is also clear that"this phitósoptry
could easily dispense wirh its terminology, - terminology which I stranjely
enough - a professor from Bresrau rater prophesiãä wourd be foind
laughable by a bookseller from Berlin.B - Thii términorogy was emproyed
for the sake of those who cannot comprehend anytniñg wrttroui [r's¿]
terminology, and who only found it so burdensome becausu their heads
7 Translator's /vore. The editors of the rrisrorisch-kritische Ausgabe note that this is

a 
^rglerenge 

to a passage from G.E, Lessing's published .ä**p""d"*;.-ñiå.
p.245. The letrer is reprod.ced in Goxhõtd Ephraim ressings ,aÃ^tl¡ri,
Schriften, voìume 12, Berlin: 1793, p.744-5.

B Translator's ¡üote. The editors of thé His¿orisch-kritische Ausgabe suggest that the
'professor from BresÌan' refers to Georg Gustav Fülleborn, and thã"'sookiere¡
from Berlin'to Friedrich Nicolai.

F.W.J. SCHELLING

were aÌready filled with other terminology - for everyone eÌse, it was
entirely useless.

Meanwhile this philosophy - which, after all, is itself onÌy an idea

whose realisation the philosopher can only expect from practical reason -

will and must remain incomprehensible, even laughable, to all those who,
unable to elevate themselves to the level of ideas, have not yet learned

from Kant that ideas ought never be objects of an idle speculation, but
only of a free act lfreyen Handelns); that the entire reaìm of ideas has

reaÌity,only in relation to man's action; and that, wherever man begins to
create himsel/, to realise himself, he no longer 'finds' objects. It is no

wonder that, at the hands of a man who aims to determine ideas

theoretically, ever,'thing that goes beyond the table of categories is

reduced to a mere chimaera; that, to his mind, the idea of the absolute

amounts to a 'story of a nobody';s and that where others first genuinely

attain free self-awareness, he sees nothing other than a great nothingness

before him, which he does not know how to fill, leaving him conscious of
nothing other than his own mindlessness. Proof enough that his spirit has

never leamed to act freely on itself, and that he is only capable of asserting

his position in the spirit-world by means of mechanical thought.
Poor unfortunate philosophy! one might say. It is admittedly an

unfortunate business - attempting to outwardly present that which is the

innermost property of man, and which, when torn out of its spiritual

lgeistigenf context, leaves only a dead word-carcass in its wake. The only
cõnsolation in all of this is to have found that which profane men will
sooner or later recognise as their procul o procul estello - namely, the

gradual perfection of science to such an extent that it ceases to be

communicable, such that even the philosophical pedlars will notice that

mon has [195] reclaimed it as his property, and that it is no longer a

commodity to be put up for sale at public markets' Meanwhile, every other

art and science, just as much as philosophy, must struggle against such

spiritlessness lGeistlosigkei¿1. At its hands, the delicate creations of the

imagination, which ought to be received in precisely the same spirit in
wtrictr they were created, are paired off with concepts of objective truth,

and become monstrosities. On contact with this spiritlessness, the

9 Translator,s lvote. In his review, Erhard refers to Schellìng's book as the'biography

of a nobody'. Ibid. p. lB2.
L0 Translator's 1vore. 'Procul o procul este, profani!'-'Keep away, o keep away yotl

profane ones !' Virg¡L, Aeníad.

5
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picture-language lBildersprachel of physics, through which the
schematising imagination renders perceptible the relations of natural
appearalces, becomes a ready-to-hand fhandgreifliche] theory; and that
which maintained itself as the free play of rhe idealising imaginätion in the
systems and religions of the old world tums first into raw ãctuality, and
then into venturesome (Chinese-Indian) dogma.11

I have paid off what I owed to myself. And now, not a word more!

Leipzig, 26th Ocrober, 1796

F.W.J. Schelling

F.W.J, SCHELLING

On the True Concept of Philosophy of Nature
and the Correct Way of Solving its Problems

F.W.J. SCHELLING

Translated by Judith Kahl and Daniel Whistler

Translators' Introduction

7

This text, originally entitled, Appendix to Eschenmayer 3 Essay

concerning the True Concept of Philosophy of Nature qnd the Correct

Way of Solving its Problems and attributed to 'the Editor',' appeared in

January 1801 in the first issue of the second volume of the Zeitschrift für
spekulative Physik, which Schelling himself edited. Schelling had first
rèquested an essay from carl August Eschenmayer for publication in- lhe
Zeitschrift in March 1799 and finally received an extensive critique of his

own First Outline of a System of the Philosophy of Nature in September

1800. Eschenmayer's critique, Spontoneity = World-Soul, or the Highest

Principle of Philosophy of Nature, takes up the first 68 pages of the

Januaiy 1801 issue of the joumal and, following a piece by Philipp

Hoffmánn on the construction of illness, Schelling appended his own

'addition'2 to Eschenmayer's essay. WhiÌe Schelling presented such an

addition to Eschenmayer aS a means 'to come to a complete understanding

with you',3 the text itself quickly turns into an attack not only on

Eschenmayer's own methodology and construction of material qualities,

I The shorter titte by which the essay is more wideþ known was given by K'F A'
Schelling inthe Sàmtliche Werke.

2 F.WJ. SchelÌing, Lerter to Eschenmayer, 221911800, excerpted in Manfred Durner,
,Editorischer Blricht, in Historísch-Krítische Ausgabe IlI0: Schriften 1801, ed.

Durner (Stuttgart: Frommann-Holzboog, 2009), pp. 15-6.

3 rbid,

17 Translator's lúoúe. The editors of the HisrorischJ< ritische Ausgabe note that Nicolai
had previously mocked scheiling and Fichte by portraying bo-th as ,profound l;dia;
philosophers'. See p. 246.
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but _also any idealist pretension to explain nature. At issue, then, is the
fundamental question of the priority and extensity of scheilingiàn
philosophy of narure in relation to Fichte's Wissenschafislehre.a

The present translation is based on volume lll0 of the
Historisch-Kritische Ausgabe [HI(A]: schriften 1801, edited by Manfred
Durner (Stuttgart: Frommann-Holzboog, 2009), pp. g5_106. Quotations
from schelling's Firsr outline of a system of the eh-ilosophy of Itiature and
irs Introduction are taken from the edition translated uy keitn n. peterson
(Albany: SUNY 200\; references to Schelling,s System of
Tronscendentql ldealism cite the edition rranslated by põter Heath
(Charlottesville: University of Virginia press, 1g7g).

F.W.J. SCHELLING

And the following are given as such presuppositions:

1. That many people misled by the term 'philosophy of nature'
expect transcendental deductions of natural phenomena, the
same as exist in various fragments [of the transcendental system]
elsewhere; [86] for me, however, philosophy of nature is a

self-sufficient whole and is a science fully differentiated from
transcendental philosophy.

2. That many will find in my Outline their own concept of dy'namic
physics - namely, where I cite the [theory] that all specific

changes and differences in matter are merely changes or
differences of the degree of density - but this is not my opinion.

It is precisely on these points that Eschenmayer disagrees with me

in the above critique of my Outline of Philosophy of Nature. As important

to me as the judgement of this sharp-witted philosopher on my work must

be, fol after Kant, he was the first to secure the grounds for a dlmamic

physics, I do so wish that he had not so happily left unread that
Introduction. For, to judge from a number of passages, he was not
acquainted with it while composing his critique, as I refer to it explicitþ in
the Preface to the Oufline in relation to the very concept of this science [of
philosophy of naturel, which I had everywhere only presupposed lin the

Outline itselfl. Otherwise, Eschenmayer would have seen that his

objections to me were not completely unexpected. He would have not only
adduced arguments against my treatment of this science, but would also

have begun to find answers to them on the basis of my presuppositions -
and so we would have been one step fi[ther on than we are now.

After Eschenmayer saw that he had been deceived in expecting to

find transcendental philosophy or a pan of it (I know not which) in my
Outline, there were only two possible hypotheses: either thal I did not

know at all that point of view which Eschenmayer holds as true - the

idealist - which is of course difficult to believe, since instead of being

sketched at the beginning of the work as is usual, this viewpoint is rather

hidden in the middle of it, and without doubt banished there on purpose.

For the author says clearþ enough in one passage: philosophy of nature is

for him a result of unconditional empiricism (this word, as one can deduce

from the Introduction, being used instead o1 realism [87], which would
have been a very awkward expression). Or fthe second hypothesis is] that

9

IB5l The concept I have of the science that I name 'philosophy of nature,
has 

-been 
q]rite clearly explained in many passages in the secónd issue of

the first volume [of this joumal],s and the ietatioì I believe I can establish
between it and transcendental philosophy is ascertainable from those same
texts by anyone who is fairly accuratery informed about the state of
contemporary philosophy.

. A_lready in the In¿rodu.ction to my Outline of the System of
Philosophy of Nature, there is the following passage on p. 15;

Up to this point the idea of speculative physics has been
deduced and developed; it is another business to show how this
idea must be realised and actually carried out. The author, for
thìs purpose, would at once refer to his Outline of a System of
the Philosophy of Nature, if he had no reason to suspect many
even of those who might consider that outline wortúy of theír
attention would come to it with certain preconceived ideas,
which he has not presupposed, and which hì does not desire tá
have presupposed by them.6

4 Further discussion of the content, aims, ancr context of the essay can be found in
Whistler's accompanying essay, p. Sg below.

5 Translators'nofe. A reference to schelling's [Jniversal Deduction of the Dynamic
Process published therein.

6 Translators'note F'w'J' schening, Introductíontotheoutrineof asystemof the
P hílosophy of Nature in HKA Il 7, p. 280; peterson trans., p, 199.
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the author had taken fright before the imposing mass being put in piace by
the cranks of idealism and perhaps still more before certain iaptious
questions which emerge out of the collision of idealism with experience.
For example:

Is it the case that the new-born child who first gazes upon
his mother has projected this mother and with her the sun,
whose rays now illuminate his eyes for the first time?

And other such questio's, like those set out in Clavis Fichtiana seu
Leibgeberianc,T from which I will only take a few more as examples:

For example: the man whom I encoutìter means to leave
home by a free decision, but how is it now possible that
he is simultaneously located on the street by means of my
necessary act of producing?

F.W.J. SCHELLING 1L

have provided proof from which one can conclude that an idealist point of
view on nature is not alien to me. Without doubt, there is a reason for the

fact that I separate philosophy of nature and transcendental philosophy

from one another and have tried to generate the latter in a quite different

direction than the fotmer. If the reason for this fact has not been

extensively dealt with in this journal before now, then this is merely

because for the time being the journal is devoted more to the internal

culture of this science than to investigating and proving its possibiiity (of
which,I am personalÌy certain), and also because this proof can be

achievèd successfully only in a general presentation of philosophy. The

next issue of this journaÌ, however, is to be dedicated entireìy to the new
working through and development of my system from its first grounds;B I
will thus use this opportunity to very briefly sketch it and make solely the

following remarks.
If it were just a matter of an idealist type of explanation, or rather

construction, then this is not to be found in philosophy of nature as I have

established it. - But then was it just a matter of that? * I have expressly

proposed the opposite. - If therefore the idealist construction of nature as I
establish it is to be judged, then it must be judged according to my SysÚem

of Transcendental ldealism, but not my Outline of Philosophy of Nature.

But why then should it not be idealist? And is there even (and the

author agrees with this) any type of philosophising other than the idealist?

Above all, I hope that this expression is to be further determined [in what
followsl than it has been up until now. There is an idealism of nature and

an idealism of the I. For me, the former is original, the latter is derived.

[89] I wish that, above alt things, philosophy on philosophising

would be distinguished from philosophy itself. To be able to philosophise,

I must already have philosophised, for how else would I know what
philosophising is? If I now emerge from this to find out what

þhilosophising itself is, then I see myself merely as something, known in
myself - and during this entire investigation I never get out of myself. -
There is no question that this philosophy on philosophising is subjectively
(in relation to the philosophising subjecQ the first, but there is just as little
àoubt that in the question 'how is philosophy possible?' I assume myself

already in the highest potency, and therefore the question is likewise only
answered for this potency. - The derivation of this potency itself in tum

Or:

Or:

Here is a tree which someone planted fifty years ago for
posterity, how is it that I now produce it as it is through
productive intuition?

How happy is the idealist that he can consider the divine
works of Plato, Sophocles and all other great minds as
his own?

In regard to the last of these questions, the author ought not forget the
extent to which such happiness is tempered by certain orher works (õ.g. his
o!vn).

[88] These are only examples of the sorts of questions that could
easily lead to embarrassment; however, they are not fembarrassing] for
me, and anyway, both before and after the appearance of my Outkie, I

7 Translators' rúore. An anti-Fichtean polernic published in 1800 by J.p. Richter. None
of these examples originate from the clavis. The initial example of the new-born
chiÌd comes from Eschenmayer,s Sponfan eity = t¡or¡O-Sout (Zeitschrift für
spekulative P hysík vol. 2.1, p. 16).

B Translators' lVore. Schelling's Presentatíon of My system of Philosophy, which has

precisely this aim, occupied the whole of the next issue of the journal (May 1801)'
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cannot be provided by the response, for the question itself already
presupposes it. As long as I maintain myself in this potency while
philosophising, I can behold nothing objective orher rhan in rhe moment of
its entry into consciousness (for the latter is precisely the highest potency,
to which I have raised my object once and for all through freedom) and no
longer in its original coming-into-being at the moment of its /irst
emergence (in non-conscious Lbewußtlosenl activity). As it comes into my
hands, it has already run through all the metamorphoses which are
necessary for it to rise up into consciousness. - To see the objective in its
first coming-into-being is only possible by depotentiafing the object of all
philosophising, which in the highest potency is = I, and then constructing,
from the beginning, with this object reduced to the first potency.

This is only possible through abstraction, which must now be
determined more precisely - and with this abstraction one moves from the
realm of the doctrine of science lWssenschaftslehrel into pure-theoretical
philosophy. The doctrine of science is not philosophy itself, but phitosophy
about philosophy. In it, the equality posited by consciousness between the
object - abour which one philosophises and which in philosophising is rhat
which produces and acts lHandelndel - and the subject - which
philosophises, and which in the self-same act [Akf] is that which reflects
and intuits - is never annulled laufgehobenl - and must never be annulled
if it is to be claimed that that object = [90] I. For consciousness, when it is
once attained, consists precisely in the perpetual identity of that which acts
and that which inruits this activity lHandeln); that which acts is not in
itself = I, it is = I only in this identity of that which acrs and that which
reflects on this act [des auf dieses Hondelnde reflectirendnen]. And since
the doctrine of science takes its object into that very potency where it is
already raised into identity with that which reflects, as = I, it can never
construct this identity, thereby never escaping the circÌe of consciousness.
As such, it can only construct what immediately appears to consciousness

- that is, everything [Ailes] only in its highest porency.
AÌthough the doctrine of science initially attempts to derive

consciousness, owing to an inescapable circie it ends up employing all
those meqns which this already completed consciousness (in the
philosophising subject) presents ro ir to exhibit everyrhing in that potency
in which it is already raised into consciousness. It therefore takes its object
(that which acts and produces) already to be I, although it has only first
become I at that moment when reflection lReflectirendel posits it as
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identìcal with it. [This moment], however, first occurs in free and

conscious activity. In free activity, that which acts is still the same

objective lelement] which acted in non-conscious intuition; it is now a free
act solely because it is posited as identical with that which intuits.

If I now abstract from what is first posited in the philosopher's

object by this free act, there remains something purely objective. By
means of this self-same abstraction, I move to the standpoint of purely

theoretical philosophising (exempt from all subjective and practical

interference): this pure-theoretical philosophising resuÌts in philosophy of
naturei for by means of that abstraction, I reach the concept of the pure

subject-object (= nature), from which I then rise to the subject-object of
consciousness (= I). The latter becomes the principle of the idealist or,

what means the same thing to me, the practical part of philosophy; the

fomer is the principle of the pure-theoretical part; both in their union give

the system oi ideal-realism which has become obiective (the system of
art). With [this system of art,] philosophy, which in the doctine of science

[g1] must proceed from a merely subjective ideal-realism (contained in the

consciousness of the philosopher), produces itself out of itself, as it were,

and so is completed.
Through the gradual brÍ complete becoming objective of the pure

subject-object, the (intuiting) activity, which in principle is limitlessly

idel, raises itself to the I, i.e. ro the subject for which that subject-object

(that ideal-real) is itself object. From the standpoint of consciousness,

natue appears to me as objective and the I as subjective; from this

standpoini I cannot otherwise express the problem of philosophy of nature

than ås it is expressed in the Introduction to my System of Idealism - that

is, to let the subiective emerge from the obiective.s Expressed in higher

philosophical language, this means the same as:

'to let the subiect-obiect OF CONSCIOUSNESS emerge from
the PURE subi ect- obiect.'

Many philosophical writers (among them one of late who has undertaken

to judge somèthing grounded in idealism, something that has onþ been

made possible through him, although he ought to be convinced that he has

yet to bbtain sufficient knowledge of it) appear to have taken this obiectÌve

g Tfanslators' nore. see F.w.J. Schelling , system of Transcendental Idealism in HKA

I/9, pp. 29-30; Heath trans., PP. 5-7.
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[element], from which philosophy of nature should proceed, I don,t quite
know for what, but certainly for somerhing objective in itself. So, it ii no
wonder if the confusion in their representations proliferates substantially
on the back of this. I presuppose that I am speaking to those freaders] who
are well aware of what philosophy understands by the objective.

For them, 'objective' signifies the same as ,real, . - For me, as they
could have seen from the System of ldealism, the objective is itself
simultqneously the reol and the ideal; the two are never separate, but exist
together originally (even in nature). This ideal-real becomes objective only
through [92] the emerging consciousness in which the subjective raises
itself to the highest (theoretical) porency.

With nature-philosophy lNatur-Philosophiel I never emerge from
that identity of the ideal-real; I continually preserve both in this original
connection, and the pure subject-object from which I proceed is precisely
that which is simultaneously the ideal and the real in the porency0. From
this comes into being for me the ideal-real of the higher potency, the I in
relation to which thepure subject-object is already objective.

The reason that those who have grasped idealism well have not
ur:ìderstood philosophy of nature is because it is difficult or impossible for
them to detach themseìves from the subjective felement] of intellectual
intuition. - For the purpose of philosophy of nature, I demand intellectual
intuition as it is demanded in the doctrine of science; however, I demand,
in addition, abstraction from the intuiting in this intuition, an abstraction
which leaves behind for me the purely objective [element] of this acr,
which in itself is merely subject-object, but in no way = I, for the reasons
provided above.

Even in the System of ldealism, i' order to devise the theoretical
part, I had to take the I out of its own intuition, to abstract from the
subjective in intellectual intuition - in a word, to posit it as non-conscious.
- However, insofar as the I is non-conscious, it is not = I; for the I is only
the subject-object insofar as it cognises itself as such. The acts, which arL
there established as acts of the I and so in the highest potency, are
genuinely acts of the pure subject-object, and are as such nót yet
sensation, Ìntuition etc. They only become them by being raised into
consciousness.

I do not expect anyone to understand me at this level of generality.
It is against my will that I here speak of what I intend; for what one
intends is best spoken about by doing it. Anyrvay, those who do not agree
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with me on the principle can still [93] participate in the investigations,
since they are free to translate all the propositions which are necessary for
their own understanding into the idealist potency. For within science, it
initially matters little in which way nature is constructed, if it is only
constructed. For a start, lthe above] is not a matter of natural science, but
an altered point of view on philosophy as a whole and idealism itself
which the latter will sooner or later be forced to accept. - Idealism will
remain; it will only be derived from first principles, and in its first
beginnings from nature itself, which until now appeared to be in the
starkesi contradiction with it. Moreover, as I have already remarked, the
doctrine of science will never get to this point. - To be subjectively
possible, all philosophising, even the purely theoretical by which
nature-philosophy comes into being, presupposes the doctrine of science
and grounds itself on iI. - The loffer, precisely because it is the doctrine of
knowing lWissens-,Lehre], can take everything only in the highest potency
and must not abandon this. - It is, however, a question not of the doctrine
of science (a cÌosed and complete science) but the system of knowing
itself. - This system can come into being only by abstracting from the
doctrine of science, and if the latter is ideal-realism, it [the former] has
only two major parts - a purely theoretical or realist part and a practical or
idealist pan. Through the union of these two, ideal-realism cannot again
come into being, but rather real-idealism must come into being (what I
have called above ideal-realism become objective and) by which I
understand nothing other than the system of art. Only it must not be
imagined as if these parts are separate within the system itself, as I here
represent them. - In it, there is absolute continuity; it is One unbroken
series, which proceeds from the simplest in nature to the highest and most
complex, the artwork. - Is it bold to want to establish the first, truly
universal system which ties together the opposed ends of knowing? -
Those who understood the System of Idealism and followed my
investigations in philosophy of nature with some interest will at the very
least not take it to be [9a] something absolutely impossible. He will have
seen how gradually from all sides everything approaches the One, how
already very distant phenomena, which have been sought in quite different
worlds, shake hands and as it were impatiently await the final binding
word to be spoken about them. If, at the very least, an initial plan is
successfully executed, one will thereupon find comprehensible and thus
acceptable the idea that it is to be made from completely different sides
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and that one first tries to correct individual investigations before one unites

them as parts of one and the same whole. - No one wilì find it unnatural

for me to consider everything which can now occur as means to this end'

For, not before it is both necessary and useful will I try to agree with

others on what is firsf, and then it will appear, anyway, of jts own ac_cord

and free of contracliction. For those for whom the preceding is still not

clear, I shall say nothing further than I do not proceed in this manner

without reason. I know that it leads to the goal and I will pursue it
undisturbed, without taking notice of objections which are made against it
and which will be answered by the future results themselves'

As soon as I began to proclaim philosophy of nature, the following

objection was frequently made to me: I presuppose nature without asking

the critical question of how we thus come to suppose a nature'

Eschenmayer ieems to have something like this in mind. I answered that

whoever raises himself by abstraction to the pure concept of nature will
SeehowlpresupposenothingfortheConstruCtionbutwhattlre
transcendental--philóiopher likewise presupposes. For what I call nature IS

for me nothing but the purely-objective lelement] of intellectual intuition,

the pure subjeit-object, what the transcendental philosopher posits.T : I'
becáuse he does not make the abstraction - fuom the intuiting - which is

necessary if a purely-objective, i.e. a genuineÌy theoretical, philosophy is

to come äbout. - Thãt pure subject-object [95] is already determined by its

nature (the contradiction which lies within it) to activity and indeed to

determiiate activiry. This determinate activity gives rise, passing through

all its potencies, to a series of determinate products, while it potentiates

itse6 bbth with what is unlimited in it (the ideal) and with its products. -
Whether these products are those which are presented in experience or not

does not initialiy concern me; I look merely to the self-construction of the

subject-object. If from this [self-construction] arise products and potencies

of ideal activity that can be shown in nature, then I clearly see that my

attempt was genuinely a deduction of nature, i.e. a philosophy of nature' I
have ìherefore not presupposed what you think of as nature, but rather

derived it (although you will permit me, after I have performed the

experiment for myself, to announce my philosophy in advance as a

philosophy of nature). In general, I have presupposed nothing but what can

immeaiãtety be taken from the conditions of knowing itself as a first
principle, something originally and simultaneously subjective and

ob¡ective, through the activity of which a consciousness is also posited,
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alongside the objective world as such. For this consciousness [the
objective worldl becomes object and vice versa. With this concept we
have reached back further than Spinoza managed with his concepts of
notura naturans and natura naturata, which are merely relatively
opposed, and both are only the subject-object regarded from different
points of view.

Philosophy of nature has this advantage over idealism, that it proves

its propositions purely theoretically, and has to make no particular,
practicêl demands, unlike the Ìatter which precisely for this reason

possesles no purely theoretical reality, as I have already observed in the
Preface to my System of ldealism.

By means of the fact that I abstract from the intuiting activity in
intellectual intuition, I take the subject-object only from its own intuition (I
make it non-conscious), but not from mine. It is constantþ conceived in
my intuition as my construction, and I know that throughout I only have to
do with my owrr construction. The task is: to make the subject-object in
this way objective, and to generate it from itself to the point where it [96]
coincides as one with nature (as product). The point where it becomes

natue is also that where the unlimitable in it raises itself to the I and where

the opposition between I and nature, which is made in common

consciousness, completely disappears, so that nature = I and I = nature. At
this point where everything which is still activity (not product) in nature is

transferred into the I, nature endures and lives only in this I which
henceforth is one and all and in it everything is contained. And it is at
precisely this point that idealism begins.

What has therefore been established in the System of Idealism under

the names of theoretical and practical philosophy is already to be regarded

as the ideaÌist part of the complete system of philosophy. The acts which
are derived in the theoretical part of idealism are acts whose simple

potencies exist in nature and are established in philosophy of nature. - The
coming-into-being of these higher potencies fall into the transition from the

realist to the idealist part; as consciousness comes into being, all earlier

acts raise themselves into sensation, intuition etc. - Because philosophy of
nature and transcendental philosophy have been spoken of as opposed yet

equally possible orientations of philosophy, many have asked which of the

two is accorded priority? - Without doubt, philosophy of nature, because it
lets the standpoint of idealism itself first come into being, and thereby

provides for it a secure, purely theoretical foundation. However, the:,

rr, i
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opposition between philosophy of nature ancl idealism has the same worth
as the traditional opposition between theoretical ancl practical philosophy.
- Therefore, philosophy returns to the ancient (Greek) division into
physics and ethics, both of which are united through a third parr (poetics,
or philosophy of art).

Eschenmayer, it is true, feels that it is not yet time to speak of a
system of philosophy of nature. I would be anxious to know how long we
will have to wait and how we shall know in the future that the time for this
science has come? - Perhaps when experience has progressed further? -
But how fqr l97l are we really with experience? - This can only be judged
from philosophy of nature. Experience is blind and must first learn to see
its own richness or lack through science. Moreover, a completely a priori
science cannot be dependent on contingent conditions like that of the
progress of experience; rather, on the contrary the latter must be
accelerated onwards by the former, which presents ideas that lead to
invention. One can never say of a self-sufficient science: it is not yet time
to invent it, for it is always time for it to be invented. - Therefore, one will
always only be able to say: this specific attempt to establish science has
not yet succeeded. - That what I have established in my Outline of
Philosophy of Nature is nor even taken by myself to be fhe system itself is
already explained in the title of the work and very specifically in its
Preface, where I write: 'The author has too lofty a notion of the magnitude
of his urdertaking to announce in the present treatise an)'thing more than
the first outline, let alone to erect the system itself.,10 - I also explained
that this piece was not primarily meant for the general public, but for my
students. The academic teacher who has to proffer a completely new
science cannot hope to make it sufficiently understandable without a
manual; and to the extent that he does not wish to waste time with
dictation, there remains no other option but the press. It is unfair to
demand the same perfection of a work which appears for such a specific
and expressly stated purpose, and which has been published piecemeal
according to circumstance, as one would demand of a piece worked out
for a general purpose and with the necessary leisure. - However, taking
into account these contingent conditions, it was still impossible to think of
a system of philosophy of nature, as long as one could not yei presuppose
the standpoint for it. There remained nothing else but to lead the science to
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the point from which it could beginÍo become system. This was effectively
achieved through that piece. The germs of the system, as I will establish it
in the future, all lie scattered therein, and the theory of dyramic process,

which is the foundation of all speculative physics and even of the doctrine
of organic nature, is expressed quite determinately there in outline and

introduction. - In such a presentation [98] all possible levels of reflection

lReflexionspunctel on which the philosophy of nature can rest must
necessarily be run through and noted, and the highest which grasps all
others /under itself and which must be the principle in any effective system

could here rather only be the resuh.
Of these levels of reflection, that of the atomist is without doubt the

first; it was thus natural to use it to find a way into the system. However, I
do not consider the customary form of atomism a viewpoint that could play
a role in any true philosophy of nature, even as an inferior level of
reflection; and this is clearly shown by the fact that I have transformed the
atoms of the physicist into something completely different. - So I willingly
surrender this whole atomist viewpoint to Eschenmayer and to anyone else

who wishes to busy themselves with it. By means of the construction,
which is still to appear in full but has already begun to be presented and
justified [in the Outlinef, all those principles attacked by Eschenmayer,

together with the system from which they spring, annul themselves. For
example, take the principle so objectionable to Eschenmayer: every quality
is action of a determinate degree for which one has no other measure than
its product. - Who speaks here? The atomist. And for him, from whence

does the measure of a degree come? No degree is possible except by an

inverse proportionlL of opposed factors; for example, a deteminate degree

of velocity [is constiruted] by the inverse proportion of the space passed

through and the time taken to do so. However, the atomist lacks such a
measure, since for him action does not refer to a determinate proportion of
opposed forces, but to something absolutely simple.12 The difference

between my vÍewpoint and Eschenmayer's does not lie in fhese principles,

but rather in the fact that, in the proportion of original forces to each other,

he has claimed that solely a quantitative difference, determinable by the

relative excess or deficit of one or the other force, is possible, and as can

be seen from the first part of his treatise, he claims this still. Moreover, by

ITTranslators'note, Verhöltnís is variously translated in what follows as 'proportion',
'ratio'and 'relation', depending on context.

12Translators' nofe. 'singular'(as in: without relation) is also a possible translation'

10 Translafors'lúofe. F.WJ. Schelling, First Outline of a System of the philosophy of
Nature in HKAI/7, p.65; Peterson trans., p. 3.



20 PIr26 Q0r4)

these different quantitative proportions, as well as the formulae through
which they are expressed, he believes that he has derived all specific
differences of matter, although they will never give him anything ãrcept
differences in specific clegrees of densiry, and so a host of other
determinations [of matter] remain entirely indeterminate.

l99l 1 try to construct the qualitative determinations of matter from
another relation of two forces to each other than fthis quantitative ratio]
which determines specific weights lSchweref. Since Eschenmayer believes
he has determined these quaìitative determinations by means of such a
quantitative proportion, to which they are in fact never reducible, he
therefore neglects them os specific properties. For what is understood by
the specific but the unconstructable, or rather that which cannot be
constructed?

Since, for Eschenmayer, in matter there is nothing but this same
proporlion of forces which determines the degree to which it fills space,
something else positive, something containing the ground of another
determination, cannot be posited for him even by a change in degree.
Therefore, the properties of a body must for him always stand in direct
proportion to the degree to which they fill space. - Now, I would like to
know how the specific weight of iron, for example, could be directly
proportional to the considerable coherence of this metal, or how the
specific weight of mercury could be directly proportional ro the weak
coherence of this metal? - Even through endless changes to specific
weight - and he knows nothing of matter but this - nothing would ever
change but the specific weight. Now I desire to know how, from this
change in the specific weight, any other determination of matter that did
not stand in a precise proportion to it could emerge? - Eschenmoyer
himself admitted a long time ago that the series of qualitative
determinations of matter is in no way parallel to the series of specific
weights, and he admits it again now. - And how does he answer this
difficulty? With the question: Can experience arbitrate between the
product that is to be constructed and reason which constructs? - However
ihe product which one is charged wirh constructing is known - p.ior tå
achieving this task - only through experience, so the question ãctually
runs: is experience to arbitrate between experience and constructing
reason? - Put like this, an affirmative answer is clearly absurd. - For
myself, I ask, on the contrary: should not the coincidence of the product
found in experience [100] with the one which has been constucted be the

most certain mathematical proof of lhe correctness of the construction? -
What is under discussion here is not whether construction should occur at

all (this goes without saying); rather, it is a question of whether this
construction is carried o[I- correctly. - Such an occurrence can surely not
be proven with the general saying: the human spirit is the legislator of
nature. This saying is quite good: there is no doubt that reason gives laws

to nature, even that reason always constructs correctly - however, the

question is WHETHER, in an individual case, reqson has actually

constructed at all. - From the fact that reason gives laws to experience it
does nåt follow that it has the right to contradict experience; rather, just

because it is its legislator, lreason] must be in the most perfect agreement

with it, and where this is not the case, it can be rightly infened that it is not
legislating reason that has constructed, but some empirical lform of]
t.ãton. - In the philosophy of nature, I claim: nature is its own legislator'13

Eschenmayer cannot grasp how, having presupposed this, one could still
make the effort to construct nature. - 11 Eschenmayer had the same

concept of nature as me, that claim would be no more strange to him than

that which he opposes to it as the basic principle of rationalism: the human

spirit is its own legislator. If this were true, one could ask, how could the

philosopher make that vain effort to construct the I with all its

ãeterminations? - human spirit is human enough to have got on with it, or

rather it has already got on with it.
It is certainþ true that in the philosophy of nature I consider that

subject-object which I call nature in its self-construction. One must have

raised oneself to the intellectual intuition of nature to conceive it. - The

empiricist faiÌs to so raise himself, and for this precise reason he is always

the one constructing in all his claims. It is therefore not astonishing to find
what has been constructed and what should have been constructed so

seldom coincide. - Because the philosopher of nature raises nature to

self-sufficiency and lets it construct itself, he never has cause to oppose it
to constructed nature (i.e. experience) nor to correct it according to

[constructed nature]. The constructing [nature] cannot [101] en, and the

philosopher of nature just requires a secure method to prevent it from

ãrring through his interference. Such a method is possible and the next task

is to make it known in detail. However, fthe question of] whether he has

correctly applied this method, which in itself must be infallible, can
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13 Translators' nofe. See Schelling, First outline in HI(A Il7 p. B1; Peterson trans., p

16.
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ultimately be resolved for the philosopher only by its success - that is, 
_by

the coinéidence of that nature constructing itself before our eyes with that

nature that has been constructed. Therefore, for him experience is in fact

not the principle but the task of construction, not the terminus a quo but

the terminus ad quem of construction. - Where this ¿erminus ad quem \s

not attained, one can rightly infer that either the correct method was not

applied or it was applied incorrectly or in an incomplete manner'

I return to ihe question of the basis for the specific properties of

matter. - Eschenmayer himself has tried to move the investigation forward

in the preceding treatise. He now takes into account relations which he

elsewhere has nou that is, the relations of bodies to the different senses,

whose differences he once more tries to present as merely a matter of

degree lgrqduale).I find the whole thing very astute with individual claims

of iompìtting truth; however, the fundamental question, for the sake of

which this whole apparatus is assembled, still remains unanswered; that is,

how by mere differences in degrees of density are these different relations

of bodies to the senses posited? -The author does not link the above result

that was discovered in a different way, as if through anticipation, back to

his basic principle: the common expression of an object is its specific

density. Therefore, as he himself states (p. 56), the entire investigation

decides nothing with respect to the principal point. Rather, it appears that

this new way has led the author into new difficulties, for he now must

claim that the senses, which have now been put into play, are differentiated

merely by degree lgrqduall.Instead, a more helpful way would be to have

previously determined what is actually raised by varying degrees into the

senses? It cannot be the same as that which lies at the ground of the

gradation of matter (i.e. that which affects the senses). This leaves

unanswered [102] the foliowing questions. What gradation of matter is
required for it to be e.g. an odour or a ray of light, i.e. to be the gradation

of sense corresponding to the sense of smell or the sense of sight? And
how do these gradations of matter that acquire a determinate relation to a

specific sense relate to those which acquire a determinate relation to the

electrical or chemical process? - Without doubt, each determinate
gradation of the latter kind corresponds to a deteminate relation of bodies

to the senses, and vice versa - but what is entirely lacking here is a

binding concept, and this leaves a wholly unresolved antithesis.

I do not want to speak at the moment of the gaps in the theory
proposed by Eschenmayer (which he may well fill in through future
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investigations), but rather focus on the first principle, namely that the

differences between all the senses are merely differences of degree, which
he - as far as I understand it - has neither proven nor even made

reasonably comprehensible. It seems to me that it all comes back to the

following main claims.

1. There are different senses (which he postulates provisionalþ.

Each of these senses has its own distinctive sensation (which he

again postulates).
2

3. Berween the different sensations of one and the same sense there

is merely a difference of degree; for example, the different

sounds which one and the same body emits.

4. Within the general sphere of each sensation [Sinnesempfindung],
and even in the absence of the determinate differences of degree

in (3), there are further differences which appear specific (for

exampÌe, the specific sounds of a violin and a flute even when
playing the same high or bass notes).

5. Therefore different gradations appear in (3) and (4): the fotmer
grounded on an arithmetic proportion, the latter on a geometric

proportion. - 'It is [103] thus explained how in addition to its
(inneù proportion between degrees, the sound can take on still
another (extemal) proportion. Specifically different sounds are

merely different intensities: the maximum of one tonal series

always passes over into the minimum of another.'14 The same is

applicable to all the other senses, only the anaþsis for them is
not pursued in sufficient depth. For example, specifically

diffeient odour-sensations are only differeni intensities of one

and the same (geometric?) basic proportion, whereas each

specific type of odour contains an arithmetic series.

6. Yet precisely such a proportion as belween specifically different

sensãüons oi one and the same sense (4) is repeated between the

different senses themselves, so that here too the minimum of one

\4 Tr anslator s' N ote. Eschenmaye r, Sp ontaneíty = Wor Id- Soul, p' 48
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(for example, light) immediately passes over into the maximum
of another (for example, sound-sensation?).

We will abstain entirely from remarking on this cleverly devised theory -
in part because such remarks are easy to make, in part because we can
always refrain from doing so until, by sustained constmction, the author
has derived his theory from his first principle, on which we do not agree.

Its main principles have simply been extracted in order to facilitate
comparison with our own point of view on this matter.

It appears to us that we are no longer so far from Eschenmayer, now
that he aìlows for the validity of another proportion than the merely
arithmetic (through which specific weight alone is determined). After
admitting to a geometric proportion - perhaps of forces? - he will also
admit that the possibility of different dimensions of matter (which can
never be perceived from the merely arithmetic) depends on their various
reìations to each other in space. Therefore, he will admit that, as there are
only three dimensions of matter, only three different relations of forces to
each other are possible in reference to space. We will agree with each
other that in the /irsr construction plainly onìy the third dimension (over
which gravity lSchwerel [104] alone has power and in which - when it is
perfectly produced - the first two fdimensions] are effaced) arises.
Therefore, we will also agree that in the f¡rsf construction nothing but an
arithmetic relation of the fwo forces to each other is given; hence, the
production of different dimensions as such is only possible by a
reconstruction of the product. We will thus raise the product above the
first potency, at which Kant, for example, constructed, and into a second,
where the construction no longer depends on the simple opposition of two
forces, but on the opposition between the ideal activity of the higher
potency (light) and the consrrucring [actMty] of the first [porenc]1. Where
the product is suspended at different levels of reconstruction, it first
receives qualities. These qualities refer to nothing but the different
relations of bodies to the different moments of reconstruction. What is
more, far from being dependent on a specific weight, they are posited in
matter by means of the tendency of ideal natural activity to annul weight.
After we wrest the product away from the first construction, we will have
forever given it life and made it capable of all the higher potencies. We
will find that uniform nature which forever repeats itself only in higher
potencies repeats all the functions of the preceding potency even in the
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organism, and indeed here in the function of sensibility. It will have to be

accepted that the difference between the senses is as little a matter of mere

degree as the difference between two forces or lwo poles of a magnet, and

that for us the sense of sight represents an ideqlist pole and the sense of
touch a reolist one (from which it will in turn become clear that, because

its external condition is an ideal activiry that works at a distonce, the

former is not at all limited by spatial conditions as the latter is). We will
glimpse in the other three senses only a repetition of the three moments of
the reçonstruction (magnetism, electricity, and the chemical process)

occurríng at a higher potency (from which ii can be immediately explained

once again why in respect to the first an arrangement of rigid bodies has

been exquisitely made, while the organ of the second spreads out on a

surface and the third ultimately appears bound to a half-fluid organ). For

us, then, nature will no longer be a dead, merely extended whole, but

rather [105] a living whole which increasingly reveals the spirit incarnated

in it and which, by means of the highest spiritualisation, will in the end

retum into itself and complete itself.
The difference which prevails between Eschenmayer and myself in

respect to the whole treatment of nature ultimately rests merely on the fact

that he retains the opposition between spirit and nature that occurs in

consciousness, and requires the former as the single factor for constructing

the latter. On the other hand, for me, in transcendental philosophy what he

ascribes to natue is in the I and in philosophy of nature what he ascribes

to the I is in nature. I am compelled to infer such a fundamental difference

befween our viewpoints from statements like the following, 'An absolute

quantum of activity is distributed between two opposed potencies (spirit

and nature), so the more activity in me, the more negation in nature, and

vice versa'ls (which is true from a lower level of reflection, but false from

a higher one). 'The original principte which accordi\g Ío Baader wafted

down from the breath on high into the statue of Prometheus and brings to

life the first throb in the pulse of nature (the interplay of its dualtty) - is

spontaneity',16 which he posits in spirit, whereas for me what does alÌ this

ii in nature itself - the active soul of natue. For I do not admit two
different worlds, but without reservation only one snd the some, inclusive

of everything, even what in common consciousness is opposed as nature

and spirit.

15 Transla¿ors'.lVote. Eschenmayer, Spontanei\t = World-Soul, p B

16Translators' No¿e. Eschenmayer, Spontaneíty = WorId-SouI, pp' 6-7
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l1 Eschenmayer would care to clarify this point, science could only
gain by it.

It is graclually becoming clear that even idealism has its spirit and its
ìetter - and is to be understood in different ways. In the following issue, I
hope to begin the new presentation of my system with an enumeration of
these different ways, and to show how in the end one is forced to solely
affirm that view which I have characterised above, namely that in which all
dualism is forever annihilated and everything becomes absolutely one.
Since I must hope [106] that Eschenmayer has become more familiar with
my viewpoint both through my System of Idealism and through the present

debate (in this journal) than was possibìe for him through a mere reading
of the Outline, we might now be able to be informed of each other's
viewpoints very quickly and find out whether we actualÌy proceed from the
same principles or only appear to do so.

Having spoken up until now only of those points on which
Eschenmayer and I are, at least apparently, in disagreement, I would love
to now speak of those which unite us, or at least those ingenious
statements of his to which I must accede. However, space does not allow
this at present. In conclusion, I only ask Eschenmayer to compare what he
writes on p. 58 about the fourth principle, spontaneity, as indwelling in us

with what he cites on p. 65 of his dissertation: 'Causam, quae ab absolute
aequilibrio arcet, so/ ministrare videtur'17 - so that he can enter into
agreement with me on that point which is still in doubt. This impulse of
spontaneity falls within the sphere of nature itself; it is light, the sense of
nature, by means of which nature sees inio its own limited interior. It is
that which seeks to wrest the ideal activity imprisoned in the product away
from the constructing activity. As spontaneity is day, so the constructing
activity is night; the former is the I of nature itself, the latter its not-I. And
just as this pure activity [i.e. spontaneity], simple in itself, becomes
empiricol (colour) through conflict with the constructing activity, so this
latter, in conflict with the former, is forced, along with its product, to
become idea1, reconstructing its product under different forms in order to
bring it back under its mastery - first through magnetism, in which both
factors of indifference remain within it; then through electricity, in which it

17 Translators' note. 'The sun seems to serve as the cause which prevents absolute
indifference.' Eschenmayer refers to this principle in Spontaneíty = World-Soul, p.
65, citing hls own 1796 Tùbingen dissertation (p. 19) in Medicine on the principles
of naturaÌ science.
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must look for one of the factors of indifference outside of itself, in a

different product; and finally as chemical force, in which the attainment of
one or both of the factors of indifference requires a third. Until finally, this

immortal activity, which is unlimited according to its principle' weds itself
as ideal activity entirely to the product, laying the foundation of life lder
Grund des Lebens) in nature, and life is in turn raised by degrees to the

highest indifference by an ever-higher potentiation.
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Anthropological Schema

F.W.J. SCHELLING

Translated by Tyler Trittenl

t2Bel

L Wiil

The actual spiritual substance of the human being, the nroun\g'Ii
everything, that which is originally generative of marter [das urìprünglich
Stoff-Erzeugendel, the sole element in the human being that is a-cause of
being.

II. Understanding

That which is not creqtive fdos nicht Erschaffende], blr- regulating and
Iimiting, that which provides measure for infinite and boundrèss wil¡ that
wlrch mediates reflective consciousness fBesinnung] anò. freedom to that
which is for itself blind and unfree.

III. Spirit

The actual cim, what ought to be, wherein the will is elevated by the
understanding, whereby it ought to be liberated and transfigured.

s.2.
These three elements of all spiritual being lSeyn] are opposed to one

another in such a way that it is the rask of the human being to unite them in
the correct arrangement, the one appropriate to their nature. This

unification is the contenf of a process by which the human being þrms
herself and shapes herself into a determinate personality. Those properties

which the human being attains in this manner (in process) are in a stricter

sense her personal properties (in this context alì three elements are

perpetúally in competition, negatively or positively)' Those properties of
ihe wilt, of the understanding, and of spirit, which the human being has in
advance of her own doing as either a favourable or antagonistic matter to

be used or to be overcome (in any event, to be modified) are her natural
properlies (in this context will, understanding, and spirit each come into

consideration for themselves). [290]

A. Will, Understanding, SPirit

...each for itself or in their merely natural relations.

s.3.
1. Wìil

a. entirely for itself , without being considered in relation to the

process, can only be differentiated through a more or a less of
energy, and is by nature either weak or strong, potent or

impotent, ruìY or unmlY.
Where the energy of the will approaches or is entirely equal

to 0, the moving force of the entire process is lacking' The

understanding does not have anything that it could regulate (it is
without an object) and it passes over into a state of dormancy'

The spirit cannot be completed from the will. - Imbecility
(idiocy), spirituaÌ death.

b. for itself, but yet inrelation to the requisite process, thus at its

site [Anlage], i.e. in its capacity or incapacity, inclination or

disinclination, to give itself over to the higher process of

1 TransÌation of F.w.J. ScheÌling, Anthropologisches schema (aus dem
handschriftlichen Nachlaß), in Siimmtliche Wrt<e, Ili.O 1833_1850, ed. K.F.A
Schelling (Sturrgarr and Augsburg : Cotra, 1861) pp. 287 _295.
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formation. Good complex, di.re complex. (Malleable
non-malleable, deranged will.)

iVote. Since the will is the substance, thus the potency of the
entire process, so are the indications for all of the following
levels actually already contained in the will's complex. The
potency that has sunk the deepest in the will is just that potency
of the highest, the (more or less active) conscience.

Appearances (symptoms), from which conclusions can be drawn
for the will's complexlWllens-Anlagel: good humour, malevolent
temper, predilection for pleasure (crude or fine) or sullenness; the
measurabÌe or immeasurable nature of the voluntary movements etc.
The will, in which there lies no potency for a higher humanity, is
manifest as an animal will (a will given over to mere appetite).

2. The understendÌng as natural, in opposition to the understanding
acquired through education $ust as notal wit [Mutterwitz] is
opposed to a schooled wi¿ [Schu]witzl), offers proof of a natural
and already innate independence (freedom, impartiality) of the
understanding from rhe will. (Seìf-will eclipses rhe
understanding.) - So-called lighter minds. [291]

3. The spirit þr itself and accordingly as merely narural can only be
portrayed as that which the French call espriú, wherein only the
natural superiority of the spirit, not merely over the will but also
over the understandíng, is pronounced, which is used merely as
a means that the spirit flouts and intentionally toys with in order
to let understanding feel its inferiority. - Even the spirit, as
merely natural, is only matter for the higher process and is for
itself without depth, not to be confused with the spirit which has
gone through the process and, again as a naturally appearing
spirit, pronounces itself as humour.

B. Will, Understanding and Spirit
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AA. Will in relation to the understanding.

1. The inverted arrangement.

a. Resolution of the notural bond between both (of the

natural subordination of the will under the understanding).

- Maniq (the opposite of idiocY).

b. Will which repels (passive suffering lLeidenschaftl) the
understanding or excludes it (brutality).

c. Will which instead of receiving the law of the

understanding observes itself as law. - ArbiÛariness,
which, where it has the power to express itself, appears as

despotism (the choleric temperament corresponds to the

universal predominance of the will).

2. The understanding in the service of the will in order to provide

the will with possibilities according to its wanting lWollenl -
fantasy lPhantasie] - skilled or unskilled (phantasy

lPhantqstereil), after the will, while it sets the understanding into

activity, once again subordinates the understanding to itself or

not; noble or ignobìe, according to the direction of the will set

toward merely sensual desire or toward higher aims

(eccentricity). [292]

Sanguine TemPerament

3. The will in the service of the understanding

a. for determinate purposes - attentiveness (the negative side

of the same ís abstrqction and its opposite is distrocfion),
the talent of observation, memory (whereby the will is

simultaneously receptive), habituation (diÌigence,

acquisition of skills - sciences of the memory).

.in their active relations or in process.
5.4.
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b. Unconditionally,

aa. but with the exclusion of the spirit - and in such a way
that the will does not come to the act of production
fSchaffen], but is fixed upon an object.

ø) Mere knowledge of the understanding where it
merely has to do with what is presently given [das
Vorhandene) (experience), one-sided acumen which in
degeneration becomes folly, bemusemenf (brooding).

B) In a moral respect it is mere legolity (illiberal, a
more slavish than free disposition), self-seeking,
spiritless cunning, tyranny (distinct from despotism
insofar as understanding is present in it).

P hle gm ati c Temp e r ament

bb. with an attraction of the spirit; free eisomplasty2
[formation into one/Ineinsbildung] of wilt, understanding and
spirit. Only in this eisomplasry does the human being appear
as the competent3 power that stands above the three elements,
free to produce with them. Only in this ìs the human being a
determinate personality, a whole, a charqcter. (the opposite:
lack of character. Character is only where there is an absolute
unity of the inner principle, personality in the highest sense,
ancl [it is] with the strictesr truth only compatible in
opposition to itself and others.) Only at this level is there free

2 This term is samuel raylor coleridge's neologism, which he devised as a translation
for Schelling's Ineinsbildung. This term is closely related to one of the German
terms for imagination - Einbildungskraft - and so it could also be understood as
the act by which something is united under a single image or imaging-ìnto-one.

3 The German word is berufen, which traditionally means 'called' in the sense of being
called into a position of authority, presumably due to one,s suitability or
competence for the job. One's profession, one's callìng, is one,s Beruf, Rather than
competence, however, a more telling neologism, for contextual rather than
etymological reasons, might have been 'com-potence'. The person is calÌed to unite
or hold sway over all three powers as potencies, competently to hold them together
in com-potence.
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morality [sittlichkeit] (actual morality lMoralitdt)). Where
the individual elements are present as scattered and outside
the insoluble unity, which only personality is capable of
providing, do we there find, where the human being herself
should be, nothing, an empty place - we find only þrms, but
no essences lWesen]. [293]

This organic-spiritual conformation is present

o) either in consequence of a more natural unity, to
which the human being is already inclined on account
of her nature, which she has as a voluntary gift of her
nature more in feeling than in clear consciousness, a

gift that appears to be unifying, more passively as soul
and more actively as spirit, temper, beautiful soul;
subjected fo longing, to the love of dark ideas (to
mysticism).

Melancho li c Temp er ament

p) or in consequence of self-imposed activity and

education -
Heroic Temperament

and it is depicted

uu) either in the collective life of the human
being as harmonious cultivation (its opposite;
diremption, inner discord), in general a clarity of
self-consciousness, will which has found itself
and is one with itself. In the leading of public
affairs, in those who rule and particularly in
those called to an active Iile lzum Hqndelnl it is
depicted as a wisdom that is especially
pronounced in the domesticated will which has

been restrained through understanding and spirit.
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BB) in particular in spiritual productions, after
that unity (toward which all three elements
always coalesce) is prononnced more in the will
or in the understandinq or, immediately, in the
spirit itself. -
Poetic qnd artÌstic (the will here elevares itself
to actual creative, productive fantasy, to the
faculty of the imagination. So-called refined
fosfe is nothing else than the completely purified
will that can wilì nothing unseemly). Geniality
lcenialitötl. 12941

Sci entific, philosophic al (the understanding here
elevates itself to reason. Mere understanding in
the strictest sense knows how to act according to
the given rule; understanding in the higher sense,
as power of judgement, knows how to
distinguish which rule is ro be applied. The
understanding in the highest sense, as reason,
provides tlre rule for itself). Geúus lcenìalítotl.

Religious (moral)

F.WJ. SCHELLING 35

s.6.
The appearance of the inner inrhe outer -

f . insofar as this is a mere indicator of natural properties (of the will,
understanding and spirit) - the formation of the skull * the formalion
of extremities - stature

2. insofar as it is an indicator of personal properties - physiognomic

pxpression, preferably to be perceived in organs of the freest use
(e.g. in the mouth) - in everything which is independent from one's

own activity - posture, gait, movement in general.

5's'
_. Of everything which appears at this highest level only the

mdimentary image is to be fourd at the earlier levels. Religion is thus not
at first present at this highest level, but it appears after it has its place in
the will with the exclusion of the understanding and spirit, á, ,n"..
empiricism in religion (an empiricism which is content with the exercise of
prescribed ceremonies as a means of salvation), as the compulsory service
of religion (bigotry), whereby in particular rhere is no requirement that a
depraved inclination be offered as sacrifice. where the spirir is excluded,
either as a matter of fantasy - religious zealousness - Jeiuitism bound up
with politics (imperiousness) (although rhis connecrion is not exclusively
to be met amongst those who are actually the Jesuits, so-called),
fanaticism; or as a matter of the mere understanãing - naked rationqlism.'
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The Life of the 'ldea': Hegel, Schelling, and
Schopenhauer.

TILOTTAMA RAJAN

Idealism, Schelling writes in the Freedom ess ay, 'is the soul of philosophy;
realism is the body.'] The two cannot be separated, whether their relation is
one of enfolding or an unfolding in which, as Schelling says in renouncing
'mere progression', there is no evolution without involution.2 To be sure,
despite his departure from Fichtean idealism, rhe early Schelling often
elides this involution. For in work that includes lcleas for a Philosophy of
Noture (1797/1803), The System of Transcendental Idealism (1800) and
On University S¿ud¡es (1803), he stilt rries ro see what he calls the real and
ideal sciences3 in a relation of synchronicity. Thus as he writes in another
text from this period, the 'Introduction to the Outline...or The Concept of
Speculative Physics': 'if it is the task of transcendental philosophy to
subordinate the real to the ideal,'it is the task of the philosophy of nature
'to explain the ideal by the real'; the two are 'one science, differentiated
only in the opposite orientation of their tasks.'a To be sure, Schelling,s
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earlier work cannot be homogenised into a night in which all cows are

black, since even at this point he produces mtùtiple 'introductions',

'outlines', and 'ideas' for a system of phiÌosophy. Indeed The First Outline
of a System of the Philosophy of Nature (1799) aìready discloses a

tangled, auto-generative nature that cannot be easily synchronised with
spirit and that provides the 'real'basis for Schelling's middle work, which
has been of interest to contemporary theory. Nevertheless the 'Introduction'

written shortly after tries to fit what Hegel will describe as this 'Proteus' of

nature, that is so 'refractory to the unity of the Notion's back into the

Philosophy of ldentity, granted that it requires an 'invasion of
Nature...through freedom' to bring this about.6 Moreover, nature in the

early Schelling is conceived in terms of forces and potencies, which is to
say that this radically ungrounded subjectJess nature does not as yet touch

or hurt consciousness.
On the other hand, in Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit, the key text

in the transition away from this idealism that absorbs the real, makes it
complementary but separate, or abstracts it from experience, idealism

unfolds within the real, the 'labour' of the negative in which consciousness

must endure the 'Iength of [its] path' and 'Iinger over' each moment.T

Indeed Hegel is critical of 'the universal idea' in a 'non-actual form' that

ignores difference and moves too quickly to claiming all things as one'

Thus, in the famous phrase that Schelling took personally, Hegel

dismisses, as the'night...in which all cows are black', this'enthusiasm' of
absolute idealism which 'begins straight away with absolute knowledge'

(PS 9, 16). He insists that Substance is 'Subject' or 'the mediation of its
ielf-othering with itself' (PS 10). Mediation, in turn, is 'the possibility of

adapting findings...from one level to another.'8 But this possibility of

explaining the real by the ideal is not simply 'a transition into a higher

sphere.'n It risks being a self-othering that Hegel must endure_, whe¡ he

writes poignantly that 'Nature seems an alien existence, in which Spirit

.iVcture, trans. By Keiù Peterson (Albany: State University of New York Press,

200a), pp. 193-232 (P.194).
G.W.F.- Hegel, PhíIosophy of Nature (1830), trans, by A.V. Miller (Oxford:

Clarendon, 1970), pp. 444-5; hereafter cited parenthetically as PN'

F.W.J. Schelling, 'Introduction to the Outline', p. 196'

G.W.F. Hege1, Phenomenology of Spirit, trans, By A.V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1977), p. 17; hereafter cited parentheticalÌy as PS.

Fredric jameson, The Political lJnconscious: Narratîve as a Socially Symbolic Act

(Ithaca: ComelÌ University Press, f9B0), pp. 39-40'

+ The althor acknowledges the hetp of the canada Research chairs programme in
preparing this article.

1 F.w.J. ScheÌling, philos.ophicat Investigatíons Into the Essence of Human
Freedom (1809), trans. by Jeff Love ánd Johannes Schmidt (AJbany: State
University of New York press, 2006), p. 26; hereafter cited parentheùcaþ as f.2 
^F,WJ--Schettng, 

The Aggy o.f the Woild (181S), rrans. By jason M. Wirth (Albany:
state university of New york press, 2000), p. 83; hereafier .it.a pur.ntt.t.ù.ãrf å,
AW.

3 
_F.WJ. ScheÌling, On universit¡t Sfudies, trans. by E,S. Morgan, ed. by Norbert
Guterman (Athens: University of Ohio press, 1966j, pp. 10_13, 59, 103_4. The real
sciences are empiricar or positive sciences aeáting wittr the finite an¿ wittr
particulars, or having a historicar erement; idear scieñces such as philosophy dear
with ideas and principles.

4 
_F.w.J. scheìling,'I'rroducrion to the outrine of a system of the philosophy ofNature, or, On the Concept_of Speculative physics andihe Internaì Organi;;ü;; ;
a system of this science' (1799), in First outiine of a system o¡ tne e'ntiøsopny o¡
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does,not find itself'(pN:Ì Or-as Derrida says, in his similar critique of
schelling in 'Theology of Transration', there are 'differences' between one
domain and another: Tf rhe mind couìd, in a singre act of knåwìeale,
really grasp absolure totarity as a system compleied in a[ iis pr.irii,
would overcome its finitude.' 'It would not neeã to translate'r. uut''å"n
nature and spirit, the rear and the idear. But the very need for transration
points to the difficulty of this mediation.

Despite or because of the break that folowed Hege|s criticism in
18o7, schelling's middre work bears the impress of his reproactr, in ìtle
echo of the Phenomenology in the 1g15 Ages of tne'Worn,' whire
schelling wrires: 'whoever wants knowleage ot*tristory .nu* u..o.pänf i,
along its great path' and 'linger with each ,iom.nt' leW +¡;rr and in a new
emphasis on struggle, on the impossibility of having thé bloom and the
fruir without the hard covering that encloÃels] ir'. (,qJw 103). Two n r*,e.
motifs recall rhe phenomenorogy. At the levér of ìogic, sc'heilin!;;ñ,
with the copula in the Fre.edom essay (1809) ro us ó rethink idãntitf as
difference, and he thus radically shifts the axié of ldearism 6 re;-rhuíthe
copula ('the body is blue') does not state an equivalence bui a reíaton. en¿
inasmuch as the copura is the grammatical figure for identity, *u:.., 

""¿predicate, ideal and real, or essence and exisience, are connected but are
not, as before, one science from different perspectives (F 13). However,
this point is already made by Hegel, when he insists thaì the sub;ect, for
instance the Absolute as subject, is by itserf 'meaningress...it is ådy ttre
predicate' that gives it a meaning (ps 12). Hegel goe"s on to criticise ihe
'formalism' of Kant (and by imptiãaiion Sc'hetiin!;,'2"lv[i.f, irn"ernàlih"ii
has comprehended and expresied the life and nííure of a form lhen it has
endowed it with some determination of the schema as a predicate' (ps 2g).
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In contrast to this 'lifeless' copula of equivalence the copula in reality
'separates' its terms as well as 'holds [them] together' (PS 352, 473)'

Predicates are'accidents'(PS 37), and an'accident as such, detached from
what circumscribes it,' can 'attain an existence of its own and a separate

freedom,'which is the 'tremendous power of the negative' (PS 19)'

As important to the bond between the real and ideal is Schelling's

new emphasis on'personaÌity', a version of Hegel's claim, against Spinoza,

that substance is subject.l3 Not only does the copula'substance is subject'

insert substance into a movement of self-difference, where it is subject to
the acbidents of its predicates. In its personifications of concepts like
Beauty and Understanding (PS 19), and in its pathos and affect, the

Phenomenology introduces a new sryle of philosophy. For the

Phenomenology in its opening and closing casts itself as a spiritual
autobiography, while the Philosophy of Nature goes farther and is a

pathográphy of the involution or alienation that afflicts evolution.la

Schelling gives the name personality to this new style of philosophising

that does not stay at the level of the Concept or the idea clara that makes

9 c.w.F. Hege-', Encyclopaedia of the phitosophical sciences in outline (r'r7),
trans. by Stephen A. Taubeneck, ìn Encyclopeåia o¡ tne eii6sopn;;i ;;;;;; ¡,outline and crìticar writings,.ed. by Einst'Betrrer iivew vorL, contin*.r' ìïé0),

,pp.45-263 (p. 54); hereafter cited parentheticallv as E.
10 Jacques Derrida,'Theoìogy of Transìation', "nyes o¡ the [.Jníversity: Right toehitgyplt.II'-tyans. bv Jan prug et. aÌ. (stanford:"stanft.a uniìersìÇid'äöilj,

pp. 6a-80 (p. 7e).
11 'Wer von ih¡ Kenntnir. .il.l: 

T,]1, den grossen Weg mitwandeln, bei jedem Momenr
_ ^ 

v_erweilen, sich ergeben in die AlÌmäctrliihkeit der È"ntri.klung.,
12 while it is Kant who is expricitry accused here of makiãg the rriadic schemaïfeless', rhe references ro erectriciry, magnerism, anã the phir"osopny ãi""i"i.'.ilsuggesnhat Hegel aìso has Schelling in mi;d (pS.29_30),

13 Curiously for the remainder of their lives both Hegel and SchelLing accuse each

other of the same things: formalism or schematism, and insensitivity to experience

or the real. In the Phenomenology Hegel accuses Schelling of a 'monochromatic'

styÌe of'painting' and of taking refuge from what he knows to be the inadequacy of
this 'schematism'in'the void of the Absolute' (pp. 29-31). In his much later Lecfures

On The History of PhíIosophy he repeats this charge that Schelling's work is guilty

of schematism and lacks a sense of dialectical movement (trans' by E.S. Haldane

and Frances H. Simson llincoÌn: University of Nebraska Press, 1995], Vol' 3, pp.

334, 341-3). In his late lectures On The History of Modern Philosophy Schelling

accuses Hegel of creating a pureiy logical phiìosophy ruìed by the Concept, in

which the end is predetermined from the beginning, as ìn the Identity Phiiosophy

(trans. by Andrew Bowie lCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995], 134-42'

153). He complains that 'the translation of the concept of process onto the

dialectical movement, where no struggle is possible, but only a monotonous, almost

soporific progression' hides 'the lack of true life' $a!. But as Theodor W Adomo

says, 'Even after the split between Schelling and Hegel one finds in both of them -in
The Ages of the World in ScheÌting's case and trt the Phenomenology in Hegel's -
formulìtions and whole trains of thought in which it is just as difficult to identily the

author as in the writings of their youth' (Hegel: Three Studies, trans. by Shierry

Weber Nicholsen [Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1994], p.60).

t4 Elizabeth Green Musselman uses the word pathography to describe

'autobiographical memoirs by modern day physicians who suffer'from the condition

they deicribe (Nervous Condttions: Science and the Body Politic in Early
Inãustríal Britoin [Albany: State University of New York Press, 2006], p. 6)'
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aesthetics, as it was for Baumgarten, a mere handmaiden to logic.
Personality is 'the ultimate potency by which an intelligent ueing exist! m
an incommunicable fashion'(Aw 102), and it is onlyìn the wãke of the
Phenomenology thaf scheling's own subject-ress styie of writi'g acquires
a personality.

Introducing this concept in the Freedom essay, Schelling writes:
Selfhood_as-such is sqift; or_man is spirit as a selfisú, pu.ti.uti. U.ing
(separated from God)' and 'preciseìy this connection constiiures
personality' (F 33). But if separation from God suggests that personality is
s_omehow deficient, in the Freedom essay God 

-ñimself 
r.u, pu.*niity

through his 'bond...with nahrre' (F 59). perionarity, in rurn, rests'on a üa.k
ground', (F 75) which is to say that as separation, it arises from what
schelling describes as the force of contråction: 'something inhibiting,
something conflicting', a 'darkening that resists the right', un 'oirrquity-ti,ut
resists the srraighr' (AW 6). Ir is because of thñ n.rv u_ph*L on
personaliry thar schening, in inrroducingthe Freedom 

"rruy, 
,uä., iã ,",

aside his system of Transcendentat ldearism. in saying thär until now he
has not arrived at a 'comprete' system but hai '.onfin.ã rrio'ruu ,t oriy ìo
investigarions in the philosophy of nature' (F 4-5). Evidentry nuür,u,
absolute nor rranscendentar idearism were ideaìism, since nine yäu., iãi".
Schelling is only just beginning 'the ideal parr of pi,itoropty;1Ë;j. wh"
makes this new srage rhe rrue beginning of 'tnu i¿*t pun oipr,iìorápr,y'i,
the bond with the real that arises-throu[h personarity, and what mukes"the
earlier invesrigations in the philosophy of narure aÍio p..ri.iná,y ìr-tr,ut
they had nor yet taken- up the .oìrãqu.n.., of the empiri"ur'ràr li-ru
transcendental^as a problem, rather than a s;rnchronicity that bypasses the
hard covering for the bloom and fruit.

This s-equencing of the real and ideal parts of philosophy might seem
to set Schelling on a similar path to Hegel in termi of r"Ë"í.i"!'iùãrgr,
nature to reach 'spirit', at least in the sense that in the middie worËthe foñrof Schelling's_thinking becomes profoundly temporal. Aut pusnrng Hìlet
even_further, Scheiling subjects tÈe-unfording of the idear tä u .oítinufi'g'involution'within the rear that stil enfolds the possibility of ,evolution'
(Aw 107). Involution impries that what schelring calls tht 

""gÀ,i"e ""¿affirming potencies are each the inside and ouäide of the oîhe;,"e;;h
requiring only an'inversion, a tnrning out of what was concealedl..to...
transform, the one into rhe other'- (Ãw 1g). This is to say ti,ut à.rfi,.Schelling's often HegeÌian priviteging oí evotution ¡4f¿ u¡ ,*tõil,
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evolution can and does turn back into involution. Indeed this double fold
also describes the differend between Hegel and Schelling, both of whom
emphasise negativity, inhibition or the force of contraction, and both of
whom would agree that 'development is not expected from what easily

unfolds' (AW 107). But in his middle work Schelling gives a greater

emphasis to 'the contracting force' as 'the root force of all life', so that for
him development occurs not just through negativity but 'from what is

excluded and which only decides to unfold with opposition' (AW 83, 107)'

As such, idealism is the soul of philosophy in a particular sense,

which ihis paper tracks through the term at its very centre, 'Idea': a largely

Hegelian term that I suggest must be thought in terms of the dark ground

of personality that cannot be reduced to the Concept. For soul - a term
also used by Hegel - is not spirit, but crosses lines with it in a way which
suggests that it is an envelope for rethinking spirit. Soul, 'the supremely

interior,'as Schelling says in Ages, ís the instinct'bound to the higher life'
'that dwells in matter', that 'forms' and 'heals everything'when it is released

into a 'free circulation' with 'what is higher', but only insofar as it is

'enveloped and retained by the negating force as by a receptacle' (AW
57-8, 69). The 'soul does not want somehow to sublimate the negating

force' as what merely'precedes it', and indeed'demands and confirms the

negating force' (AW 57). But insofar as it'heals everything' (AW 69), and

spirit is 'the etemally healing, reconciling potency' (AW 46), the soul is in
some sense spirit; it is the involution of spirit, where what is to be

unfolded'lies still wrapped up' (AW 70).

But this means that spirit too, a word we particularly associate with
Hegel, is not what we commonly understand it to be: namely the politically
charged word that Derrida critiques and gives a 'philosophical nationality
from Hegel to Heidegger, as 'the affirmation of spirit through Ftihrung."'
From the Phenomenology to the History of Philosophy, spirit is both that
which consciousness becomes at the end of phenomenology and the

passion to become that thing:r6 a structure of drive (not Führung) that also

15 Jacques Derrida, On Spirit: Heídegger and the Questíon, trans. by Geoffrey

Bennington and Rachel Bowlby (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989), pp.
r 1r I aa/, ¿L-4, JZ.

16 As regards the Phenomenology Hegei is often thought to distinguish

consciousness, as a 'disparity' between 'the "I"' and the substance which is its
object,' from spirit, which has 'made its existence identical with its essence'(PS 21).

But this distinction is compÌicated by the fact that he constantly personifies Spirit,

thus presenting it as 'incomplete' and effectiveþ no different from consciousness.
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provides the structure for 'the Idea'. This means that Spirit is no more than
the Idea of spirii, where the very word 'Idea' evokes both the Concept of
Spirit and the inadequacy of this concept. Indeed as Hegel writes in a
coÌnment that Jean-Luc Nancy takes up, German has the 'peculiarity' that
some of its words - Grund or Abgrund being his example - have 'not only
different but opposite meailngs, ' a duplicity (in Schelling's sense) thar
renders individual words themselves a site of speculation.lT Such words
include above all ldea itself, as the mode of thinking terms like ground and
spirit in their difference. For the Idea is 'the reaÌ existence of the Concept'
an ambiguous phrase which may suggesr thar the Idea is the full realisation
of the Concep t, but may also suggest that in its real as opposed to ideal
functioning, the Idea is that which exceeds the (Kantian) Coucept, and the
limited 'concept' Hegel might prefer to have of the ldea. Hence Hegel's
Aestherics is all about the labour of the negative in which the Idea is still
making itself clear ro itself. And Schelling's middle work is all about
reconfiguring sciences he had wanted to see as ideal in his lectures on
University Studies - sciences such as religion, philosophy and history -when they become involved or involuted within the real sciences of nature

I suggest therefore that at the core of Idealism is the self-othering of
the Idea, and that the radical shift undergone by this term'Idea' indexes thedirection taken by Idealism itseÌf when it becomes a project in
Romanticism. For ldealism,s commitrnent to philosophy as a means toidentity, system, and totalisation emerges within the broader
literary-cum-philosophical thought environment of Romanticism, where itis itself an 'idea' complicated by its writing.lB For Schlegel philosophy is
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science (Wissenschaft) but it is also an art (Kunsú) insofar as it works with
concepts but in language.te Writing, in turn, as Lyotard puts it, makes

thought responsible to 'what every representation misses''20 More
specifically, if the relation between nature and spirit is at the heart of
Idealism, the ldea, a term drawn in the first instance from Plato, is
reconfigured within this relation. While the earlier Schelling in his Identity
philosophy wants to synchronise spirit and nature, the I Am of

transcendental idealism and the It Is of the Ncturphilosophie, Hegel, by
making the relation successive rather than simultaneous so that nature must

strugglb to become spirit, exposes spirit to its nature. Indeed one could say

that especially in the Phenomenology, the Aesthetics, and the Philosophy

of Nature, Hegel exposes spirit to its human nature, given that as Schelling

wiÌl say, the 'eternal nature', like 'the nature of the person' and like nature

itself, is'a life of...anxiety, a fire that incessantly consumes itself, and

unremittingly produces itself anew' (AW 3, 46). Given Hegel's silent

impact on Schelling's middle work, when Schelling moves to the 'ideal

pait of philosophy' in the Freedom essay to take up the consequences of
his earlier investigations into nature for transcendental thought, these

investigations initiate what is not just a topic within philosophy but an

entirely new 'way of doing philosophy in accordance with nature,' as Jason

Wirth puts it.21 The resulting autoimmunity of Idealism can be focalised

througñ the term whose meaning and affect are at its centre: namely the

Idea.
Autoimmunity is Derrida's word for the process by 'which an

organism tends to destroy, in a quasi-spontaneous,..fashion, some organ or

other, one or another of its own immunitary protections.'22 Or as GoetheMoreover, he sees 'science' in its drier forms such as mathematics (ps 26-7) or the
compÌacency of immediate sense experience as characterised by an 'àbsence ,ít.p*,'(PS.15) which is to say Ìhar spiriiis something deeper and more pr..ronui. itÀmind. As regards the History_ of philosophyi it is notably eöh,n., thu À;tunperfected of philosophers, whom Hegel åsöciates with thä ,spirituai ln"rrr*lphilosophy, substantiai in a higher sensel..though rtill in, pecurär rn¿ uã.uurJu,form,' and whom he sees as the return and retrei ofì 'Germìn, origin ¡re-ures on

, _tly History of Philosophy, vol. 3, p. 350).

't,i:,T^t"l:j:::1:,T!,r:fî,t:tive Remark (one of Heset's Bons Mots), rrans. by
-Lel]neburprenant(Stanlord:.StanfordUnìversitypress,2001), pp.24,61_3.

18 For a different, though overrapping, distinction bet.een I¿eátism and Romanricism
see Ernest Rubinstein, An Epísodè of Jewísh Romantícism: pron nor"n *àii¡
Th: stt! of Redemption (Atbany: Staie University oi lv., vo.L i;;iööi. 'ír'
B-12. Describing rdeatism. (Fichte, Hegel, ScÁetüng;- a.-;òìr;;;ì";;;,'ííJ
Romanricism (Novaris, sctilegeì etc.) as ãeétheti., uui'en-'ptuiiring tt"tlr.y är.

deeply entangled, Rubinstein sees the 'infinitesimal' difference between them as

.oniiiting in Romanticism's refusal to finally arrest the movement of difference and

reflexiveness that is also part of ldealism.
19 Friedrich schlegel, wisienschaft der europriischen Literatur,Kritische Fríedrích-

Schlegel-Ausgabã, ed. by Ernst Behler et.al', 35 vols. (Mtinchen: F. Schöningh,

1958), vol. XI, P. 10

20 Jean-François Lyotard, 'the jews', in Heidegger and -the jews'(1988)' trans' By

Andreas Mlchel and Mark Roberts. MinneapoLis (University of Minnesota Press,

1esO), pp. 1-aB (P. s).
21 Jason Wirth, ,Mass Extincrion: SchelÌing and Natural History" Polígrafí, voÌ. 16,

no. 61-2 (2011), PP. a3-63 (P. 59).

22 Jacques Derridã, Rogues: Two Essoys on Reason, trans. by Pascale-Anne Brauìt

and Michaeì Naas (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005), p. 124'
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puts it' when he writes of the '*isis' (not consoridation) that occurs when afield 'matures' enough to cal itserf a 'àcience', at this point the ,universarist,,
who believes that 'one idea obtains in forms endlessly ¿iuurguni,i oconfronred with the 'singularist', who still wants ro fit the pårticulur"inio ,r,uuniversal but constantry finds exceptions. Thus sciencis, according to
Goethe, 'destroy themselves.i' two wãys: by the breadt*, tfr"y ."u.t ìnã Uy
!h: qgpth they ptumb.'2r-Jhese exceptioni are indeed ttre"cnaUenjeìnat
Schelling faces in his r{aruryhirosiphie, when he rries ro ,u. in ìn.multiplicity of 'organisms'and phenomena 'one archetype ."torã ouJå.tiu"
aspe_ct alone changes a,nd whose subjective aspect ij rurchangeabÌË.,24 Or
as Hegel poignantry admirs ar the end of The philosopny o¡'ñitire, the'material element' 'in its. ever-increasing wearth of detaii p.*., 'rÀir*a"rv
towards the unity of the Notion,' coñfronting 'Reason,'wirh a p."iã*¿
obstacle. to finding in'Nature a free reflex of sp"i.if (pN 444_5).

This autoimmunity can be contrasted^ with the simprification ofIdealism rhar occurs in its Brirish appropriarion by Coleridgia;;;; 
",Joseph Henry Green and Richard Owõn. it is worth beginnir;g a genealogy

of the word Idea here because our own ,.nru oi i¿.uìir."JJ":"r".irt
1l:j::11,.",._.S lfrguqh_trris 

appropriarion. Green and his prorégé owen,
rne roremost biologist of the victorian period, were famiriarïitnïunt un¿Schelling. Indeed Green, who studied in Germany, went not to the morepopular Engrish destinarion of Göttingen but to Berrin, to work withSolger, who was insrrumenrar in hiring Èeger in trr" rorrowing v.å.ïìsiijBut rhe British ldealists - coreridge,"Greãn, and owen- ,ãã¿ xà"iã"¿schelling with a deep nervousness ãbout an autoreric r.t uron" 

"rìàl.nËii.view of nature. Thus as Robert Richards notes, in taking overNaturphilosophie's desire to conceive nature as tereorogicalry rì-".*råà,Green retained the central designing power for C"¿.;; 'gy'-.;;;;
schelling wrires in the Ages of a 'ñatuie ihat evorves itserf out är i" à*ìpowers and utterly for itself in a 'tenible loneliness, (AW 104).
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To be sure Green, as an Idealist who worked on the real sciences of
comparative anatomy and physiology, seems to place the Idea within the
matrix of time, history and nature. But he reads the immanent unfolding of
the ldea from the closure of the end, as is evident in his claim that'inferior
forms are declensions from or defective forms of the Idea of Man.'26

Hence, though his point of entry into Idealism was via the natural or real
sciences, Green assimilated the real into the ideal in his own progress from
'vital'to 'mental dy'namics' as the foundation of a Coleridgean clerisy. Mtal
Dynaryics is the title of Green's gathering together, in 1840, of his
Hunterian oration that year along with material going back to the 1820s

which dealt with ùe always troublesome life sciences. Green then echoes

this title in his Menral Dynamics (1847) so as to effect his own transition
from nature to spirit, as a specifically Coleridgean transition from
physiological to political 'constitution'. ln Mental Dynamics, a text on
education or Bildung, Green sketches a curiously Hegelian disciplinary
series proceeding from grammar, to 'natural history', to what he calls
physiogony, through civil history to mathematics and logic, and finally
philosophy.2T Green's curriculum mirrors that sketched less systematically
by Coleridge, who aìso envisioned moving from the life sciences to 'a new
series beyond...physiology', the ideal series in Schelling's terms, namely
philosophy and theology.28

Coincident with this ascent of knowledge, as he moved into the
Victorian period, Green increasingly Platonised the ldea, referring to
'Ideas, Principles, or Final aims,' and associating an Idea with

26 Joseph Henry Green, \4tal Dynamics: The Hunterian Oration Before the Royal

College of Surgeons in London, 17th February lB40 (London: William Pickering,
1840), p. 61.

27 Joseph Henry Green, Mental Dynamics or Groundwork of a Professíonal
Education, The Hunterìan Oration Before the Royal CoIIege of Surgeons of
England, lSù'Feb 7847. (London: William Pickering, 1Ba7), pp. 7-19, 41. Green

defines physìogony as'the history of nature' considered as 'preface and portion of
the history of man' (\4tal Dynamics, p. 103).

28 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Theory of Life (1816), in Shorter Works and Fragments,
ed. by H.J. and J.R. de J. Jackson, 2 vols. (Princeton: Princeton University Press,

1995), Vol. L, pp. 481-556 (p. 516, 519n); The Notebooks of Samuel Taylor

Coleridge, Vol. 4, ed. by KathÌeen Coburn and Merton Christensen (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1990), #4517, While Scheìling's division of ideal and

real sciences may have suited Coleridge, Coleridge was harshly critical of him for
making nature absolute.

23 
_Johann Wolfgang von .Goethe, seìecúons from Maxims ond Reflections, inscientific studies, ed. and trans, by Dougras n¿uÀ. rrvu* vo.r,, surr.ffi,lõäer,pp.303-12 (p.30s).

24 F.W.J. SchelÌing, On Uni-v31s^!A S¿ud-¡es (1803), trans. by E,S. Morgan (Athens:universirv- of ohio press, 1966), p. 142. The EnÉiirt li¿u iã , loor. i.ui.i;ì;;.'iü.correct ritre, since scherìing is nòt tarkng about"the institution or tr," uni"uJtv,'l'On the Method of Academic Study,.
25 Roberr Richards, The Romantic 

fon9e^n'jlon of Life: Science and philosophy in theAge of Goethe (Chicago: University Of'Cfli.agãìlã.r, zoOZ), p. sfS.
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'integration'.2e This conservative understanding of the word is borne out by
his equation of 'Idea'with 'rype', a biologicãl term that Green also uses
theologically, linking it to the 'book of nãture'.3. The concept of type,-in
turn, removes the Idea from any possibirity of an u-nfinished evorutión, ánd
grounds it in a preformationist rather than epigenetic biology, while also
binding schelling's more unpredictabre pot"n."r into a teteãiógy. Thus in
his. final work, rhe posthunously publiihed Spiritual ehilosffi, cieen
writes that rhe anrecedent ldea or 'potentiaf unity of trre mínitot¿ is
inconceivable except as predeterminate in aim änd object, and this
predeterminate we may call the ,,Wpe',,, without which ,ihe pur"n, on.
would have remained, or could be conceived only as un undiffur.n..à,
unintelligible potentiality.'31

- 
The resulting containment of philosophy, science, history and the

transfers between them within á theotogocentric architeðtonic of
knowledge is continued even when the te-rms 'type' and 'archetype,
defjnitively migrare into the life sciences in owen's woik on the 'vertebîàte
archetype'. As Rupke sums it up, in Owen,s homological ..ruur.h
programme the vertebrate archetype is 'the 

'''ost coirpr.te visuar
expression of a belief in the fundamentar reratedness, if not of aÌ
organisms, at least of all animals with endoskeletons.'32 ôwen famously
concludes on the Limbs (1849) by placing the 'Archetype' in an .uoruii*
all of whose 'modifications' the 'Divine Mind...foreknew', and whrch leads
'amidst the wreck of worlds, Irom the first embodiment of the vertebrate
idea under its old Ichthyic vestment, until it became arrayed in the glorious
garb of the Human Form.'33 It is true that scientificalry speaking "o.'.n;,
archetype 

-really 
is a 'general and undifferentiated rlrm', ani that his

equation,of the archetype, which in its vertebrate form is more properly a
'structuralist'notion, with the platonic ldea, may have been motiuutËa uy u
desire to please his conservative patrons ihat does not nuniry 'his

29 Green, Mental Dynamics,,34.;.spirituat phílosophy: Founded on the kaching of
*^!y* S.amuel Taylor Coleridge, ed, by John Simán, Z vols. (London: Macmillan,
1865), vol. 1, p. 198.

30 Green, 'Introduction to the Natural History of Birds, p. 310.
31 Green, Spiritual philosophy,pp. 202-3,
32 Nicolaas Rupke, Richard 

,owen: Biorogy withoutDcrwin (chicago: universit¡r of
Chicago Press, 1994), p. 118.

33 Richard Owen, On the Nature of Limbs: A Discourse, ed. by Ron Amundson(Chicago: University of Chicago press, 2007), pp. 1_119 (p, 186).
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considerable scientific work.3o But the fact remains that both Green and

Owen, in their public personqe as members of an institution, adapted the
speculative interdisciplinarity of German Idealism to a discipline, and took
it in a theologocentric direction. For Owen's gold standard is the
hierarchical, classificatory discipline of comparative anatomy, whose
importance for an idealism of the clerisy we still see in Northrop Frye's
Anatomy of Criticism. The late Romantic and mid-century appropriation of
Kant and Schelling by the Coleridgeans in turn laid the basis for a

conseryative Victorian appropriation of Hegel. And it is to this
appro¡iriation that we can ftace the bad press which Idealism has received
in our own time (especially in Romantic studies), as the philosophical
underpinning for various forms of aesthetic and romantic ideology that one

could argue German Idealism itself puts under erasure.

Kant also used the term 'idea', distinguishing ideas of reason from
concepts of the understanding, where reason is the faculty of principles

and understanding is the faculty of rules.3s In the first Critique, evoking
Plato, Kant says that ideas flow 'from the highest reason' and go 'far
beyond the concepts of the understanding (with which Aristotle occupied

hirrself) since nothing in experience [can] ever be congruent to' them (CPR

395). For Kant, as Karl Jaspers puts it, ideas make things too big for the

understanding, while concepts make them too small for reason.36 But Kant
then limits these transcendental ideas of pure reason to a merely regulative

status. Pressing beyond these limits Schelling, in his early transcendental

idealism, does often justify ùe British Idealists' Platonising of the idea as a

'design' or 'paradigm',37 granted that we are dealing here with a mystical

rather than theological 'Plato'. Thus in Schelling's Bruno (L8O2) ideas are

sheltered in 'archetypal' rather than'productive nature', and are housed in

34 Ron Amundson, 'Richard Owen and Animal Form', in On the Nature of Limbs, pp,

xv-lü (pp. xxü-xxvü). See also Rupke, who takes issue with seeing Owen's

archetype as a sign of his reactionary position: 'Rather, the Platonization was a

response to the..,vaguely evolutionary transcendentalism of the Schelling-inspired
Naturphilosophen and was intended to reintegrate morphology into a traditional,

teieologicaÌ epistemology' (p. i33). But it is hard not to see such an epistemology as

conservative.
35 Immanuel Kaûf, CrÌtique of Pure Reason, trans. and ed. by Paul Guyer and Allen

W. Wood (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), p. 387; hereafter cited

parenthetically as CPR.

36 Karl Jaspers, Kdnt, trans. by Raìph Manheim (New York: Harcourt,1957), p 46.

37 Green, Spiritual Philosophy, pp. 2I3, 240.
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an 'archetypal understanding'.'u To be sure, they are arso rearised in time.
But as schelling writes in ldeas for a phíIosofhy of Nature,'rn r,ruiure...
the whole absolute is knowable, although appeâring Nature produces...in
endless developme't, what in true Nature 

-exists 
ãr at once and in an

eternal fashion.'3s so whereas the First outline tests its idealism against
the philosophy of narure, Bruno conrains the threat poseã by;;*.
-which is present in sections on the three grades of finiie u.ingí uná irr.
heavenly bodies- within transcendentar ideaTism, through trru uir.îoring or
produciive nature in archerypal nature, and the cons.qu.nt disablin{ of
time (B 125).40

The word Idea in-this Romantically pÌatonic sense is also present in
schelling's lectures on [Jniversity studies, where at 'the level oi the ldeaor being-in-itself' what temporar knowledge...posits conditionaly and
successively...exists unconditionally and simultaneously.' This level ís that
of the 'Idea of all ideas...the Idea of the absolute itselfi' n"ìi"ì..å*"liy
schelling rarely uses the word Idea after the earry 1g00s. one ."uron .riuy
be its association with an Absorure Idearism that he couta grÀuna;;1t;"
construction: a construction that he knew to be 'an invasion of nature
through freedom'. As such, far from being what Meillassoux attacks as
strong correlationism,a2 this is always alreaãy a deeply self-critical, i"ã""¿
autoimmune construcrion, as is evidenr in thé fact trrãi scnetung ,á, ui iÀ.
same time writing the F¡rst outrine,.which lays the seeds tor ã rettrint<ing
of freedom at the hands of nature. Another reason for a.oppingtr* .'oìa
Idea is of course its increasing associarion with Scheilingå .iîrr H;g;i.
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But this is not to say that Schelling abandons the ldea, only that he moves

away from a totalised form of Absolute Idealism that it becomes

convenient - if inaccurate - to project onto Hegel. For the graduated

stages of nature in the First Outline (where Schelling still uses the word
Idea) are all about the immanently self-developing force that Hegel sees in
mind and things. Hence in the nofurphilosophische side of his work from
the First Outline to the Freedom essay and the 1815 version of Ages,
Schelling too is now engaged in rethinking this force which Hegel calls 'the

Idea' in accordance with nature as part of an unfinished evolution. For
Hegel this rethinking occurs because substance unfolds as subject, while
for ScheÌling it is because substance is deconstructed as nature.

This sense of the Idea as unfinished is also in Kant. For while in the
first Critique ideas lack presence but are not inchoate, in the third Critique
they are subdivided into 'aesthelic' and 'rationaf ideas. Aesthetic ideas are

intuitions of the imagination to which no 'concept' or 'deteminate thought'
is 'adequate', and 'rational' ideas are concepts that cannot be concretely
embodied. Either way, such ideas 'strive towards something þing beyond

the bounds of experience,' but without any concept being 'fully adequate to
them as inner intuitions', even when (as in the second case) they are

described as 'concepts'.43 By the third Critique, then, ideas, through their
division into the mutually supplementary categories of aesthetic and

rational, have become constitutively associated with inadequacy - a

problem that dogs Hegel throughout his work. Nevertheless Kant
approaches the ldea's difference from itself in logical rather than bio- or
psycho-logical terms. Put differently, for Kant the incompleteness of ideas

is thought within an aesthetics that aims at harmonisation, while in
Schelling's First Outline it is the real science of physics that is the source

of a certain de- and recomposability of ideas into what Schelling calls
'actants' that makes them highly volatile.aa It is in post-Kantian ldealism,

then, that the Idea becomes more dangerously exposed through the

sciences to a materiaìify, contingency, and historicity that are the source of
its potentiality and generative failure.

Hegel's 'Idea', singularised to give it a certain driving force, might

43 ImmanueÌ Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment, ed' by Paul Guyer, rans. by
Paul Guyér and Eric Matthews (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), p.

r92.
44 Actants (Keith Peterson's uanslation for Aktionen) are Scheìling's version of

monads as forces rather than matter, 'originary productivities' (First Oufline, pp.

19-34).

38 F.W.J. ScheÌti¡g, Bruno, or On the Natural and Divine principle of Tftings, ed. and
trans. by Michael G. Vater (Albany: State University of Nulv forL ir..;;,ärÐ,;;

^^t!!,125l' hereafter cited parenrhetically as B,
39 FW'J'-schert. ng' Ideas for a phitosiphy of Nature, trans. by Er¡or E. Harris and
.^ 

P-eter Hearh (Cambridge: Cambridge Univeriity lresi f SOS;, p. ZZZ.40 In othe¡ wo¡ds time is ar abstraction in Bruno, existrng onry at a rogicar and not
experienrial lever. simiìarþ in ldeas for a phítosophy oiNot rr, proai.ü". nutur.is an abstraction because the text thinks within a transcendental empiricism tt.ir,.,no sense of time. For this reason, Bruno and Ideas form a' p,,1. *-*ti.t
transcendental philosophy and the philosophy of nature can stilì come together asone science. Bur this is not possibre when we pair the far more ."ai.ulr,¡rr?ãriì¡n"
with Bruno, since it is here, in the 'graduated sìages of nature', that the sense of time

. " 
rlnjc!.lecoyes so important to the middle workîrst enters Scheìling,, .orpur, 

---'

41 ScheÌling, On UniversÌty Studies, pp. 14,44.
42.Quentin Meillassoux, After Finiiude: An Essay on the Necessity of contingency(London: Conrinuum, 2008); see especìally pp, jZ, SO_.t.
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seem theoretically consistent with the more platonised ldea of Schelling,s
Bruno. Bruno, which uses the word in both the plural and singJar,'is
studded with references to the 'absolute idea' a'd thé l¿ea as the ab"soluie's
'identity' (B 161). The ldea - which is the third in the series inruirion,
concept, Id-ea - 'comprehends and identifies both the unity of the bare
concept and the mLrltiplirity of objects furnished in intuition. As such, the
Idea in Bruno is the 'reality' of the 'concept, (B 143), a formulation ecúoed
in Hegel's definition of the ldea as 'the reãl existenie of the concept.'4s or
as Hegel says in the logic, the Idea is the,adequate concept,,,the unity of
the concept and objectivity'; ir is uot jusr the 'båd infinity' ór á 'gooi.íri.t
is to be approximated but itself remains always a kind of ueyåna,, au is
the 'congruence of concept and realify.'a6

But is this not the essence rather than the 'real existence' of the ldea?
Or in other words, is the ldea to be approached as part of an epistemoiogy
gr a phenomenology? The question goes to the úeart of paur Ricoeur,s
distinction of consciousness, which 'ãi-s ut another that it is not,' il.n
spirit, which 'is not directed toward another who is lacking to it" bui is
'entirely complete within itself.' on this basis Ricoeur sees Husserl,s work
as 'a phenomenology of consciousness that is raised above itself into a
phenomenology of mind,' while Hegel,s is a phenomenology that remains
'in consciousness'.a7

Hegel's emphasis on consciousness, or later on the Idea as
consciousness, marks his difference from epistemology and logic on the
one hand, and from transcendentar idearism on ttre othõi. At the öot of the
emerging difference of Hegel's phenomenology from Schel[n!;s
transcendental idealism, which then becomes iúe ground of thËir
unconfes_sed 

,convergence, is the division of labour to which Rosenkranz
points when he suggests that whire scheiling in the Jena yuu* tri.Jio iuythe foundarions of absorute. philosophy, ñeger workeá 

"" ã.rìràpi"e
philosophy as a cycte of sciences.od tïis ¿ñchronic naturÀ ;¡ ù;å;i;,
project necessarily removes the ldea from the rearm of the unconditioied.
45 G.WF. Hegel Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine Art, trans. by T.M. Knox, 2 vols.(Oxford: Clarendon, 1975), vol. I, p, 106; hereafter cited parãnthetically a.-A. -46 G.W.F. Hegel, Science of Logic (1816), rrans, and ed. by Ceorge'dì-Cìovanni

(cambridge:-cambridge universiry eresé, zoro;, pp. s72, ozo-r;"hereafter crtedparenthetically as SL.
47 

.Patsl Ricozur, 'Hegel and Husserl on Intersubjectivity,, From Text to Action(Evansron: Norrhwestern U_niversiry press, fSSf;, pp. ZZí_SS 1pp.229_31). 
- '-

48 Quoted by Michael Vafer, Introdu¿tion to S.huíín! , Brrno,pp. S-SZ tp, dZl.

TILOTTAMARAJAN 51

Instead the Idea becomes, as Gasché says in commenting on Friedrich

Schlegel, 'infinitely inappropriate to its own self-presentation,' insofar as it
'continually transcends the s;mthesis...that it achieves.' Or as Schlegel

says, in a formuìation that brings out the speculative nature of the ldea, the

Idôa is 'an absolute sSmthesis of absolute antitheses, the continual

self-creating interchange of two conflicting thoughts.'4s

Granted that Schlegel's formulation is more enthusiastic than

agonistic, and thus substitutes paradox for a dialectic that tarries with the

nãgativp. The word Idea in this speculative sense is ubiquitous in Hegel's

woìk, 'especially in the Encyclopedia and the Aesthetics. And it is

precisely this commitrnent to the Idea that is at odds with Lyotard's claim

ihat Hegel limits thoughr to 'what can be taken into intelligibility under

concepti.'to To a degree Hegel does build on Schelling's use of the word
Idea ás the reality of the concept in Bruno, but he does not adopt the

synchronicity of the ideal and real in the Ìatter's earlier work. Rather in
the disavowed conversation between the nvo thinkers that we are tracing,

Scheìling's long-term impact on Hegel is his thinking of philosophy

according to nature in the other side of his work, with the difference that

nature beìomes history in Hegel, but a history that faces all the pitfalls of

the history of nature.
To be sure, in the Science of Logic, which is condensed in the

Encyclopedia, Hegel wants the Idea to be 'the adequate concept' or

'reaion identical to itself' (sL527; E 54). But if the whole of science is the

presentation of the idea' (E 54), this presentation in the Encyclopedia is

ãrticulated in three broad divisions in which the synthesis is at the

beginning as a proposition instead of at the end as the result of a dialectic.

The subJequeni cycle of disciplines then has the form of an unfinished

evolution, in which two of the divisions are about the difference between

the 'theme' and 'execution' of the ldea, to evoke Hegel's own terms (A 96,

2Bg). Hence in what Derrida criticises as Hegel's onto- and

auto-encyclopedia of the state,sl it is only in the Logic, the first division of

the systém, ihat the Idea is 'in and for itself'. Logic is followed by the

4g Rodolphe Gasché, 'Foreword: Ideality in Fragmentation" in Friedrich schlegel,
philosophical Fragments, trans. by Peter Firchow (Minneapolis: university of

Minnesota Press, 1991-), pp. vü-xxxü (p. xiv-xv); Sctùegel, Athenaeum Fragments,

tnPhilosophical Fragments, pp. 18-93 (#121).

SgJean-François Lyotaid, The Inhuman: Reflections on Time, trans' By Geoffrey

Bennington and Rachel Bowlby (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1991)' pp'

108-9, 112.



7 7-

s2 PIr 26 Q0L4)

philosophy of nature, or 'the idea in the form of otherness,,as 'the negative
of itself'(PN 13), and rhen by the philosophy of spirir or the science ãf the
Idea 'as it retums to itself from its othernesJ' (E 54). In the rogic the Idea
is formally elaborated asthe'free concept...determining itself a"s reality'(E
128), which has moved-beyond mere 'representation' (SL 6Zg, 670). The
Idea as the teleological fulfilrnent of the Concept is broight in iowards the
end to save the concepr, which has become próblematised by having to be
dialectical. But in the philosophy of Nature the Idea is no" mere
'formal-logical entity' (E 128). Much like 'spirit' in the phenomenology, ir
is personified in its agon with Narure. It muit struggle through '.u.n fíáae
or level of Nature' in which it is imperfectly preseni, 'ett.ungõd' from iiself,
in a Nature which is 'only the corpse of the understandiãg': a 'petrified
intelligence', in the phrase from Schelling thar Hegel cites (Þu rd-rs¡. tn
the process it must endu¡e a'self-degrada¿ion'anã'disparity with its ãwn
self' (PN 17). Hence while the- Idea may be brought in tó save rhe concepr,
Hegel also has to make ihe corcept the iesorution of the ldeå's
contradictions, when he writes that the 'unity of the subjective and
objective idea is rhe concepr'(E 136).

This privileging of the concept is what reads some to see Heger as a
philosopher of the concept rather than, in Kantian terms, of the ldeã. Thus
for Schelling, who reads Hegel purely through the Logic, the ldea is
identified with the formalism of the concept, anã generates only a dialectic
that is 'abstract' and 'eTpty': 'The Idea is always already the 'completed
Idea', which 'is certain of itself' and 'knows in adïance thai it cannot perish
in its being-other.'s2 But I suggest rather that the anxiousry overraiping,
supplementary relationship o.f-Idea and concepr exposes tne"inaaequääy åf
the Idea to.its concepr or blueprint.s3 Thus-insteãd of spirit ,u.!""ãing
nature' withi' each major division of the Encyctopeàia are ftirther
disciplines and sub-disciplines, in which the ldea, having indeed p..irr,.a
in its being_-other, must go through the same struggle toiu.o.n" i¿enticat
to itseÌf, only to srarr anew in a new discipline. Rfier the failure of the Idea
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to prevail in the Philosophy of Nqture, in the Aesfhe¿ics we begin with
symbolic art, in which the Idea cannot be adequately embodied because it
has not found its 'form even in itself' and 'remains struggling and striving

afrer it' (A 76). The 'adequate embodiment of the Idea' is then achieved in
Classicism, but only for this synthesis to fall apart at the higher level of
Romanticism where the inwardness of the ldea cannot find expression in

external forms (A 77-9). Indeed Classicism is better described as an ari of

the Concept. Throughout The Aesfhetics the Idea 'presses on to

representatiron and reality' without definitively consolidating itself (A 299),

,o thut'inrtuud of arriving at the end of history Hegel must declare an end

of art. Thus as is weÌl known, having experienced the history of art as the

questioning of the very criterion of adequate embodiment, at the end of the

Ãesthetics Hegel has philosophy supersede art. But then at the end of The

History of Philosophy we have only arrived at Schelling, wiose work has

'great merit', but who has 'misconceived the nature of thought' as art rather

tÉan philosophy.sa The envelope or prototype for this process of
perpetually unworking the Idea is provided by the Phenomenology, the

iexi which definitively brings not just dialectic, but also narrative, into

philosophy's self-identity: a narrative of the 'Calvary',of spirit, in which

ionscioisness is never fully raised into spirit (PS 493).ss

What then is Hegel's Idea, if it is not reason identical to itself? In

effect the Idea is a drive to be the Idea, which it cannot adequately

embody; it is an'urge...to become objective to itself'(PN 26)' or as

51 Jacques De¡rida, 'The Age__of H_egel', I4zhob Afraid of philosophy?: Right to
lllo_tglhy t: lrans. by Jan pÌug (Stanford: Stanfård University ererr, ZOOã¡, pp.
I77-s7 (p.148).

l? *h.tlg, On The History of Modern phitosophy, pp. 142_3, 1,54.
53_For elaboratio¡ of rhis point see Tirottama iri;án,''rowaras a cuÌturar ldearism:

Negativity and Freedom in Kant and Hegel,, Idealism Mthout m,solutes,
Philosophy and Romantic curture, ed. by TiÌo"ttama Rajan and Arkady prái"r,rrv
(Aìbany: Srare Universiry of New york präss, 2004), pp.5I_71 (pp. 56_l).

54 Hegel, Lectures on the Hístory of Philosophy, vol' 3, p. 542.

55 In ãeeing the 1807 phenomenology as a containing form for Hegel's work I differ

from MJ. petry who argues that Hegel replaces the Jena with the Berlin
phenomenology, which beðomes a subordinate section of the second and third

editions of thé Encyclopedia. According to Petry the Jena Phenomenology was

marred by its foóus on consciousness and failure to properþ distinguish

consciousness and spirit, which are Ìater divided up between the secLions on

phenomenology and psychology respectively. Insofar as he comes to prefer a

bystematic' to a ,phenômenological' exposition, the later HegeÌ gives up 'temporal

,aq,r.naa'for anaLytic and synthetic procedures that are'structuraì', and'never again'

r.tu.ns to the Jéna Phenomenology's 'teleologicaÌ exposilion' ('Introduction' to

G.W.F. Heget, The Berlin Phenomenology, ed. and trans. by M J' Petry (Holland:

D. Reidel, 1981), pp. xüi-cx (pp. xv-xviÏ, xlüi, xlvii, ci)' But the problem with
petry's claim is tÈat Hegel continued to anange several lecture series in a

temporal-historical sequence (e.g. the Aesthetics, PhìIosophy of Relígion,

Philosophy of History, and History of PhíIosophy). Moreover, even the

Encyclopedia itself is ananged in a temporal, if not historical, sequence'
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coleridge says of scheiling (aÌbeit criticalry), an 'Anticipation' that
'acquires necessity by becoming an ldea.'s6 At thu core of the Idea is what
Hegel calls a 'germ' or 'idea.matrix' (pN 347) and what schellin g in The
world-soul calls a þosirive force that...initÌate.s motion' and is thã reason
why'in nature everything strives continuously forwards.'s7

schopenhauer's The world as wili and Representation is an
interesting text within this genearogy of the idea of the ldea, warped by its
author's ill-wilì towardl Heger, bur synptomaticaily revearing tnä t.nríon,
that traverse the word ldea. It is- clèar that schopenharier wants to
deconstruct, as a mere representation of the will, tihe myth of .uÀron
identical to itself. Hegel, as A-rison stone argues, constructs his phirosophyof nature as ar ascending sequence of- natural forms conceived' as
'constellations of conceplmatter relations,' or 'forms of thoughl
incr,easingly integrated with matter. Hegel,s is thus a ,strong u p.iä
reading of nature as'intrinsically rational', even if non-cont.ioutiy.;r in itu
second book of hís magnum opus schopenhauer adopts this åscending
sequence of natural forms, whether from Hegel, oi from Schelling;s
graduated stages of nature, or from Kielmeyer before them. But ior
Schopenhauer this idea of reason in naiure is nothing but the
representation of a blind will whose metaphysical fraud hõ wants r.,
unmask- by presenting it as a representation (Vortsettung), the word Hegel
rs careful to- distinguish from Idea. However, as we know; in the fi"rst
English translarions or Die welt as wille und vorsteilung, uoístellung wis
rendered as 'Idea',ss in part because schopenhauer arsoäoes use theïord
'Idee' as a compromise formation befween wil and representation,
necessity and freedom, realism and an idealism he caniot entirelv
renounce. The word ldee as distinct rromvorstellung is first introducecl in
the second book of schopenhauer's auto-encycropedia of trr. *in or ipìrii,
or we could say, borrowing a term from E.S. gurt, his urto_tt unutogråpty

56-SamueÌ Tayìor Coleridge, Marginalía (M:4.379_BI; Notebooks, Vol.3, ed. by
Kathleen Coburn (1973), 

^#4449. 
Coleridge is, however, criticaÌ of Scheiing forconfusing ideas with serf-evident theorems on rhe one hand, and ung.ái,ïd.d

anticipations on the other.
57 

_F.w.J' scheÌling, extract^from on the worrd sou1, trans. by Iain HamiÌton Grant,
_ - 

Collapse VI (2010), pp. BB-117 (p. 9S).
58-Alison Stone, Petrified Intellig^en^c_e: Nature ín Hegelb phitosophy (Albany: StateUniversity of New york press, 2005), pp. S7_9.
59 

-Arthur 
Schopenhaue¡ The 

_Wortd as Will and ldea, trans. by J,B. Haldane and R.Kemp, 2 vols. (Boston: Ticknor and Co., 1BB7).

TILOTTAMARAJAN 55

of spirit.60 The first book is his anti-Logic: a proposition about tto¡rtj-ie

*otid of representations is nothing but a representation of the will. The

remaining túree books move from the real science of Naturphilosophie, fo

aesthetics as at once a real and ideal science, to ethics as the death-wish of

a spirit that cannot emancipate itself from nature. Returning to the second

boåk, the ldea is introduceã here as the 'adequate objectivity of the will'61

and has several 'grades' like the graduated sequence of stages 
-in

Naturphilosophie. Íhe individual ideas-since Schopenhauer uses the

word 
-bpth 

in the singular and plural-are each expressions, at a particular

rtug., óf a will that ,ôbjectiflies] itseìf more distinctly from grade to grade'

tnrõugtr the forms anã forces of nature, culminating in Man as lhe
'ptatãtc) Idea' in which 'the will finds its most distinct and perfect

objectification' (wwR 149, 153). The whole, in-turn, is a process in which

'u'high.. Idea', as in Schelling's First Outline,62 subdues the 'lower ones

throrigh overwhelming assimilation,'even as these lower ideas struggle to

survive (WWR 145).
For Schopenhauer, then, what Hegel seeks as an 'adequate

embodiment of the Idea' is nothing but the 'adequate objectivity of the will'
(wwR 154). Yet curiously this deconstructed Idea is attributed to Plato.

Èchopenhauer,s use of the term Idea thus raises the question: wly use-two

t...r, yottttllung anð' ldee, and why bring in Plato who would not have

recognised himself in this brutally Malthusian, biopolitical concept of the

tdeaã The first term, the notion of categories like time and space as mere

'Vorstellungen' of the will, functions within an epistemology' But the

second t..ñr, Id.u, albeit an Idea generated within nature, functions within

a metaphysics, wherein the Idea is an 'actual being' (WWR 181) whose

reality bc"hopenhauer cannot repudiate as mere representation, even though

he may demystify ils idealisation by Hegel. This is also to suggest that

Schopänhauer cannot get rid of the Idealism of the post-Kantian ldea, for

there is an almost schizophrenic inconsistency between the demystification

of the Hegelian Idea and its remystification through Plato. This tension in

60 E.S. Bwl, Regard for the Other: Autothanatography ir-r Rousseau, De

Baudelaíre, oid Wldr, (New York: Fordham University Press, 2009),

26-8.
61 Arthur Schopenhauer, The world as wìII and Representation (1819/1844), [ans'

byE.F.J.Payne2vols.(NewYork:Dover,1966),vol'1,p154;hereaftercited
parentheticallY as WWR.

62 In the First Outline SchellÌng discusses the problem of how an 'individual nature'

can hold its own against the'universal organism'(pp' 53- )'

Quincey,
pp. 6-8,
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the ldea between the wil that it is and the platonic Idea that it wants to be
also plays out as an ogon between the deconstruction of the Idea in the
second book on nature and its construction in the third book on art.

But here we must note the difference between Hegel,s ,adequate
embodiment of the ldea' (A 77) and schopenhauer's desãription oi theIdea.as 'rhe adequare objecrificarion of theï¡r1.,Thar rhe raåu i* n"g.r
too is will or drive is marked by his shift from ideas to tt. ,inguluì 

-'t-a.i,,

which has no referent since it is not the Idea 'of' anything.63 fhis"woutd nãt
matter if it were simply a rerm in logic or epistemátogyl fif.. ;.on""pì;unì
'inruiüon'. But rhe ldea is also someihing reat, whichî to ,uy ,-frut'ù"g;f
retains it as an object of striving, whereas schopenhaue. d".onrt-ctr"it
into the will but then cannot part with the ideahsm that he irr...uv
disavows._What Schopenhauer dóes contribure to the history;iã.ìàä;
a powertul sense rhar this Idea as an immanently deveropine p*Ë"1iàìii; i,generated 

_ 
within productive narure rather thän rtundnf ãutside it" in'archetypal nature'.

The later Schelting also rethinks the Idea in terms of a will involvedIn an unfinished evolution. While rarely using the word ldea, at crucialpoints he retains the word tJrbi1d or prototype, which he had used
synonymously with ideas in Bruno, and which he says are 'not quite
physical narures', but are also not to be thought 'apart from all physicality'
they are therefore not 'universal concepts of the understanding' or'fixed
models' but 'are in ceaseless motion and production.'64 ln lhe Freedom
essay Schelling relocares this Urbild from archetypal nature to the ground,
which is really an Ungrund that is 'being before all ground' (F 68). He alsoreconceives soul as a potentialiry sheltered in the negative, where in Brunoit had been 'tom' from the archetypal state by its 'union with the body'and
'transition over to temporal existence' (B 134). The tJrbild or 'Idea hiddenin the divided ground'(F 31), an idea that must therefore itself be divided,
thus develops within naûlre, but is an ideal by which life 'steers'itself, and'in conjunction' with which it 'organically' shapes itself (F 76): whatHabermas calls 'something not yet made good that pushes its essence
forward.'6s yet this guidance or steering is caught in a circular logic in
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which it can never truly ground itself, as the 'higher potency' is the

'archetype of the lower potency' which is the 'ectype' of the higher (AW

57-9), making the idea no more than an idea of itself. Thus inrhe Freedom

essay, Schelling talks of a 'blind will' which 'to the extent that it has not yet

been raised to...complete unity with light (as principle of understanding),

is pure craving or desire' (F 32). But he also conceives this will in much

móre idealistiðt.t t than Schopenhauer, who knew the Freedom essay.6u

For the wilÌ, as 'an inner, reflexive representation (Vorstellung)" is the 'first

stirring, of divine existence', in which God, by which Schelling means the

ideal principle, 'is realized, although only in himself', 'begotten in God

himseif', that is to say autogenetically rather than teleologically (F 30-2). It
is the 'eternal embryo of God that is not yet an actual god, but rather only a
god with respect to its forces' (AW 86).

Or we could cite Coleridge, who anticipates Ricoeur in
distinguishing between 'life' and 'Mind'. Where Mind is 'logically defined'

us u ;Sub¡e.t possessing its Object in itself', 'life' is 'a Subject' that

'producefs] an Object' in order 'to find itself'. Life 'has an ascension

towards Mind', but remains 'incomplete': it cannot therefore be the subject

of a logic.67 In Hegel's Aesthetics too, the insistent unworking of the ldea's

'adequãte embodiment' recognises the Idea as a certain will that Schelling

analyses in Ages of the World as the rotary motion of positive and negative

drivãs, projection and resistance, in which even s1'nthesis is onl¡r a
moment. Yet, as we ask what the word Idea tells us about ldealism,

Hegel's (in)adequate embodiment is a useful corrective to Schopenhauer's

reduction of the ldea ro pure will, which is itself caught within a rotary

motion that reconstructs what Schopenhauer deconstructs. This 'restless

fermentarion' of the Idea (A 438) constitutes the vitality of ldealism, as a

Romanticism in which consciousness has yet to become that Spirit which,

as Ricoeur says, 'is not directed toward another who is lacking to it, but is

complete within itself.'68

pp. s3-7s (p. 71).
66'See Sebaslan Gardner, quoting Christopher Janaway, in'Schopenhauer, WilÌ, and

the unconsciou s' , The cambridge companion to schopenhauer, ed. by christopher

Janaway (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp. 375-42L (p' 415n)'

67 Coleridge, Shorter Works and Fragments' vol' 2, pp. 1426-7 ,L436-7 '

68 Ricoeur, 'Hegel and Husserl', pp. L29-31'

63 'The Idea is...not to be taken as the Id99 of any one thing or other,(E 128).64Tried¡ich.sche'ing, Ages of the wortd (rer:i, rrani, by Judith Norman. in SlavojZäek/F.W.J. von ScheÌting, Tlr^!!!* 
"¡ 

yryéa"rryei of the wrr¡ä ie* Àrüå.,
^^ 

University_of Michigan press, 1997), pp. 105_82 þ. f àf)65 Jürgen Habermas, 'Ernst Broch:'Ä Marxist òit.uíg, philosophicat-potiticar
Profiles' rrans' by Frederick G. Lawrence rcuruìiàge, n¿ass.: MIT pr.rilssö,
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Schelling's Doctrine of Abstraction

DANIEL WHISTLER

'Think abstractly? Sauve qui peut!'1 If there,s one thing we have all learnt
from the legacy of German Idealism - particularly its Hegelian
'culmination' - it is the poverty of the abstract. The ,reprouõh of
abstraction'2 is one with which we are comfortable, for ,thè abstract
universal...is an isolated, imperfect moment of the Notion and has no
truth.'3 However, as always, orthodoxy here obscures diversity: while it
does remain true that, in almost all of Hegel,s output aná most of
Schelling's, 'abstract' functions pejoratively, this is not the whole story. A
case in point is Hegel's Differenzschrift, drafted in Spring 1901, where
'abstract' takes on an ambivalent position.a On the one hãnd, there are
anticipations of the mature Hegel in its critique of spinozist identity as
'originating in abstraction' and of .abstract reasoning fin which] the
intelìect drifts without an anchor,;s however, on the oìher hand, Hegel
takes up a positive idea of abstraction as key to accessing the 'true identity
of subject and object' as the casting off what is ,peculiar;and 'o'esided' in
scientific forms.6 Abstraction generates truth through subtraction.

1 G.W.F, Hegel, 'Who Thinks Abstractly?, in Hegel: kxts and Commentary, ed. and
trans. by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Anchor, 1966), p. 113.

2 Pete^r.osborne, 'The Reproach of Abstraction' in Radlcat phitosophy 72v (2004),
pp. 21-8.

3 G.W.F. HegeÌ, Science of Logic, trans. byA. V. Miller (London: promethe's, 1969),
p. 604.

4 And it is no surprise that all evidence points to the fact that Hegel wrote the
Differenzschrift with schelling's on the True concept of phitosophy o]lúorrrn op.n
in front of him.

5 $;YF. Hegel, The Difference between Fichte's anil Scheiling's System of
Philosophy, trans. by H.S. Harris and Walrer Cerf (AÌbany: SUN!"1977), pp. 97,
113. of course, even in the mature Hegei'abstract'sometimes takes on r-si-ilu.
ambivalence; see Osborne pp. 25-6.

6 HegeÌ, Difference, p. 760.
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It is with this generative conception of abstraction that the following

essay is concemed. ibegin by sketching its origins in Fichte's early works,

befoie providing a concerted reading of its pivotal role in schelling's essay

from Jãnuary 180t, On the True Concept of Philosophy of Nature'

Although abitraction only makes this positive appearance in 3 couple of

Schelliig's works from a four month period during 1801,7 it is here

worked out in a way that crystallises what is innovative and distinctive

about Schelling's philosophy at this moment.

1. Thê Characteristics of Generative Abstraction

To begin, it is necessary to sketch the origins of generative abstraction in

Kant ãnd Fichte. Abstraction lurks only in the background of Kant's

epistemology. According to the Jäsche Logic, it is - along with
cãmparison-and reflection - an 'essential and universal condition for the

generation of every concept whatsoever.'B It is on this basis that Osborne

ñas argued that Kant gives an 'unequivocally positive epistemologicaì

value io abstraction as constitutive of the object of knowledge': it is

through abstraction that experience achieves objectivrty.s_ Nevertheless,

throulhout both the pre-critical and critical periods, the essentially

'negalive' role of abstiaction is constantly stressed by Kant, for, while

conîtitutive, abstraction is never generative of knowiedge; hence, the

Blomberg Logic's assertion, 'Through abstraction not the Ìeast cognition

arises'l0 which is repeated once more in the Jrische -Logic, 'No concept

comes to be through abstraction.'11

As so often with the Kantian legacy, it fell to Fichte to begin to

challenge his refusal to countenance generative abstraction. Of all the

Germañ ldealists, Fichte employs abstraction positively in the most

sustained fashion, and it comes to play a significant role not just in his

account of epistemology, but at the very heart of his methodology'

7 Hence, by the 1804 Sysrem, absÛact is being used widely in a pejorative se!T,olle
*o... S.ä F.WJ. Schó[ing, \qerke, ed' K.F.A' Schelling (Stuttgart: Cotta, 1856-61),

6:6, 230, 254 (although cf.6:146-7); hereafter SW.

B Immanuel Kant, ,Thã Jäsche Logic' in Lectures on Logic, ed. and trans. by J.

Michael Young (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press' 2004), $6'

9 Indeed, on õcàasion, Kant pr.s.nt. his own philosophicaÌ methodologJ as

proceed.ing by abstraction, see Immanuel Kant, critique of Pure Reason, A221836.

10 
^Immanuelkant, 

'The Blomberg Logic' in Lectures on Logic, $254'

11 Kant, Jdsche Logic,9,6.
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Beginning in his very earliest sketches of the Mssenschaftslehre and.
cuìminating in the Firs¿ Introduction, Fichte resorts again and again to
abstraction to explain how philosophising is epistemicaþ possiblelrhere
are, for my purposes, four key components ìo the fic-htèan method of
abstraction worth picking out.

1.1 Experiments in Transcendence

As for Hegel in the Differenzschrift, there is a form of abstraction that is
generative: it makes appear to the philosopher aspects of reality not
evident before. This is how Breazeale puts it,

We are no more conscious of our immediate .feelings, than we
are of the immediate uniry of subject and object that is
expressed in the Tarhandlung...Both of these absolute poles of
Fichte's transcendental explanation of subjectivity and of
experience become objects of thetic consciousness only within
philosophical reflection, where they are of course abstracted
from the full, rich context of lived experience.r2

only by subtracting from 'lived experience' in abstraction does properly
philosophical content come to consciousness. Moreover, this generative
result is, according to Fichte, due to the fact that abstraction elévates the
philosopher above ordinary experience. Thus, in the First Introduction,
Fichte writes,

A finite rational being possesses nothing whatsoever beyond
experience. The entire contents of his thinking are compiìsed
within experience. These same conditions necessarily uppty to
the philosopher, and thus it appears incomprehensibie t ôrv fru
could ever succeed in elevating himself above experience. The
philosopher, however, is able to engage in abstraction. That is to
say, by means of a free act of thinking he is able to separate
things that are connected with each other within experience...
and when he does so he has abstracted from experience and has

12 Daniel Breazeale, 'Fichte's Abstract Realism, in Daniel o. Dahlstrom and Michael
Baur_(eds), The Emergence of German Idealism (Washingron: CUe nress, iìéSj,
p. II2.
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thereby succeeded in elevating himself above experience. If he

abstracts from the thing, then he is left with an intellect in itself
as the explanatory ground of experience'..[This] way of
proceeding is called ideqlism.l3

That is, through abstraction one can 'raise oneself to a consciousness of an

intuition of the pure I'.ia The act of rising above ordinary consciousness, of
suppressing all objects of consciousness, gives one access to an

unadulterated intuition of the self-positing I, and from this point the

Mssenlschoftslehre's construction can begin.
This initial act of abstraction is always 'an experimental

enterprise'1s, a performance that one must undertake for oneself. Such an

emphasis on the performativity of philosophising is of course a theme

running through the whole of Fichte's works: one cannot be given the

results of abstraction by another; philosophical thinking must coniinuaÌly
begin anew with acts of abstraction until this becomes'a new habit'16.

What is more, for Fichte it is the thoroughness and rigour of such an

enterprise that provides one of the key criteria for philosophical success'

As Breazeale puts it, Fichte 'believed that the purity of the philosopher's
inner inruiüons and hence the universality of his descriptions is, so to
speak, guaranteedby the completeness of the initial act of free abstraction

which precedes his series of seìf-observations.'17 Thoroughgoing

abstraction provides the warrant for good philosophy.

13J.G. Fichte, 'An Attempt at a New Presentation of the Mssenschaftslehre'in
Introductíons to the Wissenschaftslehre, ed. and trans, By Daniel Breazeale

(Indianapolis: Hackett, 199a), pp. 10-1.

14J.G. Fichte, 'Concerning the Difference between the Spirit and the Letter within

Phìlosophy' \n Early Phitosophical Writings, ed' and trans' by Daniel Breazeale

(Ithaca: ComelÌ University Press, 19BB), p. 20a.

15 Daniel Breazeale, 'Doing Philosophy: Fichte vs. Kant on Transcendental Method' in

Fíchte, German ldealism, and Early Romanticism, ed. Daniel Breazeale and Tom

Rockmore (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2010), p. 51' Fichte himseÌf speaks of abstraction

as an 'experìment' in 'A Comparison between Prof' Schmid's System and the

Wissenschaftslehre' in Early Philosophical W'ritings, p. 331.

16 Fichte, 'The Spirit and the Letter', p. 206.

lTBreazeale, 'Doing Philosophy', p. 51' See Martial Guéroult's thorough discussion

of this point in L'evolutíon et Ia structure de Ia doctrine de la science chez Fichte
(Paris: Belles-lettres, 1930), pp. 200-4, as well as Fichte's ovsn presentation in
;Concerning the Concept of the Mssenschaftslehre' in Early PhíIosophícol

Writings, pp.727-8.
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1.2 Like a Shot from a pistol

1BJG. Fichte, science of Knowredge, trans. by peter Hearh and John Lachs (New
York: Appleton, 1970), p. 93.

19 Fichte, 'The Spirir and the Letter,, p. 204.
20 Fichte, 'Schmid's System, p. 330.
2lAdetailed discussion of construction lies outside the remit of this paper; see the

gn-a]v{s of schellingian constuction, as welr as rhe literarure .rt.¿', in ¡uniet
Whistler, Schellingb Thlgry of Sy_mbolic Language: Forming the System otf
Identity (Oxford: Oxford Universiry press, 20f3), Chãpter 6.

Therefore, abstraction is the very starting point for philosophy. For
example, Part one of the Grundlage begins, 'our task iJto disåover the
primordial, absoluteìy unconditioned first principle of all human
knowledge...This makes ir necessary rc...absfract from every-thing that
dnes not really belong to it.,'B Or, as Fichte programmaticátty p"uts it
elsewhere,

There is certainly no one among you who does not know that
under the name l,l4ssen schaftslehre I have labored upon a
rigorously scientific rranscendentat philosophy, and thát this
philosophy is erected upon what remains after one has
abstracted from everything possible - that is, upon the I. A
science of this type can fumish no rule except the following:
One should contimre to abstract from everything possible, unãl
something remains from which it is tõta[y- lmpossiúle to
abstract,ls

Both Fichte and the schelting of 1901 agree rhar philosophical method
begins in abstraction and then proceeds tó self-construction. For Fichte,
this is a case of abstracting from ordinary consciousness to attain the pure
self-positing I, before watching it reconstruct reality before o* uy.r'
philosophy 'retraces the path of abstraction, or rather, it permits the i to
retì:ace this path, while it observes this p.o".rr.,io Th. proper
philosophical method is: abstract first, then construct.2l

Abstraction then is, in fact, a pre-philosophical practice (or one that
takes place on the cusp of philosophisrng) neôessary to bring about the
immediate intuirion of the I with which phllosophy begins. It is a form of
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mediation that makes immediacy possible.22 Abstraction thus provides part

of an answer to the Hegelian critique of beginning philosophy with
immediate intuition like a shot from a pistol.23 Philosophy may indeed

begin ìike a shot from a pistol for both Fichte and the Schelling of 1801,

bui ¡ust as firing such a pistol presupposes loading the gun, manufacturing

its parts, and most significantly learning to shoot, so too intellectual

intuition is brought about through prior practices, like abstraction.2a

1.3 The Refusal of Negation

Abstraction is not negation. One does not actively cancel that from which

one abstracts, one becomes indifferent to it.'The concept...is here not

thought of at all * either positively or negatively.'2s The abstracted element

is nót posited in any form. Such a procedure is analogous to the

phenomènologicait epochë, as has often been noted:26 one brackets the

natural attitude of ordinary consciousness, so as to attend to and then

describe the structures of pure self-consciousness'
The importance of this characteristic needs emphasising: since

abstraction is not negation, a philosophy premised on it possesses (at least)

one non-dialectical moment. Abstraction cannot be subsumed into a

dialectical play of negation and negation of negation, for it obeys a

different loglc. rne early philosophies of Fichte and Schelling, premised as

they are on this initial act of abstraction, offer therefore something different

to ih" h.g"*ony of dialectic, concreteness, and immanence bequeathed by

Hegelian thought - an alternative within early German Idealism resistant to

the pull of the concrete universal'

22 On such mediating practices that bring about immediacy, see Daniel whistler,

'silvering, or the Role of Mysticism in German Idealism'in Glossa¿or 7 (2013)' pp'

151-85.
23G.WF. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, trans. by A'V. Milier (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1977), $27.
24For amore detailed discussion of Schellingian abstraction in relation to this criticism

of Hegel's, see Whistler, Schellíng's Theory of Symbolíc Language, pp' 135-7'

25 Fichte, 'New Presentation', P. 39.

26 See, for example, Nectoria Limnatis, 'Fichte and the Problem of Logic: Positioning

the wssenschà fßIehre in the Development of German Idealism' n Fichte, German

Idealism, and Early Romanticism, p 25'
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Finally, and it is here that the stakes of schelling's divergence from Fichte
are most obviously to be located, Fichte proposes that one begin
philosophising by abstracting from the object of intuition to isolate lhe
intuiting activity itself. The philosopher must 'tear himself away from what
is given' .27 In other words, for Fichte the abstracting I is i timit, what
remains after the most thoroughgoing procedure of abstraction has
removed every object of consciousness. To quote once more, 'one should
continue to abstract from everything possible, until something remains
fro.m which it is totally impossible to abstract. what remains is the pure
I.læ To appropriate the language of the nova method, while one,s thought
of 

_a 
wall can easily be bracketed, not so the thought of thinking,2s and tlhis

is because the identity of intuiting subject and intuited ob;ect,fhich both
Fichte and Schelling agree is the presupposition oi philosophical
knowledge, is for Fichte only made possible byàbstracting frôm the ãb¡ect
of thought (e.g. the wall) and reiaining the pure I.

With this Fichtean context in mind, I now turn to Schelling's 1g01
On the True Concept of Philosophy of Nature, the most sustained
reflection on generative abstraction in German ldealism.
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1.4 Abstracting from the Objective

2. On the True Concept of philosophy of Nature:
Context and Content

27 Fichte, 'Schmid's Sysrem,, p. 33S.
28 Fichte, 'The Spirit and the Letrer,, p. 204.
29J.G. Fichte, Foundations of Transcendental philosophy nova methodo, trans. by

Daniel Breazeale (Ithaca: Cornell University press, 19-92), pp. 110_1.
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philosophy for which'absolure identity is the universe itself'.3o It indeed

ior,nr, ãt Grant has it, 'as clear a manifesto of naturephilosophy as could

be wished for'.31
The text was published iu January 1801 as a supplement to the first

issue of the second volume of Schelling's own journal, Zeitschrift für
speculative Physik, and it directly responds to Eschenmayer's critique of

SchelÌingian Naturphilosophie which opens that issue, Sponfaneiryt =

World Soul or the Supreme Principle of Philosophy of Nature'

Escherynayer is troubled by the direction in which Schelling's

Naturpihilosophie has developed since the first edition of the ldeas in

1797, and this is for two reasons'

First, prior to the First Outline, Schelling had basicaÌly enclorsed

Eschenmayei,s own construction of matter, particularly with respect to the

role of quantitative proportions in the determination of qualities.'2

However, in the First Outline, Schetting breaks with this Eschenmayerian

account, positing instead quaìitatively distinct monads or actants as an

explanation for the genesis of quality'33 ln Spontøneifl, Eschenmayer

vigorously attacks this view and the second half of on the True concept

prã-ria.t 
-Schelling,s 

response, in which he (implicitly) acknowledges the

problems with hiJ own theory in the Firsf Outline3a at the same time as

iontinuing its critique of Eschenmayer's quantitative solution,

The second motivation for Eschenmayer's attack is what concerns

me in the rest of this essay, for it is at this point that methodologicaÌ issues

come to the fore. In Spontaneity, Eschenmayer takes up a broadly Fichtean

attitude towards Naturphilosophie:3s the fundamental principle of nature is

the spontaneity of tne subject; nature is derivative of this freedom, and

thus Ncúurpiútosophie consists in a mere application of the

30F.W.J. Schelling, SW 4:129; Presentation of My System of Philosophy, rans' by

Michael Vater, n Philosophícal F orum 32.4 (2001), p. 350'

31 Iain Hamilton Grant, Philosophies of Nature after schelling (London: Continuum,

2006), p. l8s.
32 See, îoi example, F.WJ. Schelting, SW 2:241-52; Ideas for a Philosophy of Nature,

trans. by Erroi E. Harris and Peter Heath (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

19BB), pp.193-201.
33 F.W.j. 

^S.tt.Uing, 
SW 3:20-43; Fírst Outline of a System of the Philosophy of

lVafure, tans. by Keith R. Peterson (Albany: SUNY 2004)' pp 19-34'

34 See F.WJ. Schéling, On the True Concept of Philosophy of Nature, trans. by Judith

Kahl and Daniel Whistler in the present issue, p' 7; hereafter OTC'

35 On Eschenmayer's Fìchteanism, see Grant pp' 106-8, 185'

In the winter of 1800/01 - berween the publication of the two great
culminating statements of schelling's 17g0s work, the Introduction tõ the
First outlÌne of a system of philosophy of Nature and the system of
Trqnscendentsl Idealism, and the dawning of the Identitcitssystem in May
1801 - Schelling produced a 37-page ,Zugabe, on Naturphito.sophie. The
Appendix to Eschenmayer's Essay concerning the Tiue Concept of
Philosophy of Nature and the co*ect way of solving its problem's is a
Janus-faced essay that both completes schelling's seu.ch fo. a distinctive
naturphilosophische approach and also announces the possibility of a

I
't
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wissenschaftslehre to one local ontic domain.36 what alarms Eschenmayer
is that the First outline seems to mark a departure from such Fichtean
orthodoxy. Hence, his critique is intended as ã gentle rebuke to a young
scholar to bring him back into the Fichtean fold.

And schelling responds by openìy declar:ing his break with Fichte.
Naturphilosop.hie, he proclaims, is indepencreni of and prior to the
wissenschaftslehre: 'There is an idealism of nature and an idãa[sm of the
L For me, the former is original, the latter is derived' (OTC 11).3? This
position had first been developed in the closing pages of the iniversal
D.eduction.of the Dynamic process,3, and scheiling's correspondence with
Fichte at this time also played a decisive role. Iñ Novemúer 1g00, they
exchanged letters on the question of Naturphilosophie,s relation io the
Mssenschaftslehre: the violence of Fichte's refusai to countenance any
independence for naturphilosophische investigations crystallised for
schelling the distance berween them.3e The iesult is 

-on 
the True

Concept.ao

From the very beginning of the essay, Schelling is clear that a
Fichtean interpretation of Naturphilo.sophie is false:
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however, philosophy of nature is a self-sufficient whole and is a
science fully differentiated from transcendental philosophy.
(orc e)

The radicality of Schelling's contention here should not go unremarked' It
is often thought that what unifies the German Idealist tradition, if nothing

else, is fidelity to the project of transcendental philosophy and an idealist

metaphysics. However, Schelling denies that his practice of
Naturphilosophie can be situated in that tradition; it marks out an

altemative, one based on rejection of this Kantian heritage' As Grant has

put it, 'schelling's post-Kantian confrontation with nature itself begins

with the overthrow of the Copemican revoÌution...ISchelling precipitated]

the fast overthrow of the entire transcendental structure Kant bequeathed

his philosophical successors.'ar Naturphilosophie is not only liberated

from the dead-hand of the Mssenschaftslehre, but from the terms of the

Critique of Pure Reason itself, in the name of a distinctive experiment in
German Idealism.

3. Methodology of Naturphilosophie

So, if philosophy of nature is no longer stictly speaking a form of
transcendental idealism, what exactly is it? Schelling realises that his

aìtemative is so distinct from orthodox foms of German ldealism that it
becomes almost incomprehensible to those accustomed to them: 'The

reason that those who have grasped idealism well have not understood

philosophy of nature is because it is difficult or impossible for them to

ãetach themselves from fthe methodology of transcendental idealism]'
(OTC 14). The question is therefore to determine the nature of this break

between the two sciences, and Schelling goes on to specify it as

methodological. An early passage in On the True Concept sets up this
problematic as follows,

If it were just a matter of an idealist type of explanation, or

rather construction, then this is not to be found in philosophy of
nature as I have established it...Why then should it not be

idealist? And is there even...any type of philosophising other

than the idealist? (OTC 11)

Many people misled by the term .philos

transcendental deductions of natural
ophy of nature' expect
phenomena...For me,

36 Grant drbs this 'the ethicar process' at work in so many crypto-Fichtean
interpretations of nature. Iain Hamilton Grant, ,Being and slime: The i4athemancs
of Proroplasm in Lorenz oken's "physio-philosoph!"', coilapse rv tiooãj,-pp.
2BB-9.

37 See further OTC, pp. 16-18.
38 Schelling, SW 4:75-8
39 Hence, on 15/11/1800, Fichre belatedry responds to the sysrem of rranscendental

Idealism as follows, 'I do not agree with your opposition between transcendental
pÌrilosophy.and phììosophy of narure', to which'S-chelling replies on rsÀ1l1800,
'The opposition between transcendentaÌ philosophy ana pñìosopty of n"tur. rs tte
cruciaì point" J.G. Fichte and F.wJ. scheling, 'còr.espondänce' in Jochen
Schulte-Sasse (ed), Theory as practice: An AÃthotogy o¡ Grr^o, no^irri,
Writings (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota press, 195f , pp. 73, 75.

40This narrative of scheiling's.increasing prioririsarion of'ñaturpirrtorophie over
transcendental idealism is problematised considerably by the preface to'tt-," rãol
Presentation in which schelling returns to his more traditional ,two paralÌei
s-ciences' approach (SW 4.:J.07-B; 

^presentation, 
pp. 3a3-4). fo. un utt.iìpt tà

discern even here the priority of Naturphirosiphie, see È-rederick c. Beiser
German Idealism: The struggre against subjectiviim, 1781-180r rcam¡'¿ge MÃi
Harvard University Press, 2002), pp. SS2-7.

L

I
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41 Grant, Philosophies of Nature, p. L43
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At stake, then, is the nature of this other 'type of construction,, and, in
order to determine this methodologicar differén". -o.. precisery, we need
to know what exactly is wrong wiih idealist construction. tr'or sïheiling i'On the True_ Concept, transcendental idealism remains bound by "the

concerns and structures of the self; it can never transcend these tolntrit
the workings of the naturar world (or, more precisery, nature as it does no¿

fpl-e-ar to the self). He wrires, 'If I ttryl to tin¿ oùt what philosophising
itself is, then I see myserf merely as iomething known in'mysert'- ana
during this enrire investigarion I never get out ãf myserf, roic-iì1. ä.
transcendental idealist remains trapped in 'the ciróre of àonsciousness,
which is-'inescapabÌe' (orc 12). The philosopher is both rrr. rrù:".iãì¿
object of her philosophical inreresr: she is rhe'one philosophisi'g äná ,rr.is also 

.rhe-one being philosophised about. The iàentity'ot suË;".ì una
gbjeç1 in the subject is the genius of Fichtean ttrougnt, but Llro io.
schelling its inherent limitation: it ca*ot account tor a reîuty ou*i¿À ot o,prior to the subject.

Evidently, the presupposition that there is such a reality is one that
Fichte and, indeed, all robust idearists wourd deny. scheling úu, u nu-¡u,
of argumenrs for it. First, it is not obvious that the initial seif-positing frãm
which realiry is to be consrructed shourd be identified wirh rhå;bj;Ër, .r¿
certainly not a finite or c-onscious I. schelling is not denying that iature is
dependent on - or indeed, identicar witti - an original serf-positing
subject-object; he is merely_ ags,eling its independence" of _ ."jp"*¿
obscurity to - the finite r. wirhin on the True concepr, scheling
expresses the above line of thought as follows,

The following objection fhas been] frequently made to me: I
presuppose nature without asking the critical question of how
we thus come to suppose a nature...I presupposé nothing for the
consrrucrion but what the rranscendentd þhilosopher iikewise
presupposes. For what-I call nature [is] the pu.u ,ub1u.t_object,
what the rranscendental philosopher poiit, uJ = I. (OiC 16) 

"

He continues,

I have therefore not presupposed what you think of as nature,
but rather derived it.-..In_generat, I have presupposed nothing
but what can immediately be taken from the 

-conditions 
oî
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knowing itself as a first principle, something originally and

simultaneously subjective and objective. (OTC 16)

What Fichte had labelted 'the I', the primordial subject-object which
posits itself and from which reality as such derives is for Schelling better

named 'nature'. It is the same fundamental postulate.
The above is nevertheless a position not particularly distinctive to

Schelling (it is shared by many of the more absolute idealists)' Instead, the

methodological innovations behind Schellingian N aturphilosophie emerge

when óne reframes the above epistemologically, in terms of intellectual

intuition. What is known must be identical with what knows (the identity
of subject and object); this premise, shared by Schelling and

transcendental idealists alike, is the ground of the idea of intellectual

intuition. However, on first blush, nature (insofar as it remains unperceived

or is hidden from consciousness) ís non-identical with the conscious I.
How, then, is knowledge of nature, intellectual intuition of nature and so

the philosophy of nature possible?

In On the True Concept, ScheÌling explores tlvo solutions, the

Fichtean and his own. The Fichtean solution consists in altering (or
potentiating) the object (i.e. nature) until it becomes identical to the

subject: to raise nature into the mind and make it into a sensation or
perception. Yet, this is in fact not a solution at all, since that which is not
raised to the potency of consciousness stiÌl remains hidden from the

phiÌosopher, and for Schelling an aspect of reality must necessarily always

remain so hidden. That is, reality exists at non-conscious as well as

conscious potencies. Here is how Schelling puts it, '[For the Fichtean] I
can behold nothing objective other than in the moment of its entry into
consciousness...and no longer in lts original coming-into-being at the

moment of its first emergence (in non-conscious activity).' (OTC 12) The

ontology of productive force that Schelling had initially developed in the

First Outline clarifies this point: nature is productMty-becoming-product,
and different products are produced at different potencies of productivity;
for example, consciousness, sensation, and thought are products of a

particular high potency. Schelling's argument is not therefore so much that
there are some entities in nature which elude conscious perception, but
rather that reality itself exists at a muÌtiple of other potencies than merely
the potency of consciousness. To limit philosophical method merely to the

raising of reality into consciousness is therefore to foreclose on the study
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and description of the non-conscious potencies. scheiling thus writes,
through this idealist method, 'I assume myself already i-n the highest
potency, and therefore the question is likewise only answered foi this
potency'(OTC 11).

The SchelÌingian solution to this epistemological problem is to
proceed in the opposite direction: to alter consciousness so that it becomes
identical to (and can therefore know) non-conscious reality. That is,
instead of altering nature and bringing it into identity with consciousness,
what requires changing is consciousness in order to bring it into equality
with nature. The philosopher must reduce her intuiting down to the iower
potencies, so as to become one with the unperceived, hidden natural
world: she must become like nature, to phitosophise from the point of viewof nature.a2 So, for Scheìling the questi,on of the pãssibility of
Naturphilosophie in fact runs: what need the philosopher dõ to herself in
order to become nature and so put into practice genuini Naturphilosophie?
And the answer is found in abstraction. ln on the True concept,
abstraction is the practice that makes Naturphilosophie possible:

To s-e9 the objective in its first coming-into_being is only
possible by depotentiating Íhe object of all philoiophising,
which in the highest potency is = I, and then conìtructing, f.oñ
the beginning, wirh rhis object reduced to the first poten{r. this
is only possible through absrracrion. (OTC 12)

Nature at all of its levels of productivity, not merely the conscious, only
becomes visible through a process of abstractive depotentiation by whicir
philosophy shifts away from the high potencies in which the
wissenschaftslehre had been done and scours the low potencies for how
nature comes to be. This form of abstraction is that which differentiates
Naturphilosophie from wissenschaftslehre:'with this abstraction one
moves from the realm of the Msse nschaftslehre inro pure-theoretical
philosophy' (OTC 12).43

42 This underlines the inadequa.cy o! understancling 'phìlosophy of nature' merely
according to an objective gen¡{ve (phitosophy abóuinaturej; it i. ulro _ primarily,

.^ gugn-. a subjective genitive: philosophy by narure, from the point of view oi nature.
43 schelling even considers this process of abstraction as consìsüng in an ,abstracting

from.thel4/issenschaftslehre'itseìf (orc 15). The wissenschaftslehre rhus acts inon the True concept as something like a parrial abstracdån from which the
Naturphilosoph must keep abstracting. see further Dalia Nassar. ,Intellectual
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According to Schelling, this means that, in opposition to Fichte,

Naturphilosophie begins with abstraction from the subjecûve (rather than

the objective),4A i.e. from the consciousness of the philosophising subject,

so as to access nature as it does not appear to consciousness. According to

the true concept o1 Naturphilosophie, philosophy must be taken to the

potency 0, to its very depths, before gradually reconstructing reality

ihrough all its potencies, mimicking the productive force of nature. For

Schelling as for Fichte, the philosopher must abstract and then construct;

howevçr, such abstraction will take her in each case in a very different

direction.

4. Förster's Critique of Schellingian Abstraction

SchelÌing's appeaÌ to abstraction has, howeve¡ been recently criticised. In
The Twenty-Five Years of Philosophy, Eckhart Förster argues from

Schelling's appropriation of the Fichtean methodology of 'abstract first,

then construct' to the ultimate incoherence of Naturphilosophie as a

distinctive philosophical project. Indeed, Förster goes so far as to base his

entire critique of Schellingian philosophy on the doctrine of abstraction

proposed in On the True Concept. Förster's basic thesis throughout the

Èook is that there are two forms of immediate cognition at play in Geman

Idealism that scholarship has forever failed to distinguish, both originating

in the critiqu e of Judgmenr: Fichtean intellectual intuition and Goethean

(or more properly pèrhaps, Spinozist) intuitive understanding.4s And
Schelling's philosophy fails, according to Förster, because it employs

Fichtean intellectual intuition (based on a prior process of abstraction) in
Naturphilosophie when only Goethean intuitive understanding will do.

Therefòre, Förster establishes his critique in terms of the Fichtean

claim we have already encountered above: philosophy - or, what is the

Intuition and the Philosophy of Nature: Ar Examination of the Problem' in Johannes

Haag and Markus W1d (ed), Übergànge - diskursív oder intuîtíve? Essays zu

Eckhart Försters 'Die 25 Jahre der PhíIosophie' (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 2013),

pp.25r-2.
44 Although, as we shaÌl see, Schelüng qualifies this assertion considerably'

45 For helpful summaries of the overall argument, see Eckhart Förster, Ihe
Twenty-Èive Yeors of Philosophy: A Systematic Recons¡uctíon, trans' Brady

Bowman (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012), pp. 145' 152 Nassar,
,lntellectual Intuition and Philosophy of Nature', makes the compelling argument

that Goethe and Schelling are not as methodologically distinct as Förster insists.
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same thing, inte[ectuar intuition - is premised on the identity of subjectand object; but, in knowing natllre as something unãvailable' to
consciousness, the two are not identicar; therefore, 

"there 
can úÀ no

philosophy of nature. Here is how Förster puts it,

As schelling himself writes in the system of Transcendenral
Idealism-,,one always remains both ihe intuited and the one
¡vho 1s 

intuiting". This is obviously not so in the case of nature;
here that which is intuited and the one doing the intuiting u.. noi
identical. The intellecrual intuition ãdapted främ the
Mssenschaftslehre is of no use in Naturphilosòphie.oo

For Förste¡ it is with the doctrine of abstraction from on the Trueconcept that this methodorogical probrem becomes n'or, *utu- io,
Schelling's philosophy:

If intellectual intuition is to be retained as the method of our
inruition of nature, that is only possible on the basis of a
depotentiation (a suppression oi neutrarization) of the intuitìng
fubject. The question however remains whethór an intellectuaT
intuition in which one abstracts from the intuiting sul¡ect can
really amount to mote than word_ play...What u-"u.tty rvoutA
such an intuirion be, assuming ìt possible? iscllettingisi
methodology, however, is wholly insufficient. Ancl he" is
fundamentaÌly mistaken when he infers that the method of
cognition must be the same for both nature and the I, nameþ
inteìlectual intuition, for he has crearry failed to rearn túe ressoí
of what I refered to aboye as Fichtã,s central insight: that ,.I
am" and "it is', express two wholly distinct modes of ieing.aT

Thus, according to Förster, Schelling,s method of abstraction is wholly
erroneous' an attempt to redeploy Fichtean intellectual intuition within anillegitimate domain' tte concrudes, 'scheling's attempt to base the method
gf hi¡ l{a,tuæhilosophie on Fichre's intelectial intuitùn inevirably t"uái to
the dissolution of intellectual intuition.'as
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Förster's resolutely Fichtean critique of SchelÌing is, therefore,

ultimately threefold. First, when it comes to Naturphilosophie, intellectual

intuition is impossible, since in this domain subject and object are

non-identical. Second, Fichtean inteÌlectual intuition is made possible by
abstraction from what is objective; therefore, Schelling's claim that

philosophy should abstract from 'the intuiting subject' is incoherent ('mere

word-play') at best, impossible at worst. Third, abstraction is 'insufficient'

in the domain of nature, for this method is only valid - as Fichte

demonstrated - in relation to the l.as In what follows, I am going to use

each o? Förster's criticisms as jumping-off points to try to understand

Schelling's conception of abstraction more substantially.

5. Förster's First Criticsm:
The Identity of Subject and Object

I have already shown at length that - programmatically at least - Schelling

is commined to the identity of subject and object in Naturphilosophie; he

is thus committed to the idea that abstraction not only does not violate this

key epistemic principle, it even makes it possible. There are two places in
particular we have already encountered this claim. First, in the iclea that

ihe 'pure' subject-object that Fichte labels 'I'is in fact naftlre, and thus

Natuiphilosophie, as nature's self-construction before the eyes of the

philosopher, remains subject-obj ect throughout.'With nature-philosophy I
never emerge from that identity of the ideal-real,' Schelling insists (OTC

14). Second, I have argued that the Schellingian solution to the possibility

of an intellectual intuition of nature involves the knowing subject altering

herself so as to become identical with the object of knowledge. Hence,

Schelling is clear that the tenet that 'one always remains both the intuited

and the one who is intuiting' so dear to the Sysfem of Transcendental

Idealism remains equally true in jVcturphilosophie, pace Förster.

However, the question o1 how it is true is still to be determined: I
have yet to adduce any evidence that it is possible, for example, for the

philosopher to alter herself in a way that makes her one with nature. It is
itris task to which I now turn. However, on the face of it, Förster has a

point, and this is because Schelling describes the process of abstraction in
ã way that makes it seems as if there can be no identity of subject and46 Förster p. 239; my emphasis.

47 Ibid.., pp.248-9.
48 Ibid., p. 375.

49 On this third criticism, see Nassar pp 235-8
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object through abstraction. That is, if what occurs is, as schelringsometimes des*ibes it, absrracrion from the subject, tt"n'tt. ,"ùj..irruelement of.the subject-object seems to turr. u""n removed from the remitof Naturphilosophie. Foi example, Schellin! writes, ,If I now absrracrfrom.whar is first posited in the. phÍosoptrer;s'ou¡ect úy ru, t .u 
".iiir.ruremains. something purely objecf¡vei (OTC 13) or ,I demand...anabstracion wtrich teaves g*iry for me ù. pu..ty ou;".,i". iJå_åüj oithis [intuitingJ act' (orc l4). gr this readi'lg, trré ia*tity ãr'rr¡j.îi"å"¿

object is noi preserved by Schellingian abstraäon.
However, r. n:1.d to be careful here; for example, here is thissecond quotation in a fulrer form, 'I demand...an abstraction which reaves

P"!h{ jg. me rhe purely objective leÌemenìl.or,i,i, iirt ìilgj^;;, ouii.r,in itself is merelv suhiect-object, but in no uuuy = I,(OTC 14). That is,there seem to be two notions of subjectivity at srake here; one which isremoved in the acr of absrracrion ãn¿ one which remain, pã.i'"r'irr.
subject-objecr rhat is reft behind after abstraction rrus tat<en pt"ã.. ì" å,r,*words,.Schelling wanrs ro claim rhar the identity of suqect anã"tj*'rnNaturphilosophle is not affected by the absiraction t on' tt 

" ruUjeJuefrom which it begins.

. Ii, is no surprise,. th.en, that Schelling explicitly draws attention tothis double meaning of ,subjective'unA ,oU;Ë.iiu",,

JMany 
philosophical writers...appear to have taken this objective

[element], from which,ptrilosóphy of nature stouta proceea, idon't quiie know for wtlìt, but ceituinly fo. something ob¡ectivÁin itself. So, it is no wonder if the confusion in theirrepresentations proliferates substantially on the back 
"i ,¡rr...l?, l!",..the objective is irself simultqneously the real oniin,ideal; the nvo are never separate, but exist iogether originalþ(even in narure). (OTC 13_1¿)

There are, then, two senses to the term ,objective, 
at play in On the TiueConcept, and hence two senses of ,sub;ectivelìs 

weti: ,hut i, ,rU;u.,lu.(or objective) in itserf and what is .o-o,onry cailea sub¡ective, i.e. what issubjective for consciousness. schelring'".Ë irrsirt, that these two sensesmust be-kept separate, for while thã No,tuiptitoroph can be-r;il";"abstract from what is subjective io. .onr.iorriess, this is no abstractionfrom whar is subjective in itself. 
',-,. 

;;g-".";t fbr the above can be

DANIELWHISTLER 75

reconstructed as follows. Common consciousness has nature for its object,

or put more technically: the subject-object at a conscious potency stands

as iubject opposed to the subject-object at non-conscious potencies (its

object): 'From the standpoint of consciousness, nature appears to me as

objective and the I as subjective' (OTC 13). Indeed, the very process by

lvúi.h th" subject-object attains a higher potency is bound up with this

process of self-objectification, 'the becoming objective of the pure

subject-object' as Schelìing himself puts it (OTC 13). Hence, to abstract

(or depotentiate) is to undo this process of self-objectification so as to

attain Ìhat potency of the subject-object at which no subject stands

opposed to an object. One reaches a point 'where the opposition berween I
unã nutot., which is made in common consciousness, completely

disappears, so that nature = I and I = nature' (OTC 17). This is achieved

when the philosopher manages to depotentiate to potency 0: at this level,

subject and object no longer stand opposed, for there is no consciousness

to iake a stand as subject over against an object. It is this aspect of

subjectivity (subjectivity for consciousness) that is abstracted in

Schelling's Naturphilosophie, not the subjective in itself .

Wtren Sctrelting writes, for example, '[Through] abstraction, I reach

the concept of the pure subject-object (= nature) from which I then rise to

the subjeõt-object of consciousness (= I)'(OtC 13), one can clearþ see

that the task is not to abstract from something subjective to reach what is

purely objective. Both consciousness (what is abstracted from) and nature

(wnai is attained) are subject-objects at different potencies; abstraction

reduces the potencies, it does not divest subjectivity as such. The point

being, to return to Förster's argument, that there remains an identity of

subjðct and object even in non-conscious nature (and so SchelÌing's claim

in tLe Preface to the System of Transcendentsl ldealism holds good in this

domain); it is only the opposition between them which is bracketed.

Moreover, the above also problematises Förster's third criticism,

which runs: abstraction is insufficient to function in the domain of nature,

since nature is a realm of the 'it is', whereas Fichte had already shown that

abstraction, and indeed the whole apparatus of intellectual intuition,

applies merely to the realm of the 'I am'. As Schelling makes clear above,

thô very idea that the 'nature' o1 Naturphilosophie is something merely

objective, distinct from and opposed to the subjectivity of corsciousness,

is iatse. The beginning o1 Naturphitosophie consists of the abstraction of

the higher (or conscious) potencies of the subject-object to isolate a
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depoten-tiated subject-object (a non-conscious subjecrobject). So, to
equate Schellingian nature with something that exists merely ãs an ,it is' of
the objective world, rather than an 'I am' of the subjeciive self, is an
error.s0 Nature is subject-object all the way down.

6. Abstraction and Indifference

My above account of schellingian abstraction makes ciear something not
yet explicitly acknowledged by schelling in on the True concept- thät is,
insofar as one abstracts from what is subjective for consciousness, one
abstracts from what is objective for consciousness too. This is for the
simple reason that one is abstracting from consciousness as such, and so
from..the struct,ral opposition of subjectivity and objectivity that it
establishes. It is not the case that Fichtean abstiaction can merelï remove
what is objective, while Schellingian abstraction neutralises the sub¡ective;
rather, Schelling shows that the true process of abstaction - and tËe only
one that is coherent - is one which is shown to neutrarise both thä
subjective and the objective insofar as they are qualitatively distinct, so as
to bring about a'pure' subject-object.

while this reading of abstraction remains merely implicit in on the
True concep¿ itself, four monrhs later in rhe nexr issüe of the zeitschrift
für sp_ekulatÌve Physik Schelling rerurns to the idea of abstraction, and heie
founds his mature philosophy on an initial methodologicat .no.'eni ot
abstraction from both what is subjective and what ií objective. The
opening proposition of the presenf ation of My system of phitoiophy reads,

I call reason absolute reason or reason as it is conceived as the
total indifference of the subjective and the objective...Reason,s
thought is foreign to everyone: to conceive ii as absolute, and
th's to come to the standpoint I require, one must abstract from
what does the thinking. For thè one who performs this
abstraction reason 

- 
immediately ceases to U. something

subjective...[Reason] can of course no longer be conceived ai
something objective either, since an objective something...only
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becomes possible in contrast to a thinking something, from

which there is complete abstraction here.sl

Just as iÌ On the True Concepf, So too here, abstraction is that method

wirh which the philosopher begins. Indeed, this is highly significant: the

opening move in that work which for the rest of his life Schelling took to

Uä nis lnost fundamental metaphysical statements2 consists in a process of

abstraction that neutraÌises both the subjective and the objective too'

Hence, abstraction is to be articulated as an act of depotentiation,

where 6oth the subject and the object are neutralised so as to isolate what

schelling here calls ,the total indifference of the subjective and the

objective'. And it is here we can begin to discern the fate of absftaction in

sc"helling,s post-1801 philosophy: whenever indifference manifests itself,

whenever nature catastrophically depotentiates back into its abysses and

grounds, a process that correlates to abstraction is occurring. It iS at this

Iron'.nt of depotentiation that the work of philosophy always begins,

reconstructing nature from its depths. Throughout Schelling's writings

there exists ã dialecticat oscillation between sporadic yet catastrophic

moments of .abstraction" followed by a process of continual and gradual

potentiation. Abstraction in On the True Concept and the 1891
Þresentqtion is the methodological repetition of the turba gentium of lhe

Freiheitsschrift, the flood that engulfed Samothrace, or the unprethinkable

crisis of the philosophy of mythology.

7. Förster's Second Criticism:

On the Possibility of Schellingian Abstraction

Just as the transcendental idealist raises himself above the adulterated 'I'
of ordinary experience through an act of abstraction, so too in a mirror

image or subversion of the idealist, the lüoturphilosoph transcends
.beñeath, the limits of consciousness into the depths of nature.

Schellingian abstraction performs a kind of transformational enactment of

the origins of natural becoming.s3 The methodoìogical opposition that

e-"rg"ã here correlares roughly to that which is notoriously described by

51 Schelling, SW 4:114-5; Presentotíon, p' 349.

52 See the io-*unt. in the Preface to the 1809 edition of schelling's Philosophischen

Schr iften (Silr 7:333-4).
53 I owe this phrase to Kiriìl Chepurin.
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Deleuze in the Eighteenrh Series of The Logic of Sense, in which the
Fichteo-Platonic philosopher, who is 'a being of ascents' acts as 'the one
who leaves the cave and rises up,,s4 or as Fichte himself puts it, ,Just 

as
we were ushered by birth into this material world, so philãsophy seeks _
by means of a total rebirth - to usher us into a new and higher woild.,rr On
the other hand, the Schellingio-Nierzschean philosophei'placed thought
inside the cavems and life in the deep...[and so recõgnised] the absolüte
depth dug out in boclies and in thought.,s6

And yet this is a simplification: SchelÌing does not quiie present
abstraction in on the True concepf as twofold, consisting in either a
practical abstraction that ascends or a theoretical one whichìescends. In
fact, he argues that the theoretical abstraction of the Narurphilosoph is the
only possible form of absrraction. This has become clear in the pieceding:
to abstract is to neutralise forms of consciousness; abstraction ii therefoie
subtractive or, in schellingian terminology, it depotentiates. Thus, to rise to
the highest potency of pure self-co'sciousneis through abstraction, as
Fichte wishes to, is to misunderstand the nature of the abstracting process
as such, which takes one down the ladder of the potencies ariay from
consciousness.sT Fichtean abstraction is impossible for this reasoî, and
therefore noúurphilosophische abstraction is the onþ genuine ¡orm. this is
the Schellingian rebuttal to Förster,s second criticism.ãB

Of course, this does not blunt the full force of Förster,s second
criticism entirely; there are still ways to present schellingian abstraction
that quickly draw attention to its seeming impossibility. For exampÌe,
according ro schelling, it is through losing consciousnes! that one gåins

54 Deleuze, The Logic of sense, trans. by Mark Lester (London: continuum, 1g90), p.
745.

55 Fichte, 'The Spirit and the Letter,, p. 203.
56Delenze, pp.746-7.
57 Hence, the need to abstract from the wissenschaftslehre itself (see n. 51). To put it

another way, to abstract is to create a space for philosophising táifferent to
positing, indifferent to self-consciousness, indeed indifferent to any thinking
whatsoever. Abstraction performs absoiute indifference,

58 L_ikewise, a further component of schelling's critique of Fichte in on the True
concepr revolves around the extensity of the cons¿rul¿ion consequent on this initial
act of abstraction. once one has abstracted upwarcls to the highest potency, one can
only remain constructing withìn such high potencìes; howãver, lf on."ãb.t.u.t,
'downwards' out of consciousness and info naturar becoming, th"n one can
construct all of reality. In other words, according to schelling, r,icite is ignorant of
the fact the construction potentiates; it never depotentiates.
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knowìedge of the natural worid: to philosophise, SchelÌing writes, I had 'to
posit [thã I] as non-conscious...not = I' (OTC 14). As one deintensifies or

àepotentiates one's conscious attention, one intensifies one's knowledge.

Mòre is known through less - less freedom, less personality, less thinking.

such a presentation of Schellingian abstraction seemingly confitms

Förster,s iecond criticism, for how can one know without consciousness?

How can one philosophise thoughtlessly? That is, how is Schellingian

abstraction possible?

There are a number of ways to frame this objection to Schelling's

doctrin'e more determinately, and I will consider one that particularly

worried Schelling below; to begin, however, it is worth constructing it in
Fichtean form (especialìy since Förster's critique is broadly Fichtean in

inspiration). For Fichte, one can abstract from everything in experience

except the act of abstracting itself. Fichte writes,

All that remains after the abstraction has been completed (i.e.

after we have abstracted from everything we can) is the

abstacting subiect itself, that is, the I. The I is what remains,

and it is this þr itself .5s

The activiry of the abstracting self forms a limit for abstraction - a limit
that schelling's doctrine entirely transgresses. what is more, Fichte's

implicit argument for such a limit seems to be a version of the cogito: just

as one cannot doubt that which is doing the doubting, so too one can never

abstract from what is doing the abstracting.
However, the Schellingian response is simple: Schelling is in no

sense denying this abstracting activity. Abstraction does not have the same

limits as áoubt, for it is in no way a form of rejection, denial or doubt; it is
not a modality of negation.I earlier pointed to this crucial characteristic of

abstraction as elucidated in Fichteb own writings. Abstraction neutralises;

it does not negate. To abstract from the positing of the I is not to deny that

it occurs, it is merely to become theoretically indifferent to it. Therefore, it
is perfectly possible to abstract from what is self-evidently necessary, like

thË activity òf abstracring itself. There is no latent contradiction here, and

therefore no Ìimit: to abstract from the subjective rs, pace Fichte (and also

Förster), possible, and it forms the basis of Schelling's methodology'

59 Fichte, 'schmid's System', P, 328
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_ Even granting the above, however, there still remain more problems
for the possibility of Schellingian abstraction; chief among them: how can
one be said to know or be doing philosophy while abstracting from
consciousness? To think while abstracted from thought sounds a fairly
tricky, if not downright ridiculous endeavour.

This was a problem to which Schelling returned again and again: rhe
possibility of non-conscious philosophy.'o And his solution was alr,vays to
search for models or exemplars for this kind of activity. one line of
thought leads in this vein from on the True concept to schelling's interest
in mysticism, particularly swedenborg and Böhme. Böhme, for instance, is
constantly plagued, according to schelling, by an inability to communicare
or articulate that which is known selflessly. Böhme is thus a .philosopher

of not-knowing'61 and his mystic visions comprise ,the hatied of Ëlear
knowledge.'62 Swedenborg, on the other hand, is more successf,l: he
manages to philosophise even while extinguishing the self.63 Likewise,
schelling's fascination with occult practices can be read along this
trajectory: in clarq particularly, scheiling explores the idea of a móment
of'waking sleep'6a brought about by hypnosis through which genuine
philosophical insight is possible: 'only he who could do wtrite awaÈe what
he has to do while asleep wouldbe the perfect philosopher.'6sAgain, the
seìf is temporarily suppressed in the name of knõwing tire great o"utdoors;
philosophy is pursued by means of a loss of consciousness.uð

All such experiments are to be understood as means to self-abstract
from consciousness, and so to philosophise as a not-I. They are specific
practices intended to induce something like the theoretical abstiaction
described in on the True concepr; through them lüafurphilosophie
becomes possible. Schelling, then, meets all three of Förster,s criticiims

60 Note, however, that it is not the elimino¿¡on or negation of consciousness that ìs

^ _ 
gl99 for but only its suspension - a kind of naturphllosophische epochë.

61F.W.J. Schelling, Si4z 10:184; On the History of Modèrn philosophy, trans. by

^^ |n{o* Bowie (Cambridge: Cambridge Universiry press, 1994), p. tiS".'
62 lbid., 10:192; p. 185.
63F.\MJ. schelling, sw 9:77; clara or, on Nature\ connection to the spirít world,

TqT. by Fiona Steinkamp (Albany: SUNy press, 2002), pp. 55-6.
64 lbid., 9:80; p. 73,
65 lbid,
66 For a more detaiÌed exposition of the claims made in this paragraph, see whistler,

'Siìvering'.
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in part at least. ln On the True Concept, he provides a model for
abstraction that remains resolutely anti-Fichtean and yet coherent.
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'World' in Middle Schelling; Why Nature
Transcendentalises

IAIN HAMILTON GRANT

What is the function of the distinction between ground and existence,
which the naturephilosophy of our time first established in science'?l And
what does it tell us concerning that distinction that it issues from the
Naturphilosoplrie, rather than from the 'logic' Schelling is supposed never
to have written? If seeking the 'function' of this distinction seems
dissonant with the worldly character of Schellìng's investigations, it is part
of the richness of that work that, for exampÌe, nevertheless essence
(Wesen) is 'functionally'determined as having'two operative modes (zwei
Mrkungsweisen)',2 while ground is similarly functionally capable of
's elf -operating (für- s i ch-w irken d e s G r und e s)' .3

It is thus clear that SchelÌing understands essence as consisting in
operations. Yet an essence is not simple but complex, combining 'two
modes of operation (zwei Wrkungsweisen)'.a It is into these rwo modes
that the distinction divides essential operations: once or if one obtains,
ground is a self-operating, centrifugaÌ vortex, against which existence is
the centripetal distribution of structures. Essences, therefore, neither serve
on Schelling's view to identify entities or kinds, nor to ground

1 F.W.J. Schelling, Philosophische IJntersuchungen über das Wesen der
menschlichen Freiheit und die damit zusammenhringende Gegensti)nde, hereafter
Freiheitsschrift All references to Schelling,s works are Ío Schellíngs Werke, ed.
K.F.A. Schelling (Srurtgarr and Augsburg: Cotta, 1856-61), referenced by division
and volume (I/1-I0, il/1,-4), foliowed by page number. For the Freiheifsschrift, I
use James Gutmann's tanslation (Chicago: Open Court, 1g86), hereafter pL Here
SW I/7: 357; PI 31.

2 FreìheitsschriftSW I/7:409; PI 90.
3 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7:381; PI 58.
4 Freiheitsschrift sw 1t7,409; pI 90.
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necessitqtion relations amongst entities or kinds.s Essence is

entity-smearing, both forwards and backwards. Schelling holds that

essence smears forwards because it bears the consequentialist weight Fine,

for instance, contemporarily accords'essence' :

if a given property is essential, then so is the property of having

that propertyl and hence an interest in the given 'lower level'

property will transfer to an interest in the derived 'higher level'

orooertv.6
'l'

That is to say, a property,s essentiality obtains once having it obtains. Yet

in what is it that a property obtains? Notably, in Fine's formulation,

properties attach not to objects but to essentiality, where essentiality

þ"nìrat.t derivative orders of essentiality. For this same reason, however,

õrr"n.. 'smears' insuperably backwards: since no object or thing

individually grounds or backstops essence, the latter's ground-seeking

function ii iequired to descend to a depth augmented with each

augmentation of the consequent or derivative series. Accordingly, when

grõund exists, not only does it do so consequently. Neither does an

ðxisting ground terminate the grounding procedure, but merely places an

additional stratum, a 'resistant' or Gegenstand, in its way. It is from this

that the conclusion may be drawn that, since essence exceeds existence

'descendentally'7 just as insuperably consequent existence makes its

5 George Molnar presents both claims in his contribution to contemporary
,neo-ãssentialist, philosophy of nature, Powers. A Study ín Metaphysics, Oxford:

oxford universiry Pfess, 2003, 3B-9: 'The grounding of essence in identity explains

the clifference beiween essential properties and necessary properties: the inessential

properties of an object are not merely its accidentaì ones, but include all those it has

necãssarily yet not by virtue of what it is.' Neo-essentialists argue that a property is

essential, i.rõ¡¡/.rr.., when it consists of a causal power that is, as Stephen Mumford

points out, 'a soufce of such lde re] necessity'as the world contains. see his'Kinds,
'Err.n.., Powers' in Alice Drewery ed,', Metaphysics in Science' Oxford:

BlackweÌÌ, 2006,47-62, here 49.

6 Kit Fine, 'Essence and modality', in Philosophical Perspectives B (1994): 1-16;

here 1, For a discussion of Fine's distinction between 'constitutive' and

'consequentialist, essence, see Kathrin Koslcki, 'varieties of ontologicaì

dependãnce', in Fabrice Correia and Benjamin Schnieder, eds' Metaphysical

Gioundíng. lJnderstanding the Stucture of Reality. Cambridge:. Çry!{g'
University Press,2012,186-213, along with Fine's 'Guide to ground', ibid', 37-80'

7 In Book one, Part one of the Philosophie der offenbarung (hereafter

Begründung), SW Iy3, 151n, trans by. Bruce Matthews, The Grounding of Positive
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antecedent into the base for its ascent, that'the essence of ground, or of the
existent, can only be precedent to all ground, that is, the absolute
considered as such, the unground.'B

On this account, essence is neither the substrate of its properties nor
the sum of its appearances, but is rather an operation by which existents
are smeared towards a past that is without them (grounding) and a future in
which they are not (assuming only that something arises). It is because the
operations of ground and existence are nonfinal, both insofar as operations
are not determined by having a futural target state, but rather essence itself
divides operationally; and insofar as no operation is exhausted in its
outcome, that an ontology for which existents are local constituents entails
'non-objectal', nonfinal or the environing of all strata - 'the absolute
considered as such'.

Consequently, amongst the 'resistants' (thus removing the .thingish'
prejudice inherent in translating Gegenstönde as 'objects', which SchelÌing
criticisese) on which this ontological sequence co-depends
(zusammenhängt), are the aestheticl0 geneses comprising .fact, and
'feeling', the ontological sequencing chain,qntecedent' and.,consequent,,
the emergence chain 'dependency' (Abhängigkeit) and ,elttotnomy,

(Selbstc)ndigkeiú) and the generation of orders or Stufenfolger that

Philosophy: The Berlin Lectures (hereafter Gp) (Albany: State University of New
York P¡ess, 2007), p.196n, Schelling divides negative from positive p'hilosophy
insofa¡ as the former'is onÌy a philosophía ascendens (ascending from below), fiom
which one immediately realizes that it can have only a logical significance, whereas
positive philosophy is aphilosophia descendens (descending from above).,

B Freíheitsschrift SW I/7, 407 -8, PI BB-9, translarion modified,
9 Freiheitsschrift, SW Il7, 349; PI 22, translation modified: ,The error of his

[spinoza's - IHG] system is by no means due to the fact that he posits all rhings in
God, but to the fact that they are fhings - to the abstract conception of worldÌy
essences IWeltwesen).' see also Grundlegung der posítiven philosophie, ed. Horst
Fuhrmans (Turin: Bottega d'Erasmo, 1972), p. 94: ,Object 

lGegenstand) and
resistance [Widerstand) are at bottom one and the same worcl.'

10 I take 'aesthetic' in the pre-Kantian sense to mean the science of perception, as it
was used by Baumgarten, n Metaphysics , translated Courtney n, Ëugatã and John
H1'rners. London: Bloomsbury 2012, e.g., 5533: 'The science of knowing and
presenting <proponendi> with regard to the senses is AESTHETICS', a usage
recently revìved by Maurizio Ferraris. see his lntroduction to New Realilm
(London: Bloomsbury 2014).

11 Primarily associated wirh the naturephiÌosophy, stufenfolge recurs in the middle
wor,ks, e.g, n The Ages of the World (hereafter AW), SW I/8, 232, 324; AW pp. 22,
93, both of which concem nature in general, in the fi¡st instance, and organic úeings
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positions the 'later' within the 'earlier"revelations of nature'.12 In this

iense, the dividing of ground from existence is expressed ontologically as

Ihe environing of existence, without prejudice as to the manner or mode of
existence (e.g., logical, physical, mythological, revelatory and so forth),

and such that the investigation of freedom is insuperably bonded not to

existence as a whole - since if there is existence, it can only be if
environed - but to what he calls 'the innermost centre of nature'.13 What

this centre might be, or how this centre arises, what occupies it, was the

animatþg queition of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century life

sciencds, ón the one hand, and a continuation, therefore, of the

investigation concerning the origin of motion, lhe arche kineseos,

ScheÌling began in On the World SouI, on the other.l4 But it is also the

basal problem of fundamentality or the 'essence of grounds'. Schelling's

answer, we may extrapolate, would position the ontological

co-dependency of ground and existent as itself consequent on an

insuperably ungrounded state antecedent to those operations. This

illusirates 
- 
the environing or field ontology operative even in the

Freiheitsschrift,s title, which positions its focus - the essence of human

freedom - within series of resistants, including creation and primal being,

each of which, if the thesis holds, is environed in tum. The present essay

seeks to outline the ontology of environed operations developed in the

Freiheitsschri/t. Roughty, no operation, not even urseyn, is so primitive as

not to be environed,ìuch that no operation may satisfy the context from

which operations issue. It is for the (non-fundamental) reason that _there
are operätions at all that there is no 'environment of all environments'.1s

in rhe second, and then again at sw I/8, 333; AW p. 100, where one obtains linking

creating, forming and making. Schelling continues its use in the 1830s (sw y10,

2al) ttrrough to the 1840s and '50s (SW V10, 311, 330, 364-5, 382; SW IV1 76,

4Il, 492,529; SW II/2 45L).

t2Freiheitsschríft SW l/7,41S; PI 98: 'We have an earlier revelation than any written

one - nature.'
13 Freiheìtsschrift SW I/7 , 362; 37 .

i. Von der WeIß;,eeIe SW I/2: 345-584, trans. by I. H. Grant in Of the World SouI and

Other NaturephíIosophical Writings (Aìbany: SUNY Forthcoming 2015)

l5Jakob von Uixkijù1, A Foray into the Worlds of Animals and Humans, trans. by

Joseph D. O'Neill. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2010), p' 135: 
""all these different environments are fostered and borne along by the one that is

inaccessible to all environments forever. Forever unknowable behind all the worlds

it produces, the subject - Nature - conceaìs itself.'
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1. The Positive is the Whole

Why then, it might be asked, does 'the whole' enjoy a positive valency in
the Freiheitsschrift? The work's title makes it cÌear that the work first
addresses what resists or informs the environment of a free, that is, an
autonomous (selbstdndiger) operation. Only then do inquiries proceed into
what the essence of a free act must be. Since an inquiry is philosophical,
we are told, just when it relates a concept to a 'systematic worldview' or to
'the world as a whole',16 we must either conclude that the whole is
incomplete or that it is itself environed, i.e., that the world as a whole
issues from an environment it does not include. If nothing that is can be
exempted from what Schelling here calls 'the worÌd', such a world must be
susceptible to augmentation by whatever it is that is. This is why'world',
as Schelling indicates inthe Weltalter drafts, is neither the physical cosmos
nor the transcendental ideal, but a copula.17 Order is insuperably environed
by ataxia, the 'disorder of the forces'.18

Yet the work is more usually taken as the pinion of a Schellingian
Wendels between the early and late periods, a tuming towards an
existentialist20 or a dialectical materialist2l rejection of the intervening
decade's Naturphilosophie, a rejection evidenced by the conspicuous
elision of the naturephilosophical works in the volume crowned by the
Freiheitsschrift and booted by Vom Ich. This interprerive strategy would

16 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7 ,336-7; PI 7-8.
17F. W J. Schelling, Die Weltalter. Fragmente. tJrfassungen von 1817 und 1,813, ed.

Manfred Schröter (Munich: Beck, 1946), p. 225,
78 Freiheitsschríft SW I/7, 370; PI 46; cf . Philosophie der Offenbarung IIl4, I}}-fffi,

where generation entails participation in and resÍstance to 'worldly ataxia',
19 Xavier Tilliette, Une philosophie en devenir (2"d edition, II vols, [paris: Vrin, 1992]

Vol. I: pp. 504-5) presents Fuhrmans'claim, in Schellings philosophie der Weltalter
([Düsseldorf: Schwann, 1954] pp. 7S-i.27), that a Böhme-influenced Wende occtts
tn the \{eltalterphilosophie after 1806. Fuhrmans notes its persistence in, e.g.,
Habermas's discussion of a schelÌingian Kehre in his 1963 essay 'Diaìektischer
Idealismus im Übergang zum Materialismus,, in Theorìe und praxis (Berlin:
Luchterhand, 1969) pp. 108-161. Sean McGrath,s ,Introducrion' þ The Dark
Ground of Spirif (New York: Routledge, 2012) offers a concise account of the
various positions taken on this issue and the ¡easons for them.

20 KarÌ Jaspers, Schellíng: Größe und Verhängnis (Munich: pipea 19SS).
2l Habemras, op. cit.
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reduce the problems of essence, nature, and causation either to symptoms

protesting against, even as they attest to, Schelling's own 'inner mutation'22

or to a metaphysic of freedom and 'positions of the wiÌl'.23

The re-emergence of the problem of freedom in 1809 gives us no

reason to assume such a tuming unless freedom is alien to nature,24

separable from the world as a whole. Yet because a philosophy of Íreedom

can 'only be developed from the fundamental principles of a true

naturephilosophy',2s it is 'complete' only when it demonstrates 'how each

succes¡ive process more closely approaches the essence of nature, until...
the inilermost centre is disclosed'. What is this disclosure, this revelation?

Schelìing simply asserts that its disclosure wiÌl be consequent upon the

'highest division of forces',26 a division issuing from and in essence, though

essence has ineducibly two 'Wirkungsweisen'.27 That essence is

setf-dividing is acknowledged at the outset of the work. The philosophy of
nature develops because this identity is not the extensional identity of the

two (x=x), but what each differentially is (the identity in x is the identity in
y, and since identity cannot differ from itself, the identity between x and y
is at once its third iteration and, therefore, the additional assertion of the

identity in each of these three). Hence the 'antithesis in the pure identity of

22 Tilliette, IJne philosophie en devenir I, p. 510. Sean McGrath, in The Dark Ground

of Spírit p. 29, criticises Zizek's attempt, in The lrreducible Remainder (London:

Verio, 1996), not only to provide a psychoanalytic reading of his works, but'more
accnrately, a psychoanalysis of Scheiling'.

23 Martin Heidegger, schellings Abhandlung über das wesen der Menschlìchen

Freiheít (Tùbingen: Max Niemeyer, 1971), p. 133.

24 Such textual support as exists for it consists in two claims at SW I/7, 333-4; PI 3-4'
(1) That ali his previous work is declared to have been naturephìlosophy. This ciaim

implies but does not entail that the Freihei¿sschrift is itself not such a work. (2)

thãt it is the first work wherein'the author offers...his conception of...[the]
phìlosophy...of the Ideaf is required by misattributions of claims concerning the

ideal part of philosophy to the naturephilosophy. In other words, it is to the

complãted system of philosophy, of which his previous works are 'fragments', that
the Freihe¡tsschr¡ft is devoted and that requires the 'overcoming of many a

prejudice' (SW y7, 335, PI 5), rather than to some philosophically partisan turning

from natutu to freedom. I agree with McGrath, op. cit., p, 33, when he notes that

the Freiheitsschrift announces'no axial divergence' from the naturephìlosophical

concerns still dominant in the Identity philosophy.

25Freiheitsschrift SW I/7,357; PI 31.

26 Freiheitsschrift SW V7, 362; PI 37 .

27 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7,409; PI 90.
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nature' from which Schelling has the construction of nature issue in 1,7g928
remains insuperable in the Freedom essay. Moreover, as the 'nature that
permeates everything',2s identity is maximaÌly ubiquitous3O and therefore
not identical to any emergent.3l

The renegotiation of an a posteriori naturalism with the apparent
apriority of essence remains an unfamiliar element of the Freiheitsschrift.
Yet such an understanding of essence is falsely attributed to Schelling,
apriority itself being consequent upon the activity of essence since
'anything the essence of which exceeds actuality is temporal'.32 It is only
because essence exceeds or 'overpowers' actuality but remains nature, that
a past emerges where the a priori is as 'having been', as a dimension of
essence.33 Unfamiliarity with the Freiheitsschrift's dlmamics or
powers-naturalism is itself therefore consequent upon any account of that
project that withdraws freedom from nature, that is, separates it from the
system with which it con-sisfs. Thus, although Schelling presents the
Freiheitsschriit as his first 'completely definite' account of the philosophy
of the Ideal,3a suggesting an abstraction of a logical from a cosmological
order in which the implicit withdrawal of freedom from nature would
already be previsioned, even the understanding - undeniably Ideal - is
introduced as having 'the dMsion of forces' as its 'first effect in nature'.ss

Z9Eínleitung zu dem Entwurf eines Systems der Naturphilosophie oder über den
Begriff der spekulativen Physik, SW I/3, 30Bn; trans. by Keith R. pererson in Firs¿
Outlíne of a System of the Philosophy of Nature (Albany: SUNY, 2004), p. 219n.

29 Begründung SW IV3, 6; GP, 92-3,
30 Darstellung meines Systems der Philosophie, SW Il4, 120, trans. by Michael Vater

and David W Wood in The Philosophícal Rupture Between Fichte and Schelling.
Selected Texts and Co*espondence (1800-i.802) (Albany: State University of New
York Press, 2012) (hereafter PR), p. 149: 'absolute idenriry has surely never ceased
beìng identity and everything that is, is considered in itself - not just the appearance
of absolute identity but identity itself.'

3L Darstellung SW I/4, LI9; PR 148: 'Wittr respect to being in itseÌf, nothing has come
into being.'

32Ùber das verhäItniß des Realen und Idealen in der Natur oder Entiwcklung der
ersten Grundsötze der Naturphilosophie an den principien der schwere und des
Iichrs (hereafter Band), SW Y2, 364.

33 ScheÌling presents the origin of the past n the Weltalter (SW yB, 259; AW 43): ,The

person who does not overcome himself or herself has no past, or rather never
comes out of the past and lives constantly in the past,'

34 Freíheitsschrift SW U7 , 334; PI 4.
35 Freiheitsschrift SW It7 ,361; pI 36.
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How the understanding can have effects in nature af all, how the word can

be 'spoken out into it',36 is the problem that drives the Freiheitsschrift to
continue the investigation of the involution of cognitive in cosmological

systems that forms the starting point of the 1810 Stuttgarter
Priva\orlesungen. Asking the apparentþ transcendental question of how
a system is possible at all, Scheìling offers the naturalistic response that
'long before man decided to create a system, there already existed one: the

System der Welt.'37 Calling this a transcendental naturalism does not go far

enougb, since if the conditions of possibility for systematising, whether

cosmoþonic or ideogenic, are nature, then nature transcendentalises.

SchelÌing's naturalism is not reductive, that is, but inflationary just if nature

consists in 'additional elements'. For free- as for nature-philosophy, a

cognitive system may be Ideal for and in the understanding, but the

understanding is consequent upon a cosmos (itself consequent or

insuperably environed) wherein it arises.

If freedom is treated apart from the nexus it forms with
Gegenstände, Schelling's philosophical inquiries into a nature full of
powers, into the theory of self-replicating operations, and into the origin

ãnd efficacy of the understanding are occluded beneath the

self-justification of a philosophy of the Ideal premised on elimination:

everything not in the understanding is without reality. The 'ineducible

remainder'38 makes this eliminative idealism impossible. Nature is restored

to the Freiheitsschrift when attention is paid to the details of its revised

theory of essence and form, central to the Identity philosophy' We are

concerned therefore in what follows with the concepts or functions proper

to essence and form in Schelling's middle philosophy.

2. Essence and Potency: the Law of the Ground

The essence lWesenl of the I is freedom, that is, it is not

thinkable except inasmuch as it posits itself by its own absolute

power [aus absoluter Selbstmachtf, not, indeed, as any kind of
something, but as sheer I. This freedom can be determined

36 Fretheítsschrift SW Il7 , 395;PI 74, translation modified.

3Tstuttgarter Priva\orlesungen sw I17,421 (herafter Privavorlesungen) trans

Thomas Pfau, in Idealism and the Endgame of Theory: Three Essays by F W. J.

Schellíng (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1994), p. 197; hereafter IE.

38 Freíheitsschrift SW ll7 ,360; PI 34
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positively, because we want to attribute freedom not to a thing
in itself but to the pure I as posited by itself...No objective
freedom belongs to the I because it is not an object lObjektl at
all. As soon as we try to determine the I as an object, it
withdraws into the most restricted sphere, under the conditions
of the interdependence of objects its freedom and
independence disappear. An object is possible only through
another object, and only inasmuch as it is bound to conditions.
Freedom is only through itself and ir encompasses lumfaßt] the
infinite.3e

He who has reflected upon freedom and necessity has found for
himself that these two principles must be united in the absolute:

freedom, because the absolute acts from its own unconditioned
power [das Absolute aus unbedingter Selbstmacht...handeltf ,

and necessity because it acts only according to the laws of its
own being, the inner necessity of its essence.a0

The inclusion of the two essays from which the above quotations are
drawn, alongside the first publication of the Freiheitsschríft in the 180g
Philosophische Schriften, seems at first sight to support a Wende account
pinioned on the rejection of the naturephilosophy. The degree of
consonance between those works' concenls and those of the
Freiheitsschrifr is indeed striking: just as rhe Freiheitsschrift maps the
system of essence according to which each has its being 'only in another'
and 'none is without the other',41 Vom lch conceives freedom as the degree

39Vom Ich als Princip der Philosophie oder über das IJnbedingte im menschlichen
Mssen, SW Ill, I79 (hereafter Vom lch); trans. by Fritz Marri in The
Unconditional in Human Knowledge: Four Early Essays (1794-1296) (Lewisburg:
Bucknell University Press, 1980) p. 84 (hereafter UH).

40Phílosophische Briefe über Dogmatismus und Kritizismus (hereafter Briefe), SW
I/1, 330-331; translation in UH, p. 189.

41 The first such claim characterises finite being according to Spinoza as 'necessarily in
another' (SW y7, 340; PI 12, my emphasis) while Schelling makes the second claim
with regard to the organic individual as 'something that has become, only through
another' (SW U7, 346; PI 12), which echoes Schelling,s own claims in the
Darstellung meines Systems der Philosophie, that 'nothing individuaì has the
ground of its existence in itself (SW V4, 130; PR 155). The third claim expÌicates
the conseqnence of this model of grounding: 'In the circle from which everything
becomes it is no contradiction that what generates the one is in turn generated by it,
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of Selbstmqcht proper to an essence, while essences are differentiated

according io the degree to which their power or sphere of actMty is

resticted by another. With this, Schelling moves decisively from Fichte's

universalisation of activity under the transcendental pinion of the I, insofar

as no single state satisfies essence's operative modes. The contrasting of

the 'inner necessity' by which an essence acts, with the conditioned

'interdependence' of objects, prompts the suggestion that the

Phitosophische Briefe amount to a first draft of the solution to the problem

the Frgiheitsschrifr undertakes thirteen years later' Each of the two
passages stipulates an as)¡mmetrical proportionality between power and its

ionditioned or restricted spheres, such that lhe free power against which
degrees of restriction are measured is 'non-finite', 'unconditioned', 'positive'

or 'absolute' and 'acts out of unconditioned Selbstmacht'.
Yet the Freiheitsschrtfú is not only concemed with the fact and

feeling of freedom, i.e., with its consequent actuality: the vertical of
freedom arises, as it were, only through the plane of system-forming

interconnecting essences or 'the positive'. Nor is it with the substance of
the unnrly as separate from the understanding that the Freiheitsschrift ls

concerned but, as Vom Ich indicates, with essence and the obiects with
which essence bonds. Where Vom Ich sets Selbstmoch¿ against Obiekte,

the Freiheirsschrift recasts the latter as Gegenstönde, that is, as the modes

of activity forming the power they stand against. While Vom lch had

already executed the move from the Timseus essay's Substanz lo Wesen,

the FrLiheitsschrift more fully develops essence as the 'vital bond'42 of the

unlimited X in the schlechthin unlimited, of the restricted in and against

the positive and the positive in the restricted, whereby spheres of activity
are iogically identical to their restriction and essence is their dynamic

articulation. The law of the ground emerges from this common medium'

It is important to note that the topology in which these restricted

spheres form is itself unbounded. In terms of the later Identity philosophy

on which the Freiheitsschrifr draws, this is'das All'a3 in which power is

Here there is no first and no last since everything is reciprocally presupposed, none

is the other and none is without the other' (SW y7, 358; PI 33).

42FreíheitsschriftsW I/7,362: 'lebendige Band'; PI: 37: 'living nexus''

43 That identity is the universe is stated in the Darstellung (SW ll4, 129; PR 154) and

becomes an important theme throughout schelling's subsequent engagements with
identity and nature, returning in the Freiheitsschrift to the relation of Spirit and the

Potenzen. Further substantiating the Freiheitsschrift's claim that all his previous

work was naturephìlosophy (SW ll7, 333; PI 3), following the extensive
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positive when it creates the positions from which spheres arise. That the

totality of positions fall within the whole is due less to the transcendentaÌ

or ideal character of totality than to the disorder that by definition exceeds,

environs, and informs the positions or dimensions of a power. Hence the

antithesis of the free and the resticted does not map on to an underlying
antithesis of what acts and what is acted on or against, nor onto a
difference in kind such as between Selbstmacht and Obiekte but rather,

according to the theory of the proposition in the Freihei¿sschrift, it itself
maps what is 'positive' in both the unbounded and the restricted. According
to this theory to determine 'positively' means to determine kqta dunamin
or according to power,aa a determination differentially expressed in the
proposition. 'A is B', that is, means that the positive in A is the positive in
B (identity as power),as but in different degrees (difference in position and
potency), since B is not by itself but by virtue of the A in it.a6 Hence the
proposition is irreversible (Schelling's law of identity states, among other
things, that @=B) * (B=A))47 so that the posited always creates direction

'supplement to the Introduction'to the Ideen zur einer Philosophie der Natur ol
1803 (SW I/2,57-72; IPN 43-55), Schellìng added the essay 'Über das Verhöltniß
des Realen und Idealen in der Natur' to preface the 1806 edition of the Von der
Weltseele (SW V2, 359-360) and retained it in the third edition of 1809. The theme
is further developed in the Würzburg lectures of 1804, System der gesamten
Philosophie und der Naturphilosophie ínsbesondere and the two sets of
Naturphilosophischen Aphorismen (1806) drawn from them (especially SW I/7,
147-8) and pubLished in the Jarhbücher der Medicin als Wssenschaft.

44 On the constant conjunction of kata dunamin and ka¡a phusin in Plato and its
legacy in Schelling, see chapter 2 of my PhìIosophies of Nature after Schellíng
(London and NewYork: Continuum, 2006),

45 That a relation is 'identical in the essence of Being and different onÌy in potency'
only therefore entails an analogy between two processes (ground and existence are

related as gravity and light), as Heidegger claims (Schellings Abhandlung, p, 138),
when ground is not thought, as Heidegger notes Schelling does think (p. 133), kato
dunamin or according to power, which is the 'essence of absoÌute identity' and 'the
ground of reality' (SW I/4, I45; PR 164).

 5Freiheitsschríft SW I/7,341; PI 13: 'if one puts forward the proposition: "The
perfect is the imperfect", the meaning is this: the imperfect is not due to that
through which it is imperfect, but rather through the perfect that is in it'.

47 Schelling states the 'rea1 meaning of the law of the identity' (SW y7, 342; PI 14) as

'no sort of combination can transform what is by nature derivative into what is by
nature original' (SW V7, 340; PI 12), since the copula in the proposition bonds
antecedent to consequent (SW V7, 3421, PI 74). The irreversibility of its factors
therefore follows from that law.
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in the positive, or the affirmed in the affirming. The proposition is also the

.*pr.tiion of the interconnection (Zusammenhang) of essences^ and

Gegenstdnde, because nothing individual exists except'in another'a8 that

staÁds against and so forms its sphere of activity. In consequence, spheres

arise as ihe restricted in the whole or as 'the ataxia of forces', while

the positive is always the whole or the unity; what stands against

it lãas ihm entgegenstehendef is separation of the whole,

discord, ataxia of forces.as

Accordingly, since A is not positive unless it has antecedence

(disorder) and coñiequences, it is not the case that essence consists only in

ihe positive rather than the posited, in which_ case essence would be power

without consequent, which is contradictory.s0 Essence, then, is a function,

an articulation 
-of 

po\^/et That the positive requires consequences has as its

consequence that the positive, articuÌated by essence as the production or

,"pu.uiion of existing and grounding, acquires its antecedence to dymmic

ataxia consequent upon the latter's introduction. At the same time, the

positive .emains ¡n the restricted as the articulation of the whole'

This is why, for Schelling,st essence ot Wesen does not occupy 'the

dimension. . .of substantiality' or substantia by which Boethius and Cicero

translated Aristotle's oúoro,32 but, according to Jean-François Courline, the

48 Freiheitsschrift S:N ll7 ,346; PI 19'

49 Freíheitsschríft SW Il7,370;PI 46.

50'If the depenåent or the consequent were not independent. [there] would be a

dependeniy without a dependent, a consequence without a consequent

@ànsequential absque consequente) and, thus, n-o real consequence; that is' the

whole òoncept would be self-eliminating' (SW I/7, 346; PI 18-19)'

51 If in the L794 Timaeus, ed. Hartrnut Buchner (stuttgart-Bad canstatt:

Frommann-Holzboog, 1994), 'substance of the unruly' (p. 69) remains Aristoteljan

ãespite its focus on ihe problem of Pìatonic matter, by 1809, Schelung's W¿sen has

becäme more plaronic than Aristotelian. By 1854, however, Schelling's Einleîtung

in der Philosophie der Mythologie, SW :JlI,362, cautions 'that oúõrû ìn A¡istotle is

not l4resen (eìsentia) "r in plìto; the Scholastics rightly avoided this and set

substantta in its Place.'
52 See Jean-François Courtine's rich analysis of Boethius' and Augustine's translations

of Aristoteìian oúorq in 'Les traductions latines d'OYI'IA et la comprehension

romano-stoTcienne de l'être" in Les categories de I'être (Paris: PUF, 2003)' pp.

II-77 . For brief but decisive remarks on Cicero's translations of Platonic oúoro, see

carlos Léry, ,cicero and ¡he Timaeus" in Gretschen J. Reydams-schì1s, ed., PlÍro3
Timoeus ai Cultura1-Icon (Notre Dame IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2003),
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'dimension of Existenz or eksfcsis'.s3 Existence is a feature of dimension
rather than of a state of being because, while lû'esen involves existence, it
is not, by virtue of its additionally having the grounding of existence as a

function, reducible to it. For Schelling, it is in the mixture of the divisible
and the indivisible,sa in becoming,ss that essence consists,s6 making it
synonymous with nature for PlatosT as for Schelling,s8 while extending also
to the purely intelligible in the former case. Yet such tensions are not
reducibly ideal or conceptual. On the contrary, it is such divisions as these
that, while they render Wesen or essence as thinkable only through power,
they also entail its inseparability from existing. The Freiheftsschrift thus
follows the Presentation in giving essence the basic form of the separation
of ground from existence, or better, the movements of a ground-depositing
exceeded by an 'outward going',ss each of which is a Gegenstand, i.e., not
an object for but a 'standing-against' involved in the other, forming
consequent spheres of activity according to power. Essence, that is, is
forged n the division or 'real antithesis'60 of ground ard existence,
acquiring its form from the forces in dpamic tension one with another, so

104-5.
53 Courtine 2003, op. cit., p. 91.
54Cf. Léry, op. cit., p. 105: 'oúoLq is used [in Plato] to signifythe indivisible being as

well as the divisibÌe kind and the mixture of both. Despite some real difficulties in
Plato's text, it does display an indisputable coherence [in referring to both] the real
being that never changes and...[to those] oúoruL that are less perfect from an
ontologicaÌ point of view.'

55 PÌato, Phílebus 26d8, addresses the 'yéveorv eíç oúoíav' the birth or coming into
beìng of what is.

56 Gernot Böhme translates Plato's oúorq as Seinsbestand throughout his Plafons
theoretische Philosophíe (Stuttgart: Metzler, 2000).

57Lévy (op, cit., p. 105) remarks that, at Phaedrus 245c-e, 'Plato uses oúoLq and
qúoLç as synonymous', switching between'rþu¡¡ç qúoeoq' and'rl.ru¡r1q oúoiqv'.

58 E.g. SW l/7, 358, PI 32, where 'nature', as the 'ground of God's existence' is an
'indivisible but inseparable essence'.

59 SW Iy1, 369, for example, characterises essence as what surpasses and what
establishes grounds, i.e. as hinausgehend and. as zu Grunde liegend.

60This was a constant of SchelLing's account of coming into being since Von der
Weltseele'. 'reaÌ andthesis is possible only between things of one kind and common
origin', SW Il2,397.
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that all Wesen is Mittelwesen'l and what is true of the 'essence of man' is

true of all essences: each is'its own act'.62

Power is not therefore a simple case of possibility acquiring creative

potency where it does not yet overlap with actuality because, as Schelling

writes, 'possibility does not entail actuality, and this is really the main

object in question'.63 Rather than any such fronsition between the possible

and the actual (the actuality of possibility does not entail a change in the

state of being of the possible), Schelling insists that it is impossible to
'wrest qctuality from potency'.64 Potency is its own positive; it becomes, in
the Philosophie der Mythologie, an 'infinite potentio existendi 1...1 ein

bloßes Können enthaltende Wesen'6s whose being is to be 'by its nature' '.
a leaping towards being'.66 It is because what the later schelling calls

Seyni<Annen and what the Freiheitss chrift call'primal being' or 'willing'6?

remains on the verge of being by nature that the Freiheitsschrift requires 'a

completed philosophy of nature'. The question of possibility, of the

ontoiogy of-possibiliry can only be answered, that is, by a philosophy of

nature ihat, to be complete, must include power without reducing it to
what is 'potentially actual'or, in the Freiheitsschrift's terms to a

.onr.queni that eliminates what is positive in Potenz. The task of that

philosóphy is not to discover the essence behind, beneath or before the

ãtrun." of hu-un freedom but to plumb the 'depths of the ground of

nature' and to disclose the 'innermost centre' of all effective being or

Wesen, to ground position in power and dimension in position. As to the

problem of what grounds power or force, which the Dorstellung makes

ih" .rr.n.. of abiolute idèntity' and the 'ground of reality',68 neither this

identification of ground and power nor the grounding of power in the

essence of ground are viable, since the former begs the question and the

latter is regressive. For just as'the essence of ground."can only be

6lPhilosophie und Relígíon (hereafter Religion) sw I/6, 46; trans. by Klaus ottmann,

Philosophy andReligion (Putnam: Spring, 20f0) (hereafter PaR), p. 34'

62 Freiheitsschrift SW V7, 385; PI 63.

63 Freiheítsschrift SW ll7 ,373; PI 49'
64 Freiheítsschrift SW Il7 ,390; PI 68, translation modified.

65 Philosophie der Mythologie, Erstes Buch (Monotheismus), SW II/2' 49-50'

66Begründung SW IV3, 102; GP, 160.

67 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7 ,350; PI 24.

68'Das Wesen des absolutes Identität, insofern sie unmittelbar Grund von Realität ist,

ist Kraft' , Darstellung, SW I/4, 145; PR 164.
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antecedent to all ground',un i.e., cannot be ground itself, neither is power
self-grounding nor has it, qua 'ground of reality', some other, prior ground
on which to rest; the essence of power opens onto ungrounding.

This is why the Un- or Urgrund is a naturephilosophical problem,
since the inquiry into the principles by which dimensionality issues from
what is without and therefore prior to all dimension and position amounts
to an inquiry into how nature comes into being. It may be stated thus: what
is the dimension on which dimensionality is itself consequent? The result
of ungrounding is precisely that no X may satisfy that antecedent from
which X's issue. Thus, creation is not reducible to theogony in the
Freiheitsschrifr. God is not the whole of creation since the ground he
contains has other consequents. Similarly, the problem of freedom
concerns not only its human essence, but also, since freedom's roots must
lie 'in the independent ground of nature',7O in the 'will of the ground'71 or its
'self-operation',72 and so in essence in general: if true of one essence, that
is, then true of all. The question of freedom is recast therefore as that of
the self-operative range of essence, giving sense to Schelling's
identification of alle Wesen with alle Möglichkeiten:73 essential operative
range is actual power. Anature comprising essential operations is therefore
one that is primordially a Potenzzustand, a not-being in the depths,Ta an
'infinite potentia existendi as mere potenc!',7s or the pre-dimensional,
'placeless',76 'groundless essence'77 never recoverable as ground and
existence for anything grounded. In other words, if nature is creation, its
inexistence is entailed.

The Freiheitsschrift therefore inherits the early accounts of
freedom's essence as requiring an ontology of power without position or
thing, the ground of power without which creation would neither be ,of '
somefhing nor 'from' any dimension of being, as well as the trajectory
introduced into being by existence. While the meaning of Schelling,s

69 Freiheitsschríft SW Il7 ,407; PI BB-89, rranslarion modlfied.
70 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7,377;PI 47, translation modified.
7l Freíheitsschríft SW I/7 , 375; PI 52, transÌarion modified.
72 Freiheitsschrift SW 117,379; PI 56.
T3Abhandlung über die Quelle der ewigenWahrheifen, SWII/1, SB5.
7 4 Freiheítsschrift SW I/7, 405; PI 86.
75 Philosophie der Mythologie, SW II/2, 49.
76'Über das VerhäItniß des Realen uncì Idealen in der Natur,, SW I/2, 364.
77 rbid., sw r/2,378.
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'essence' or Wesen is complex,T8 the Freihei¿sschrifr builds on a structure

whose outlines are glimpsed already inVom lch and in the Philosophische

Briefe; namely, that an essence is free when its unconditioned power
results in its self-positing. Essence, that is, acts or operates just when
position is consequent upon power. Since the esiablishment of position
issues from (power) and in (consequent), or has two trajectories, essence

acts according to two operative modes (Wirkungsweisen), as ground and

as existence.'e This 'law of the ground'80 is universal throughout the

Freihei¡sschrift's ontology, clearþ marked in its discussions of logic,Bl of
the understanding,B2 organism,B3 determination8a and order.8s According to

78 See Jason M. Wirth's concise and nuanced analysis of essence in relation to the

time-metaphysics of the Weltalter, in his TransÌator's Introduction'to his version of
that work, AW, xxxi: 'For SchelLing, das Wesen names the tension between present

being (existence) and the simultaneous intimation of that which is as no longer being

(the past) and that which is as not yet being (the future)' '.The Wesen holds together

whai has being and what is, but which does not have being.' The temporal emphasis

in this account of what Schelling elsewhere calÌs'the Wesenin time is the universal

centre-poinf (SW V2, 365) talties with Hegel's account of Wesen in the

Encyclopaedía Logic as'the past sublated and conserved' ($112 1991: 176), or

-.diat.ã immediacy. Rather than explaining essence by temporality, the

Freiheitsschríft explains temporality or the reciprocal motions of antecedence and

consequence, by essence.

79'[O]ne essence actually divides itself in its two modes of operation into two
essences..., in one merely ground for existence and in the other merely essence'

(SW I/7, 409; PI 90, lranslation modified)' The German reads, '...das eine Wesen in

seínen zwei \{irkungsweisen sich wirklich in zwei Wesen schedet"., in dem eínen

bloß Grund zur Existenz, ín dem andern bloß Wesen,'

B0 Freiheítsschrift SW Il7 ,346; PI 18, tanslation modified.
81 The 'law of the ground' states that '[i]n the relation of subject and predicate [,. ' is]

that of ground and consequence' (SW I/7, 345-6; PI 1B). Note also Schelling's reuse

of the categories of the affirming and the affirmed, from the Würzburg System

(1804) and the two sets of Naturephilosophical Aphorisms (1806), as ground and

consequent (SW Y7, 340; PI 12).

B2'The understanding is born in the genuine sense in that which is without
understanding' (SW y7, 360; PI 34, transÌation modified).

B3'Every organic individual exists, as somettring that has become, only through

another' (SW V7, 3a6; PI 1B).

B4'Dependence does not determine...and says only that the dependent...can be a

.onì.qu.nce only of that of which it is a deperldent; dependence does not say what
the dependent is or is nof (SW V7, 346; PI 18).

85'lN]owhere does it appear as if order and form were what is original but rather as 'it

the initial unruly had been brought to order' (SW y7, 359; PI 3a).
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that law, Wesen is not therefore 'thing'B6 but division antecedent to
consequent division, the wiederholte EntfaltungqT of the 'vital bond which
arises in dÍvision'such that consequents are consequents to the extent they
are not that upon which they are consequents, so that 'at each point of
division of forces a new essence emerges from nature'.BB In the sense that
essence divides bui does not separate forces;Bs essence arises as
consequent upon antecedent, determining the latter as the antecedent that
it becomes. Identity is creativeeo because its essence is 'power' or 'force
lKraftl',et to which it belongs to differentiate: ground from existence,
original from derived, antecedent from consequent. While therefore
identity itself is the universe,e2 the operations of essence ensure that natue
'is everything that lies beyond the absolute being of absolure identity's3 and
consists in the as)¡mmetrical and irreversible self-differentiation of identity.
What applies to one essence - that it is its own acts4 - appìies therefore to
all. The Freiheítsschriff's famous equation 'willing is primal being',es
means that whatever is, operates as 'real self-positing, a primal willing of
the ground which makes itself into somerhing and is the ground of all
essentiality lWesenheitl'.e6 What is essential in essence is that it is
inseparable from the structure of willing, of being 'on the verge of being'.
Possibility, then, is not ihe ground of freedom, but of nature. Essence is
therefore the act or operation by which something arises from what it is
not, or creotion. It is because creation - not only in the sense of what is
created but also in its act, its 'being wirksam,, that is, effective, its
wesen-ing - is nature that the 'completed philosophy of nature, remains as
necessary to the Freiheitsschrift as the Brieþ preceding it required.

86As Heidegger notes, in the Freiheitsschrift,'Wesen is not meant in the sense of the
'essence' of a thing [Sache]' (Schellings Abhandlung, p. 119), echoing Schelling:
'thing' is the most 'abstract concept of essences in the world ÍWetnvesenl,(SW V7,
349; PI 22, translation modified).

87 Band, SW Il2,375.
BB Freihei¿sschrÌft SW I/7, 362; PI 37, transÌation modified.
89 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7,361; pI 36.
90 Freiheitsschrift SW U7, 345; PI 18.
9TDarstellung SW U4, I45; PR 164,
92Darstellung SW Il4, 129; PR 154.
93 Freiheítsschrift SW ll7 ,358; PI 32; cf. SW I/4, 203; pR 199,
94 Freiheitsschrift SW It7 ,385; PI 63.
95 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7 ,350; PI 24.
96 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7 ,385; PI 63.
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3. The Prior has its Actuality in the ConsequentsT

99

75, paraphrasing Aristotle
potentially in that which

Schelling's essay 'Ist einer Philosophie der Geschichte möglich?' (1797)

provideJ an early constellation of the problems driving Schelling's

naturephilosophy, and in particular of the status of possibility in nature. Its

problematic, 
-however, is also what preoccupies the Freiheitsschrift,

namely, the conjoint hypotheses that, first, if freedom or Selbstmach¿ is to

exist ãt/all, its ioots múst 'lie in the independent grounds of nature'.sg For

Geschichte,'nature in its freedom' is evident as it 'develops along all

possible trajectories' insofar as 'all possible trajecto-ries' makes it
;absolutely impossible' to determine a traiectory a priori.es A trajectory is

not free, ihat is, insofar as it is possible, but insofar as it is actual, so that it
is the actual free traiectory that is indeterminable a priori - certainly

'relatively, in relation to ourselves', but not, Schelling cautions,

'absoluteþ'.too In other words, the problem of an actually free trajectory in

nature is pinioned on its absolute determinability as free.

Seèond therefore, the requirement that philosophy (conceived, in

1796, as an o priori science) of natural history (there conceived as an_ c

posteriori science) must conceive nature not only in the-form of the

iepeated 'cycle of acts'101 constitutive of animal species or individuals, that

is, as 'things. . .the abstract concept of Weltwesen',t02 but in its

development. If nature's freedom is the full development of all po_ssible

trajectôries, natural history does not follow a irajectory from possible to

aciual, because nothing is possible outside nature.1o3 Nature, that is,

comprises actuality and all possibility. Yet nature is not nature without

97 Einleitung in die Philosophie der Mythologie SW IV1, 3

De aníma 414b29-30: 'the earlier type always exists

follows.'
98 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7,37I;PI 47, translation modified'

99.Ist eine phiiosophie der Geschichte möglich?' (hereafter Geschichte) SW V1,

469-470.
100 Geschíchte, Sw 111,470.

L0I Geschichte, Sw Il, 470.

!02 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7 , 349;22.
103 As Schelling writes in the System des tanszendentalen Idealismus, 'Anything

whose conclitiãns simply cannot be given in natlrre, must be absolutely impossible.'

SW V3, 571; trani. by Peter Heath, System of Tlanscendental Idealism

(CharlottesviÌÌe: University Press of Virginia, 1978), p' 186'
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what the History essay calls 'progressivity',too i.e., without all possible
developmental pathways, nor without what the Freiheitsschriff calls tme
consequents, i.e. consequents independent of their antecedents, nor again
without true antecedence, i.e., without creation. Accordingly, if nature is
possible but not determinable a priori, natural possibility may be defined
as the degree to which potency is 'raised Io actus'in 'creation in operation
lwirklichen Schöpfungl'.105 This is not the becoming-actual of the possible
but rather the degree of raising in which the acts that potency performs
consist; the raising, in other words, is the actuality, Ihe effectiveness of
potency, or possibility is operativity at zero potency, operativity without
operation.

While the Geschichte's formulation of the probÌem of
determinability arising from indetermination, cast in relative terms ('in
relation to ourselves'), prompts the question as to the relation of the a
priori to the a posteriori sciences, in its non-relative or absolute form, it
asks after the emergence of determinate trajectory from all possible
trajectories. As the Freiheitsschrilr says, however, 'possibility does not
comprise actuality, and this is really the main obstacle lGegenstandl in
question'.106 As we have seen, while the law of the ground explains the
origin of position from dimensionless potency as such, ground does not
explain dimensionlessness, because that law applies also to ground itself:
'the essence of ground...can only be what precedes all ground'.107 The
question of essence, or of the ontological state consequent upon its
operativity or actuality, i|s Wirkungsweisen,l9g is precisely the question of
how what is emerges from what was not what it now is, or, for example,
how understanding emerges from what is without understanding, order
fromataxia, ground from its antecedent.

Accordingly, the law of the ground entails that auto-posirioning that
is Selbstmachr be explained from the dimensionless, or ground from
unground. In accordance with that law, the Unground is primal ground
(Urgrund) not because it is ground itself, but because it is that essence that
'precedes all ground and all existence'. Just as Schelling is clear that
unground is the not-being (Nichtsein) of all antithesis and therefore does

104 Geschichte I, 470
1.05 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7
1,06 Freíheítsschrift SW I/7
L07 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7
108 Freiheitsschrift SW U7

398; PI 78
373; PI 49, translation modified.
407; PI BB-89
409; PI 90, translation modified.
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not contain them, so auto-positioning (selbstsetzen) is 'auto' because it
does not actualise a position already given or contained in the unground,

since the latter is itself the not-being of position or trajectory a

non-dimensionality, but rather positioning itself' When therefore the

Freiheitsschrift defines the task of a 'completed naturephilosophy' as 'to

show how each succeeding process approaches closer to the essence of
nature, untiÌ the innermost centre unfolds into the highest division of
forces',los the problem is precisely stated. The innermost centre of nature

cannot be located insofar as it may be occupied by any existent, that is,

accordihg to a consequent or a posteriori metric, such as an animal

act-cycle, the above and below, right and left, behind and before by which

eristätle locates the relative dimensionality of human being,110 or the

beginning, middle, and end that give the dimensions of process'tu To

attempt this location is to pose the 'question of the ground of

dimensionality'.ll2 Since according to the law of the ground, ground is not

self-grounding, but rather auto-positioning forms place from the

'placãless',ttt ìnground is the necessary antecedent of the origins of

dimensionality or the emergence of ground.

It was ihis that so shocked Eschenmayer; yet as he noted, there is

nothing here that would strike an astrophysicist or a geologist as bizarre.

The eaith, for example, rests on nothing but the homeostasis issuing from

the real opposition of gravitational forces. Its formation is not the slow

development of a seed, but the reduplicated developmelt, the'wiederholte

Entfaliung',"a or the division of these forces from which the vital bond

aris'es. Jult as Schelling rejects the actualisation of potentiality as the

model of development, neither does the first precede the second that

patiently awaits actualisation in a presently expanding series; rather,

ãsun.u - the reciprocal but as¡rmmetricaì deposition of ground by

existence - overpowers itself, is potentiated beyond its cuffent state, and

so acquires u puit, u prior it cannot recover in accordance with the law of

the ground.

109 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7,362;PI 37

l-10 Aristotle, on the Parts of Animals 2B4b2I-30, cited in schelüng, Eínleítung in

der Philosophie der Mythologie, SW Ú1, 439'

111 Aristotle, On the Heavens 268a6-13, cited in Schelling SW II/1, 434'

112 Einleitung in der PhíIosophie der Mythologie SW IIl1, 435'

II3 Band SW V2, 364.

L14Band SWV2,375.
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The explanation of the emergence or construction of dimensionality

had become the overt objective of the naturephilosophy since the

Allgemeine Deduktion des dynamischen Prozesses (1800). The law of the

ground entails that dimension is created from that which is without

ãimension. That law, as we have seen, governs the co-articulation of

antecedence and consequence and, due to the as)rynmetry attendant upon

the ultimate consequence of that law, namely, that unground is prior to all
ground, the emergence of antecedence and consequence from what was

without these, now is these, and will consist in their consequents' The

'innermost centre of nature' is therefore precisely the emergence of

dimensionality from the non-dimensional; how process or 'becoming', the

only concept 'adequate to the nature of things',11s becomes the actuality of

the prior in the consequent.llG This is the task confronting a complete

phiÌosophy of nature: the emergence of emergence folÌowing the becoming

þroper to Wesen, the yéveorv eíq oúo'íov that already formed the centraì

problem of Schelling's Timqeus commentary.117

With a view to such completeness, Bruce Matthews has recently

argued that 'life as the schema of freedom' should be taken as the 'metric'

Schelling introduces lor Wesen's becomings.lrB Such a view is consonant

with the idea of Schelling turning, in the Freiheitsschrift, from a

naturalistic to a hermeneuticlls or analogicalr20 naturephilosophy according

to which, for example, gravity and light are analogies for stages in the

development of a free essence, rather than ground's own'self-operation'.121

tIS Freiheítsschrift SW Il7 ,358-9; PI 33.
LL6 Einleítung in der PhíIosophíe der Mythologie SW IIl7,375.
II7 Timaeus, H. Buchner, hrsg. Stuttgart-Bad Canstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1994'

63-4.
118 See Bruce Matthews' excellent and rewarding study, Schelling k Organic Form of

Phitosophy: Life asthe Schema ofFreedom (Aìbany: State University of NewYork
Press,2011).

119 See Dale E, Snow, Schelling ond the End of Idealism (Albany: State University of
New York Press, 1996), pp. 67-92 and Andrew Bowie, Schelling and Modern

European Philosophy (New York and London: Routledge, 1993), pp' 30-44, for the

'hermeneutics of nature'.
120 Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung (pp. 137-9), defends an analogical reading of

the naturephiÌosophy, wìth support from the Freiheitsschrifr SW Il7, 3581' PI 32-3,

and 'justifying' such comparisons on the basis of the essential identity of the terms

forming the anaÌogy.

I2I Freiheitsschrift SW I/7, 3BI; PI 58, translation modified.
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'fhe Freiheitsschrift's claim that the vital bond constitutes 'the centre of
forces' seems to confirm and support this view:

The forces separated (but not completely sundered) in this

division are the materiaì from which the body will later be

configured; but the vital bond that arises in this division, from

the depths of the natural ground, as the midpoint of the forces is

the soul.122

Yetltwo things complicate the matter. Firstly, life or the vital bond

'arises' from the division of forces as their centre, the measure introduced

into the dimensionless Potenzzustand from which in turn dimension

emerges. Because the law of the ground entails that what arises does so

from what is not it, nature is not reducible to life. While it may be retofted

that a centre is not only geometrical but also temporal, i.e., that from
which a past emerges for that essence, the emergent past cannot represent

the recovery of the unground that precedes all ground, and therefore all
division of ground and existence that is the operation of essence. This is

why no animal act-cycle, as in Geschichte, nor any dimensional

coórdinates consequent upon what exists, such as the anthropic form

advocated by Aristotle for this purpose and which Schelling discusses in
the Einleitun g in der Philosophie der Mythologie, can constitute the

measure of nature, which consists in all trajectories' Dimension, in other

words, can only arise from the dimensionless'
The second complication concerns the emergence and development

of 'schema', that is, the nature of the concept and the emergence of
understanding rather than only its form. Since the Freiheitsschrift is

explicit that the understanding is not exempt from the law of the ground,

thát it derives, in other words from an irreversible division from what is

without understanding; the understanding's form is not to be found in an

echo of itself, but in the divisions that precede and do not resemble it. It is
therefore to the ground-consequent structure that, according to the

Freiheitsschrift, phusis exhibits as logos,t'3 that we now turn.

!22F reiheítsschr ift SW ll 7, 362.
123'Light or the ideal principÌe is, as the eternal antithesis of the dark principle, the

.ruuting word which redéems the ¡fe hidden in the ground from non-being and

raises it from potency to actualiry' (SW V7, 404; PI 84)'
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4. Understanding and Unground:
the Generation of Orders in the Dimensionless

[T]he conviction that all thought and knowledge are completely
subjective and that Nature altogether lacks reason and thought

fmeant that] the dynamic factor...was in no sense recognised in
its identity with the spiritual.l2a

Contrary to Tilliette's dismissal of the claim that the Freiheitsschrift is a

'remake' of the Naturphilosophie,l2s we have seen that Schelling's
naturephilosophy undergoes substantial revision there. The'ungrounding'
of essence onto creation; the derivation of systems of cognition from 'the
system of the world'126 or the necessary connection of the former with the

latter;127 nature as the 'older reveÌation';l28 all demonstrate precisely the

being 'in another',l2e without which nothing is ancl by which essence
generates structures. The nature thus remade in accordance with the law of
the ground is extended not merely ontically, that is, in the addition of new
objects or things (word, spirit, etc.), but also ontologically, since any
nature whatever necessarily embraces the dimensionless non-being or
Potenzzustand in the division of which, since nature is 'all being [alles
Seynl',r30 becoming issues.

I24 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7, 333; PI 3.

125 Tilliette, Une philosophie en devenir I: p. 539.
126 Privaworlesungen SW Il7, 421; IE, 197 .

I27 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7 , 336-7; PI 7 -B.

I2B Freiheítsschrift SW Il7 , 415; PI 98.
129 Freiheitsschrifr SW 117,346;PI 19.
130 The full passage from the Aphorismen über die Naturephilosophie (1806) runs:

'You may neither suppose cholce or arbitrariness here, but only the beautiful
necessity of an infinitely loving nature, itself without reflection. Infin.ite, for there is
a ground for all fininrde; but such a thing is neither in that nature, for it is just one
with itself and not doubled, nor outside it, for it itseÌf is aÌl being' (SW Il7, 199).
The ground of all finitude, that is, is dimensionless pre-nature, as in the
Freiheitsschríft.
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We have seen that essence consists not in things but in its two
modes of operation or, following Heidegger, its two 'dimensions'.13t It is
the non-sundering division of forces by means of which the vital bond

arises, like the wedge that holds the split log open, conjoining ground and

existence as it potentiates in each direction, just as it creates them. The law
of the ground is therefore the amplification of tension in identity or the

emergence of dimension in the dimensionless. The completed philosophy

of nature must seek in the 'highest division of forces' for 'the ground of
dimensionaÌity' as the 'innermost centre of nature''

Ûp to this point, the law of the ground maintains the positive by the

repeated development of divisions until it comes to the undivided

Potenzzustand requisite to essential becoming' From this anterior or

Unground llJr- oder vielmehr [Jngrund],\32 dMsion arises positively, that

is, unprecedentedly or asymmetrically: even that the Unground itself

dividesl33 and, each being whole or positive, divides again, is a

consequence of rather than antecedent to, its own essence' Wherever

therefore there is division, there is maintained positivity, so that separation

is not sundering but repeated development. When therefore the

understanding is said to have as its 'first effect in nature' the 'division of

forces', the understanding is treated in accordance with the law of the

ground as an existing consequent upon its grounding, or upon the dMsion
óf for..r in which its activity consists. Hence it is the Freiheifsschrift's

account of the understanding as Consequent and as¡rmmetrical with respect

to its ground that means the latter 'irreducibly remains' following the

exhaustion of the understanding's operations' The law of the groutd, in
other words, is not a version of the principle of sufficient reason because it
does not belong to the understanding, as a concept wielded by it over a

domain reducible to it, but rather belongs to the mode of operation of
ground itself. It is because ground is a'self-operating'that acts following is

its o¡"n necessity that it constitutes a Gegensfond for the understanding,

standing against it as resistance, rather than fumishing the understanding

with an object proper to its own domain. The antecedence of forces to

their division is therefore the condition under which alone the

understanding can arise, and arise as positively restricted by what exceeds

it but to which it belongs as to its own medium or naÛlre.

1-31 Heidegger, Schellings Abhandlung, p' t37
132 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7 , 406: Pf 87 .

133 Freiheitssc/rrift SW I/7, 408; PI 89.
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From this, we gain a crucial insight into the nature of the
Schellingian concept. Like the thesis of inductive identity in the ldeos,
repeated under Empedoclean guise at the outset o1 the Freiheitsschrift,r3a
by which necessity is accorded to the formation of concepts; and as in the
Begründung der positiven Philosophie towards the end of Schelling's
career, the becoming universal to all being that arrives at consciousness
arises as)¡mmetrically to a self-consciousness which, precisely because it is
self-consciousness, is 'not equal to the consciousness of nature'.13s Thus
concepts remain free products of their genesis, and thus act according to
an 'independent power' against their immediate generative source in 'the
soul'.136

This is why the word is 'spoken out info nature'137 rather than over it.
Due to the law of the ground, the word does not recover its antecedent
divisions as proto-semantic but repeats them as directionaÌity 'into' a nature
tha| is gegenstdndlich for it, i.e., that stands against and so forms it. The
Iaw of the ground thus gives word and world a common medium in the
essence or operativity by which each works in another. Essence therefore
is the recursion of operations in each, the 'universe in the universe'r3B or the
innermost centre of nature.

That therefore the community of forces remains positive,
unsundered, in the emergence of the understanding from what does not
have it, is a precisely directed critique of the transcendental character of
the understanding. The partiality of the concept is a consequence of its
ineducible particularity and its dynamic communiry precisely because it
does not have an origin or source separable either from the becoming
universal in all being or from the Gegenstand of which, quo concept, it is
the consequent. The Unground does not sanction, therefore, a reworking of
the cognitive division between the knowable and the unknowable 'relative
to ourselves', but rather, because it is Urgrund or ground's antecedent, an
account of the understanding's (Jmwelt, a ground that, as its own, it cannot
master and reduce.

I34 Freiheitsschrift SW Il7, 337; PI B.
135 Begründung SW IIl3, 6; GP 93.
136 Freihei¿sschrifr SW 117,347; PI 19.
L37 Freiheitsschrift SW I/7 , 395; PI 74, translation modified.
138 Sysfem der gesamten Philosophie und der Naturphilosophie insbesondere SW 116,

207; cf, Aphorismen SW I/7,786.
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The Freiheitsschrift's'generative dialectic'I3s of the understanding
therefore maintains its positivity in the sense that its actualisation
pathways open it ultimately to the Ur- and Unground it camot recover, on

the one hand, and thus demonstrates in turn why the understanding
produces effects in the nature with which it maintains dynamic community,

and thus demonstrates the 'identity' of dynamics and spirit that the

Freiheitsschrift early announces as its elucidatory objective (SW I/7, 333;

PI 3). This, in the end, is why the Freiheitsschriff extends the law of
identitl4 into a law of the ground. That nature is what exceeds identity does

not tell us what but how natu-re is. Namely, as essence or the total set of
operations of aÌl possibilities ('alle Wesen' are'qlle Möglichkeiten', SW
II/1, 585) or essence according to all powers. The law of the ground makes

identity 'creative' (SW V7, 345; PI 18), potentiating the division of
grounding in existing.

What is it, finally, thaf Verstand understands? As the containing is
higher than the contained,loo the understanding's consequents - concepts -
contain what they conceive. Since the container cannot be contained by
what it contains, the understanding is logically higher than its content

(nature, or the divisions of prius from posterius; ground from consequent)

btl identical according to essence and differentiated in accordance with
power (higher/lower). That is, the content of the concept is not the

Gegenstand but the divisions that articulate the dimensions in which
Gegenstdnde form systems. Logical orders, then, do not rise over nature

since nature is nothing other than the self-division of essence into ground

and existeuce. Rather they rise fromit, so that the content of such an order

is not this ground and ¿ha¿ existent but the movements that divide, the

potencies that intensify the division, and the dimensions to which these

give rise. As the Philosophie der Mythologie puts it, reiterating the

Freiheitsschrift's claim that'Urseyn Ìst Wollen','willing is not only the

beginning but also the content of the first emergent'.141 What is conceived

in the concept is essence, the operation or act that grounds and exceeds the

consequent that its concept is, a past or a prius therefore 'that cannot be

resolved into understandinglVerstandl'.142 When, accordingly, the effect of

!39 Einleitung ín der Phílosophíe der Mythologie SW II/1, 330.

140 Cf. SW I17,346; PI 18-19, where Schelling discusses rhe Begriffensein, the'being

conceived' or'contained'of all in all.

I41. Einleitung ín der Philosophie der Mythologie SW IIl1' 3BB.

142 Freiheitsschrift SW 117,360; PI 34, translation tnodified.
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the understanding in nature is characterised as the 'unity hidden in the
ground and containing all raislingl itself up',143 this does not therefore
mean that in the end, ground is contained in the understanding, but rather
that the all in the understanding (unity revealed) is lesser in extent than the
all in ground (unity hidden) from which division the former arises. Yet it is
the þrm of these motions that yields their systematic interconnection, the
'universe in the universe', via the law of the ground: the understanding
arises from what is without it, just as logical orders entaii the ineducibility
of the ataxia in which they divide. Because the unity of the understanding
arises in division, it conceives, by means of the division from which it
derives, the unity of the divisions it contains along with rhe dynamic
community (the pos¡riv¡ry of division) from which it arises.

What is consequent upon the understanding therefore is nature
(excess over identity) understood in accordance with power - the
structures and formations by which forces articulate emergent and
developing potentiations or auto-positings from what has, at the beginning,
no dimensionality, the morphogenesis alone adequate to nature. It should
be emphasised, however, that the present essay has proceeded only so far
as the analysis of Selbsrqndigkeit and its resistants; a free philosophy, like
free mathematics, issues in a production of nature of which nature is
subject but not, for that very reason, identical to its outcome.

I4SFreiheitsschrift SW l/7 ,361; PI 36, rranslarion modified.

neuer Anordn ung, ed. Manfred Schröter (Munich: C' H' Beck, 1927)

Das Gewüßte wird erzählt: Schelling on the
Relationship between Art, Mythology, and
Narrative

JASON WIRTH

The past is known, the present is discerned' the future is intimated.

The known is naìratecl, the discerned is presented, the intimated is prophesied'

Das Vergangene wird gewußt, das Gegenwärtige wird erkannt, das Zukúnftige wird
geahndet.

Das Gewußte wird erzählt, das Erkannte wird dargestelìt, das Geahndete wird
geweissagt.

-The 
Ages of the World (1815) (l/8, 199)l

I. What is Erzählttng?

In these famous words that begin all three extant versions of Die Weltalter,

we are tolcl that the past can be kuown, itself a Strange claim when one

recalls that Die Weltalter also claims that we absolutely cannot get to the

bottom of the past: 'Nature is an abyss of the past. This is what is oldest

in nature, the deepest of what remains if everything accidental and

everything that has become is removed' (118,243). We are also told that

the known is nanated. How does one narrate such knowing? What exactly

is narration (Erzöhlung)? And what image of thinking, that is, what

1 Unless otherwise noted, all translations are my own responsibility. Citations follow

the standard pagination, which adheres to the original edition established after

Schelling's death bY his son, Karl, It lists the division, followed by the volume,

foilowed by the page number. Hence, (I/L, 1) woutd read, division one, volume one,

page one. This pagination is preserved in Manfred Schröter's critical reorganisatìon

of this material. Schellíngs Sàmtliche Werke, ed. K. F. A. Schelìing (Stuttgart and

Augsburg: Cotta, 1856-1861); Schelli ngs Werke: Nach der Oríginalausgabe in
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thinking can claim by right as its own, emerges from such a strange
activity?

At the onset of this essay, I would first like to say what nanation is
not.

Lyotard, in his 1979 Lq condition postmoderne: ropport sur le
savoir, infamously characterised our postmodern era as an incredulity
toward all grand narratives, aII grands récits, in favour of petìts récits,
smaller, more localised narratives.2 Of course, as many have retorted, the
end of grand narratives may just be the grand narrative of our time, but
there is still something of value in Lyotard's insight. Regardless of the size
of our narratives, narrative as such is no longer the mere representation-
overarching or fragmentary-of what happened. Narration canlìot exceed
its speculative limits. Big H History history thar moves necessarily by
inexorable laws and mechanically dispenses fate, is a pernicious fantasy.

For Schelling there is no way to get in front of history no way to
explain its principles by representing its grorurd-nature and natural
history are abyssal (abgrundlich) and even, following Böhme,
ungrounding (ungrundlich). we cannot represent the occurring of history
as the unfolding of laws because at the ground of history is the
non-representability of ground itself. we cannot figure out the laws and
then figure out why we had to have the story that we have. we na*ate
because we cannot explain and we cannot explain because we did not have
to have the narrative that we have. Necessarily there are no necessary
objects (as Quenrin Meillassoux also says ii his own way in After
Finitude).3 we couÌd even say that narrative is necessary because history is
necessarily inexplicable.

Moreover, what is striking about the term Erzrihlung is that it comes
from an artistic vocabulary. More specifically, it is a form of die redende
Kunsf, the art of speaking. It is not appropriate to say that one na*ates a
scientific experiment. The past, however, demands the narration of its
knowledge. Toward the beginning of the introducrion to Die weltalter

2 Jean-François Lyotard, La condition postmoderne: rapport sur 1e savoir (paris:
Minuit, 1979), p. 7.

3 'Accordingly, we can say that it is possibie to demonstrate the absolute necessity of
everythíng's non-necessity. In other words, it is possible to establish, through
indirect demonstration, the absolute necessity of the contingency of everythin!.'
Quentin MeilÌassoux, After Finitude: An Essay on the Neceisity"of contingeniy,
trans. by Ray Brassier (London and New yo¡k: Bìoomsbury, ZOOS), p. 62. ScËeling
has his own manner of demonstrating this,
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Schetling straightaway alludes to one of the hindrances that blocks the way

-holds 
back-the narration of the past:

Why cannot what is known ldas Gewußtel in the highest

knowledge also be narrated with the rectitude and simplicity of
all else that is known? What holds back that intimated

lgeahndetel golden age in which truth again becomes fable and

fable again becomes truth? (I/8, 200)

This is a complex question. It asks about what blocks-and
implicitly how to unblock-a relationship to the ungrounded ground that is

thé abyss of the past. Moreover, a relationship to the bottomless depth of

the past is not only a relationship to the past, but also a relationship to the

future, an anticipatory relationship to the future in which truth presents

itself as fable and Hesiod's Xpuoóv févoç (Works and Days, 109-126) or

the Hebrew Bible's Garden of Eden or Íhe Mohabharqta's satya yuga, the

age of the fullness of being (sar), is intimated as a lost (buried in the past)

but future paradise on earth. The way to the golden age that is 'intimated

lgeahndet)'and 'prophesied fgeweissogt]' first necessitates that one go

directty into the centre of the past, much like, as we shall see, Dante who
journeyed Ioward paradisio by going directly into the deepest centre of the

inferno. The way to the infinite productivity of the future is through the

infinite depth of the past. The emancipation of nanativity (awakening a

relationship to der Abgrund von Vergangenheif, the abyss of the past) is

simultaneously a utopian impulse. FinalÌy, the awakening of and to the

abyssal past in its relationship to a utopian future is made possible as a

true fable, a fabulous truth, or, as we shall see, what the 1797 System

fragment famously called a new mythology.
The movement toward the buried, obscured, and repressed centre of

the past is the movement toward the vitality at the ungrounded ground of

the þast, an always past life expressing itself in and as all beings. As is
wef known, this is the destination of what Schelling came to call negative

philosophy, which moves through the things of natue to the living ground

òf nutui", moving always über x hinaus, through x to get beyond x' In this

movement, thinking arrives at 'what is primordially living, the being that is

preceded by no other and is therefore the oldest of all beings lWesenl' (I18,

ISS;. Wnui blocks narration? The lack of a relationship to the vitality of

the oldest of allWesen, the groundless ground at the heart of the past. And
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who lacks such a relationship? Modernity itself. As Schelling famously
ciaims in the Freiheitsschrift, 'nature is not present' to modernity because
it 'lacks a living ground ldie Natur für sich nicht vorhqnden ist, und dqß
es ihr am lebendigen Grunde fehltl' (117,361). As such, uantre is detached
from the natality after which it first received iis name; its potencies
become inviolable operators, mere repetitions of the same.

Negative philosophy, one could say, is also a preparation for the
living ground of positive philosophy:

What we have described up until now (insofar as possible) is
only the eternal life of the Godhead. The actual history that we
intended to describe, the narration of that series of free actions
through which God, since eternity, decided to reveal itself, can
only now begin. (I/8, 269)

Narration becomes possible with the retum of the repressed, the
remembering to remember the living oblivion of the past. (Without this
awakening, we remain oblivious of the oblivion of the past.) As Lore
Hühna rightly claims, both 'the unprethinkability ldie Unvordenlichkeitl' ol
the future and the primordial vitality of the past cannot be 'hypostasized
into any kind of fundamental presence' and its 'independence' is
irreducible to any concept (KDI, 156). One always thinks in its wake, for
it is always 'too late' to think it in itself, and its wake is its
Nachtröglichkeit, or belatedness (KDI, 157). The nanation of what we
know is a belated narrative of a discontinuous and free history, and such
knowledge demands a radical dis-forgetting-'what we call knowledge is
only the striving towarcls avá¡-rvqorç lstreben nach dem
Wtederbewußtvverdenf' (I18, 20L).

Narration is not the naïve recounting of what happened, but is rather
the critical psychoanalysis (the Weltseele or onima mundi on the
philosopher's couch) of what the past obscures-and what the future
intimates. It has an archaeological or genealogical element. Narration does
not assume that a historical period understood itself or even that it can be
fully understood, and it eschews all historical explanation (the pretence
that we can get in front of what is oldest in nature). Philosophical narrators
need lots of 'discrimination or critical activity lScheidungskunst oder

4 Lore Hiìhn, Kierkegaard und der deutsche ldealismus: Konstellationen des
Ubergangs (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009); hereafter KDI.
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Kritik)' to sort out tìre true from the false and, more importantly, they
strive to become what Nietzsche claimed he learned from Schopenhauer,

namely, to become unzeitgemr)ßig, out of the measure of one's time.

lPhitosophical nanators] also need discrimination in themselves,

from whence belongs the customary saying that they must seek

to liberate themselves from the concepts and peculiarities of
their time ler müsse sich von den Begriffen und Einheiten

seiner Zeit frei zu machen suchen). (118,202)

The project of narration, the critical excavation of the wake of das

Urlebendige, begins with the 1815 Beilage to Die Weltalfer' namely, the

extraordinary narrative Über die Gottheiten von Ssmothrake. Schelling the

philosophical detective sifts through the historical record, weighing the

ãrchaeological and philological evidence, and proposes his own

philologicat hypotheses (some of which are no longer acceptabìe to

ãontemporary linguistics), attempting to discem something that would not

have made sense even to the Cabiri themselves.

Its most profound sense, according to the lore surrounding the

Cabiri, revered as holy, was that it depicted inalienable life itself

as it advances in a series of enhancements from the deepest to

the highest levels, and that it depicted the universal magic and

the theurgy that endure forever in the cosmos, whereby the

invisible-which is in effect the transcendently actual-is
ceaselessly brought to revelation and actuality. To be sure, there

on Samothrace it was unlikely to have been proclaimed in

expressions such as these; at all events, initiation into the

mysteries was intended to commit the life and death of the

individual to the higher gods, not to attain information about the

universe. (I/8, 368)s

5 This transÌation is by David FaffelÌ Krell from a manuscript currently under my

editorship. 'Darstellung des unauflöslichen Lebens seÌbst, wie es in einer Folge von

steigerungen vom Tiefsten ins Höchste fortschreitet, Darsteìlung der allgemeinen

Uagie unã der..im ganzen Weltall immer dauernden Theurgie, durch welche das

uns-ichtbare ¡a Überwirkliche unablässig zur offenbarung und wirldichkeit gebracht

wird, das wár ihrem tiefsten Sinn nach die heilig geachtete Lehre der Kabiren. ln
diesen Ausdrücken freilich wurde sie dort, in samothrake, schwerlich vorgetragen;

ohnehin hatte die Einweihung in die Geheimnisse mehr die Absicht, sich für Leben
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The Cabiri did not understand their esoteric rituals and their mystery
religion as either a trick to fool a gullible public or as a narration of the

temporal unity of the universe as a divine ecology. It was a way of life in
which a ritual understanding of the interlocking temporality of all things
made them happier in their living and their dying.

But that was then and this is now. From the Ìatter, the Cabiri cult is
narrated and brought out into the open as 'the key, so to speak, to all other
systems, by virtue of its antiquity as well as its clarity and simplicity of
outline' (118, 423, Nachschrift).

II. The Art of Narration

Narration's reliance upon the positive, its movement from freedom, from
the living and most ancient ungrounding ground of the past, also cannot be
separated from art and its mythological roots.

In the Jena and Würzburg (1802-1805) Kunstphilosophie lectures,
we learn that 'All art is an immediate after-image of absolute production or
absolute self-affirmation lAlle Kunst ist unmittelbqres Nachbild der
absoluten Produktion oder der qbsoluten Selbstaffirmationl' (V5, 631).
Art is an after-image or reflection, as if in a minor of that which, absolute
in itself, has no image. The plastic arts, die bildende Kunst, the arts by
which that which is without image comes into image, 'does not let it
appeor as something ideal, but rather only through another and, as such, as

something real fnur Iößt sie nicht als ein ldeales erscheinen, sondern
durch ein anderes, und demnach als ein Realesl'; the art of speaking, die
redende KunsÍ, language self-aware and self-affirming as art, poesy in the
stricter sense, 'lets that absolute act of knowing appear immediately as an
act of knowing lkißt jenen absoluten Erkenntnißakt unmittelbqr qls
Erkenntnißakt erscheinenl.' Unlike, say a work of sculpture, where the
real, concrete form preponderates, in poesy, language manifests itself in
such a way that its originary creativity is present: 'in the counter image

lGegenbildl itself it still retains the nature or the character of the ideal, of
the Wesen, of the universal [sie in dem Gegenbild selbst noch die Nqtur
und den Charakter des Ideslen, des Wesens, des Allgemeinen beibehaltl'
(I/5, 631). In the poetic word one hears not just the word itself, but its
speaking, its coming into being, its creation.

und Tod den höheren Göttern zu verbinden, als Ausschluß über das Weltall zu
erhaìten.'
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That through which plastic art expresses its ideas is something

in itself concrete; that through which verbal art does so is

something in itself universal, namely language. For this reason

poesy has preferentially received the name poesy, that is,

creation, because its works do not appear as a kind of being but

rather as producing. (I/5, 631-632f

In verbal art creation (Erschaffung) itself presents itself and hence

Schelling recalls poesy's relationship to noiqotq, to produce, to bring forth,

to create, to make. Creation and noíqotç are the movement of what

Schelling calls by the neologism Ineinsbildung, the imagination as the

coming into image.T As such, it is the unity of das \Jrbild, the primordial

image, and das Gegenbild, the counter or mirror image, the image that

reflãcts the primordiaÌ image back to itself without in any way revealing it
or making it anything particular in itself. The primordial image presents

itself without revealing itself as the counter-image, as if it were seeing

without being able to recognise itself in the mirror. In this Gegenbild or the

counter-imagì, for example, we intuit the unimaginable depths of the earth

or the unfathomable expanses of the ocean without the earth or the ocean

thereby appearing as a thing they are elemental yet not subject 
-to

reificaiion. Just as negative philosophy 'presents the Absolute in the

primordial image ldas rJrbild),' art presents 'the absolute in the

ãounter-image ldas Gegenbild]' (V5, 369)' These primordial images

become objective in art and 'hence present the intellectuaì world in the

reflecred wôrld itself ' (I/5, 369). The reflektierte Welt or reflected world is

the realm of the Gegenbilder,but unlike, say, Lacan's mirror stage, the

reflected image does noi in any way capture or trap the original- According

ro Lacan, the young child sees herself in the minor and fatefully identifies

with her imago, condemning her to endless, and endlessly expensive,

therapy. Scheùing's minor is closer to the minor in Zen, which takes the

p.rrp..tiuu not õf the one looking in the mirror, but of the minor itself.

ïn.^ri.ror receives and discloses everything without judgement. Each and

6 'Das, woduch die bildende Kunst ihre Ideen ausdrückt, ist ein an sich concretes;

das, wodurch die redende, ein an sich Allgemeines, nämlich die sprache. Deswegen

hat die Poesie vorzugsweise den Namen der Poesie, d.h., der Erschaffung behalten,

weil ihre Werke nicht als ein Sein, sondem als Produciren erscheinen''

7 Einbildung or Ernbrldungskraft are the more typical words for imagination, but

Schelling is attempting to stress the movement into image and so coins a term to

make this movement more exPlicit.
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every Gegenbild reflects the great earth, but no Gegenbild represents or
captures it. Poesy creates the finite word in such a way that its anterior
infinity can also be heard. 'Language in itself is the chaos out of which
poesy is to form into image the bodies of its ideas' (I/5, 635).8

What is the role of narrative in verbal art? For Schelling, the best
and most apt form of narrative is the novel; narrative is its 'most beautiful
and most apt form fschönste und angemessenste Form]' (V5, 675). In a

sense, the great nanatival project inaugurated with the Weltalter and
continuing into die Philosophie der Mythologie und Offenbarung has
elements of a good novel-it is ordered around 'a midpoint that does not
gobble everything up or violently pull it into its whirlpool feinen
Mittelpunkt, der nichts verschlinge und qlles gewaltsom in seine Strudel
ziehel' Qls, 678). The narrative steers between Scylla and Charybdis,
neither losing the centre nor, in its allegiance to the centre, allowing it to
swallow up the things and events of natue.

Yet clearly Die Weltqlter is not really a noveÌ, but rather a strange
and almost unprecedented (at least in modernity) experiment in
philosophical poetry. As such, its models include nature itself, which
Schelling describes as follows:

Nature, again considered in itself, is the most originary the first
poem of the divine imagination. The A¡rcients, and after them,
the Modems, dubbed the real world, natura rerum, the birth of
things. (I/5, 631)

Schelling here recalls a memorable line from hís 1797 Ideen zu einer
Philosophie der Natur, 'The ancients and after them the modems quite
significantly designated the real world as natura rerum or the birth of
things ldie Geburt der Dinge); for it is in the real part that the eternal
things or the ideas come into existence' (I12, LB7-LBB). We can also hear
an allusion to Lucretius' great atomist poem De rerum natura, which had
finally appeared in a German translation by Franz Xaver Mayr thirteen
years earlier. Mayr translated the poem into prose as Von der Natur der
Dinge, which, while certainly correct, runs the risk of suggesting that

B For a more expansive consideration of the problem of die Einbildungskraft and its
relationship to language, art, mythology, and reveÌation, see chapter six of my
forthcoming Schelling\ Practice of the WiId: Time, Art, Imagination (Aìbany: State
University of New York Press). 'Die Sprache für sich seÌbst nun ist das Chaos, aus
dem die Poesie die Leiber ihrer Ideen bilden solÌ.'
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Lucretius is just offering an account of the essence of things. Lucretius'

own account, however, opens up a radical gap between matter and the

things of nature, the latter of which are not a property of matter. Matter

doeJ not necessitate that there be something beside matter. Things are

necessarily contingent. Matter is still matter whether or not matter

configurei into things or comes into image. Things are an accident of

matter. This is the mythological potency of Lucretius' famous clinamen or

swerve of the atoms (book 2, lines 216-224). ScheÌling's translation of the

ancient,nature rerum as die Geburt der Dinge wants to think the question

of natuie all the way through. Natura, after all, names not the set of all
things but rather their 'birth' (from nclus 'bom', pp. of nasci 'to be bom-')'

Usiñg a distinction in Spinoza that Schelling cherished even as he critically
transformed it, one could say that modernity only knows notura naturata,

already born nature, but can no longer think natura naturans, the free,

discontinuous natality of nature. As such, this blocks or hinders the

systemic, scientific narration of nature as well as the artistic creativity of

such narration.
Lucretius has always occupied an uncomfortable place in the history

of phiÌosophy because the tradition holds that his philosophical

argnmentati,on is confusingly alloyed with and compromised by his verbal

urtirtry. Philosophers often ignore the literary elements in Lucretius much

as they do the literary (dialogicat) elements of Plato and abstract from the

poetic mush the allegedÌy purely philosophical aspects. For Scheiling, art

ier.uer philosophy from this peculiar fate by retuming it to the creativity

of its own source, to the great sea of poesy.e

Schelling was taken with De rerum natura as a whole, calling it a

Lehrgedicht, únking it with earlier philosophical poems (Parmenides,

9 This is the famous concluding image (Urbild) in the 1800 Sysfem, where the

'consummation of philosophy flows lìke individual streams back into the ocean of

poesy' (See Peter Heath's translation, System of Transcendental Idealism

lCharÌottesville: University Press of Virginia, 19781, p. 232), Schelling returns to

this primordial image in his discussion of the absolute Lehrgedicht: 'iust as science

first emerges from poesy, so it is also its most beautiful and ultimate determination

to flow back into this ocean'(I/5, 667) In mythoÌogy we glimpse the 'Primordial

world ìtsetf Ídie urbíIdliche WeIt selbstl,' 'the fust universal inttdtion of the

universe'(V5, 416). From here,

that poesy is the 'prime matter

ocean out of which all streams

(r/s, 416).

again echoing the end of the 1800 Sysrem, we intuit

Íder {Jrstoff), out of which everything emerges, the

flow [der Ozean aus dem alle Ströme ausfließen)'
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Empedocles, etc.), extolling Lucretius as a 'priest of nature'(I/5, 666), and
then wondering about the possibility in modemity of a great Lehrgedicht, a
poem that would take the universe itself as its theme, 'das Geclicht von der
Natur der Dinge [the poem of the nature of things]' (y5, 664). Can there
be a modem 'speculative epic-an absolute Lehrgedicht' (I/5, 664)? The
figures in antiquity who attempted speculative poetry on such a

comprehensive level did not fully succeed, and such an ambition, already
growing dim at the time of Lucretius, is utterly foreign to the modern
sensibility. Can there be a novelistic (narratival) Lehrgedicht in the time of
the Enlightenment, in an age of religious exhaustion and the rise of
science?

For our present purposes, his response to his own question is
striking:

The Lehrgedichf xqt' e{o¡r1v can only be a poem about the
universe or the nature of things. It should present ldarstellenl
the reflex of the universe in knowing. The consummate image of
the universe must therefore be reached in science. It is the
vocation of science to be this image...and insofar as the
universe itself is the primordial image of all poesy, indeed, is the
poesy of the absolute itself, so would science...be poetry and
dissolve into poetry. (I/5, 666-667)

In such a 'speculative epic', the gods of modernity, which are
Geschichtsgötter, historical gods, gods that come and go, wouÌd have to
take possession of nature, 'in order to appear as gods'(I/5, 667). The
absolute Lehrgedicht would become a great contemporary Oeoupyia, a

theurgy, the bringing forth on earth of the gods, which would comprise a

new m)'thology.
With its novelistic narration of the history of the gods and the

history of nature, the Weltqlter experiment attempted to do what
Parmenides and Lucetius had failed to do: to narrate an absolute
Lehrgedicht of the genealogy of times as an absolute and dynamic IJrbiId
of the universe. That Schelling failed, that the project itself has never
succeeded, does not minimise the importance of the ambition.

III. Narration and the Divine Comedy of Time

One of the many virtues of Wolfram Hogrebe's Prödikqtion und Genesis:

Metaphysik als Fundamentalheuristik im Ausgang von Schellings Die

Wettáltér is his claim, right in my view, of the reìationship between the

Weltalter project and Dante's Divine Comedy:

My thesis is now, said briefly, that in the end this trichotomy of

thç Divina Commedia, and also the quality of the three realms,

remained structurally prototypical for the three conceived parts

of Die Weltalter: The past corresponds to the /nþrno, the

present Io fhe Purgatorio, and the future to the Porodisio. One

iould therefore in a certain sense designate Die WeltalÚer as the

Divine Comedy of Time'. '10

In the ìmportant l_803 essay, Über Dqnte in philosophischer Beziehun_',

we learn ihat Dante was the model of a consunmate thinker, one who

could ingeniously and creatively express in the language of his- time his

own kinã of Lehrgedichf that expresses the underlying unity of religion,

science, and art:

The subject [Stoff] of the poem is in general the articulated

identity ôf the entire age of the poet, the interpenetration of its

events with the ideas of religion, science, and poesy iu the most

superior mind of that century. 0/5, 153)11

Dante, in whose work we find lhe 'wechselseitige Verschmelzung' or
,reciprocal fusion' of poesy and philosophy, was decisive for schelling

because he created ,a ihoroughly endogenous leigentümlichel mixture of
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und Genesis : Metaphysik als Fundamentalheur istik
Weltalter (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1989), p'

10 Wolfram Hogrebe, Pràdikation
im Ausgang von Schellings Die
t1

11 Although translations of this essay are my own responsibility, a translation of the

.rr"y än be found ìn 'on Dante in Relation to philosophy,, trans. by Elizabeth

Rubenstein and David simpson, The origins of Modern critical Thought: German

Aesthetics and Literary Òritícísm from Lessing to Hegel, ed. David Simpson

(cambridge; cambridgé university press, 198€), pp. 239-247. See also scheÌling,

ihe nnllsopny of Arl, ed.. and trans. by Douglas W. Stott (Minneapolis: University

of Minnesota Press, 1989), pp' 239-247.
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the allegorical and historical' (I/5, 155). Eigentümlich in Schelling's now
somewhat antiquated deplo¡.rnent retains the resonance of Eigentum,
property, ancl hence we could say that Dante had to mix the allegorical
with what belonged or what was characteristic of and specific to his time.
In a word, Dante's noir¡orç did not evacuate his time into the dark night
when all cows were black, but rather thought the allegorical in an utterly
eigentümlich mixture of itself and what it dis-forgets within in itself,
namely the alÌegorical.

In this sense, Dante is urbildlich (I/5, 156), producing primordial
images, that is, historical images of the allegorical that, in the language of
their time, imagine the whole of time. The Divine Comedy expresses 'a
primordial image by way of its universal validity which it unites with
absolute individuality lurbildlich durch die Allgemeingültigkeit, die es mit
der qbsoluten Indívidualitat vereinigtl' (V5, 158), It is a Typus, a type or
image, of 'an overall contemplation of the universe,' although there is
nothing universal about its 'particular arrangement' which is formed
lgebildetl 'in accordance with concepts of the age and the particular
intentions of the poet' (I/5, 158). Indeed, there is no universal image of the
universal! Without absolute individuality, that is, without the singularity of
its historical manifestation, language is vacuously allegorical. The modern
poet must produce from the allegorical, must produce from the primordial
ground of production itself. Dante must be allegorical 'against his will,
because he cannot be s¡.rnbolic, and historic, because he should be poetic'
(vs, 1s6).

Dante's art takes the allegorical force of Christianity and makes it
mythological. In the Philosophy of Arf lecture course, Schelling argued
that the mythological gods were not interchangeable tokens of something
more general. If they were only their ideas (if Zeus, for example, is merely
understood by being subsumed into the more general idea that he is a god),
they would surrender the force of their personality (from the Latin persona
from Greek npódclnov, the masks worn at the theatre). Gods were the
masks of that which elementally comes only as themselves. Hence, an
artwork or a god 'should be absolute according to its nature Lseiner Natur
nach absolut)'and 'is not there for any endlZweckl that lies external to it'
(115, 4I2). Hence, 'the poems fDichtungen) of mythology are at the same
time meaningful and meaningless lbedeutend und bedeutungslosl-
meaningful, because it is a universal in the particular, meaningless because

both again are absolutely indifferent, such that that in which they become

indifferent is absolute and wants to be itself ' (941',115,41'4).

Christianity, however, marked the death of the gods and the going

extinct of the syrnbolic-poetic world. The strength of Christianity in
particular and of revelation more generally, is its allegorical and therefore

'unconditional devotion to the irnrneasurable ldie unbedingte Hingabe an

das UnermeßIichel' (115, 430). As the esoteric, ungrounding ground of

existence, it reveals its historical dimension (each being is an expression

of the divjne while at the same time revealing nothing about the divine in
itself). As the synrbolic realm (divine tautegory, the gods coming as

themselves) shrinks to mere symbolic acts, the power and force of the

exoteric dissipates, reducing the earth to a gateway beyond itself' The

intuition of the universe as the kingdom of God makes it an expression of
an absolutely removed absolute, and hence a devaluation, abdication, and

even annihilation of this world for the sake of the otherworldliness of the

ideal. Catholicism lacked a compelling mythology and although Luther

intervened in this world, he, too, despite his insistence on the emptiness

and groundlessness of the very form of Christianity, was unable to
transform it into a new mythology with new, genuinely extemal, forms to

make it objective.
One might even here note how much Schelling's delimitation of

christianity as lopsidedly ideal resonates with Nietzsche's own critique of
it, despite the latter's utter disavowal of the possibility that anything

transváluative remained wirhin christianity. For both schelling and

Nietzsche, only a god can save us, but by that we mean: our salvation does

not lie in a detached transcendent realm, but rather with liberating the

depths of creativity. 'The prerequisite of a mythology is precisely_noÚ that

its synrbols mean [or refer to] mere ideas, but rather that they are

independent beings that refer to themselves' (I15,447). This is why a new

mythotogy must be created (erschaffen)-allowed to come into being-
un¿ cañnot just be derived from the instructions (Anleitung) of
philosophical ideas. If it is not created, it cannot be given 'an independent

poetic life lein unabhängiges poetisches Lebenl' (Il5' 446).

This is the call, as was made famous in the 1797 System fragment,

for a 'new mythology'and a 'sinnliche religíon', that is, a religion that

does not abandon the earth in favor of the allegorical, rendering the whole

earth a worthless shadow play of something wholly detached. Moreover,

since the allegorical dimension is detached, it is only a question of time

JASONWIRIH 12r
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before nature flattens into an anaemic positivism. Returning to the Dante
essay we see:

The energy with which the individual forms the particular
mixture of the available materiais of the time and of his life
determines the measure in which he obtains mythological power.
(v5, 156)

It is important to add here that Schelling is not advocating for the

'mythological violence lmythologìsche Gewalt)' that Walter Benjamin so

powerfuÌly argued against in Zur Kritik der Gewalt. A new mythology can

never shed its allegorical element, the unimaginable ground of any possible
image. A new my'thology presents the unpresentable in its unpresentability,
albeit with the science and art of its age. This is what Dante did. Taking
'the science of the time', it became 'the mythology, so to speak, and the
universal ground' (I/5, 158-159) upon which he built his inventions. The
cosmology of Dante's time is 'clothed lbekleidet)' 'with mythological
dignity' (115, 1.62). In Dante',s art, science becomes part of a new
m)'thology through which the unsayable can somehow be said through the

creation of a new language that nonetheless resonates within (even while
contesting) its prevailing linguistic conditions. In a way, Dante modelled
what Mãhayana Buddhism calls upaya, the skilful means by which the
prevailing means of speaking can be creatively refashioned to hear the
soundless sound at the heart of speaking itself. Dante's intention? 'To be
allegorical without ceasing to be historical or poetic' (y5, 159).

Schelling insists that the power, the striking originality or
Eigentümlichkeif (literally its power to speak from what is characteristic of
its source), of Dante's thought is not his understanding of 'philosophy,
physics, and astronomy' but rather the manner 'of its fusion with poesy'
(V5, 156). Moreover, Schelling could not see what would prevent 'each
distinguished age being able to have its own Divine Comedy' (115, 1,57).

Not only is its external form eternal, but it is the 'sinnbildlicher Ausdruck
des inneren Typus aller Mssenschaft und Poesie', the syrnbolic (in both
senses of sense) expression of the inner type of all science and poetry, and
as such can contain 'the great objects of science and Bildung', namely,
'nature, history and art'0/5, 158).

Dante's work is urbildlich, an originary image, a form of the
formless, that allows each age to formulate its age anew. As such, the
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holding together of nature, history and art is related to the holding together

of time itsðti. I conclude by briefly considering each discipline as Schelling

understood them in relation to both Dante ancl his Dantean ambitions.

1. 'Nature is, as the birth of all things, the eternal night, and, as this

unity through which things are in themselves, they are the aphelion

of the universe, the place of the distance from God as the true

cente'0/5, 158).
The aphelion is the point in the orbit of a planet in which it is

farthest away f.om the sun, at the greatest distance from Helios' One

could say tLat at the aphelion, the universe is like a work of

sculprurethat does not know and cannot be experienced as art,-but

is only itself, only the object that it is. This is fhe inferno, the dark

night in which the past is hidden in the presence of nature, much as

créativity cannot be thought with regard to a work of sculpture

without an understanding of art. This is the unavoidabÌe selvo

oscura,the dark forest that obscures la diritta via or direct path' As

Schelling articulates this point ínDie weltalter: 'Therefore the goal

is not rõached in simple vision. For there is no understanding in

vision in and for itself. In the external world, everyone more or less

sees the same thing, yet not everyone can express it' (I/8, 203)' The

first book o1 Die We[talfer, the preparation for the very possibility of

narration, so to speak, is a deep excavation of the primordial past in

any possible piesent, or, to use Merleau-Ponty's words, a

'psychoanalYsis of nature'.

2. 'Life and history whose nature proceeds piecemeaÌ, is just

purification, a transition to an absolute condition' (I/5, 158)'

ñarration is life in purgatory excavation of the buried history of the

creativity of darkness, the palpation of its endless ruins, even those

of the gods.

'But the unfolding of this darkening force out of the entirety

ofitsdepthsandconcealmentalsocouldnothappensuddenly,but
only in ipiecemeal lstufenweise) fashion'(I/8, 288)' After all' 'we

do not üvô in vision. Our knowledge is piecemeal, that is, it must be

generated piece by piece' (I/8, 203).
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3. This absolute condition 'is present only in art, which anticipates
etemity, the paradise of life truly in the center' (V5, 158). The claim
is not that art as such is paradisiacal, but rather that art, in so far as

it is the coming of a new mythoiogy, the interrelation of science,
history and art as a shared living from ground, is the emergence of
thinking and living from the centre. This is the utopian promise at
the heart of nature. Dante's Paradisio, Schelling tells us, is 'a true
music of the spheres' (I/5, 160). The scientific and mathematic
proportions of the celestial bodies-the science of the universe-as
such expresses the musico universalis, the inherent musicality and
therefore creativity of being's ongoing auto-noír1orç. The poetic
narration of nature linferno and, purgatoriol gives way finally to
'poetry becoming music, figuration disappearing fdie Gestaltung
verschindetl' (115, 162). The alpha awakens in the omega.

Dante found a way of doing this and the Weltalter project was
Schelling's own attempt. As Schelling reflected rhree years after the
Dante essay in the 1806 Aphorismen zur Einleitung in die
Naturphilosophie, he was not interested in founding a school of
thought if by that one means a school of epigones who follow the
Ìetter of the master's work. If Schelling's work were to give rise to a
school, it would be in the sense that we speak of a school of poetry:
'so that the commonly inspired go forth poetically in the same sense
toward this eternal poem'(aphorism 28, ll7, I45). It is not a
question of masters and pupils, but of our relationship to 'the god,
out of which everyone speaks.'

This paradise is present in art in so far as it 'anticipates'
etemity and lives in truth in the centre. In so doing, it vindicates
Schelling's claim that 'the future is intimated ldas Zukünftige wird
geahndetl' , but this does not mean that a future paradise will one
day arrive, but rather that paradise is a relationship to the future,
the coming of a day in which the future has a future and is not the
mere replication of yesterday.

The prophetic dimension of Schelling's thought-,the
intimated is prophesied ldas Geahndete wird geweissagtl'--does
not in any way mean that one could say in advance of the future
what the future will have been. The verb weissagen, common in
Luther's translation of the Bible, translates a verb that is now
more commonly translated as prophezeien, to prophesy, from the
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Greek npo<pr1rrìq, to speak for the gods. Such speaking issues from

divine darkness, speaking in and to the present from a past that is

always already etemally past and of a future that reveals the

futurity of the future, not future events.
In the first draft (1811) of Die Weltalter, Schelling succinctly

defines the prophet as the one who can discern the manner in which
the past, present, and future hold together as a dlmamic whole, the

one who 'sees through the hanging together of the times lder den

Zuçammenhong der Zeiten durchschautl' (WA, 83)' For our time,

this is the prophetic work that holds together science, history, and

art as the temporality of the world, including a prophetic narration of
the past whose ewiger Anfang opens up in noi¡otç and lets the

futuiity of the future present itself and come to presence. Indeed,

Dante's work itself is'prophetisch' and'vorbildlich' , an exemplary

image (as well as an anticipatory image) for 'all modem poetry'' All
who would not remain in hell, abandoning all hope, tum to modem

poesy's source-the allegorical again becoming mythological-in
iearch of the means to comprehend 'the whole of the modern age'

(r/s, 163).

A final word remains to be said on narration, which, as we have

seen, belongs to the larger task of expressing the temporality of world
systems in the ìanguage of a given age of the world. schelling clearly

never finished his own Divine Comedy.

Heralds of this time, we do not want to pick its fruit before it is
ripe nor do we want to misjudge what is ours. It is still a time of

struggle. The goal of this investigation has still not been reached'

We cãnnot be narrators, only explorers, weighing the pros and

cons of all views until the right one has been settled, indubitably

rooted forever. (I/8, 206)

Die Philosophie der Mythologie und Offenbarung, indeed, positive

philosophy as such, was a huge gitical proiect of narration, an effort to

þiu" "ói.ô 
ro a past darkness, which 'is in itself mute fin sich selbst

Itumml'as 'it faiihfully protects the treasure of the holy past' (WA 112;

114). It is important to remember that such a project is in itself also a

critical purt oi a larger artistic and creative philosophical enterprise that
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attempts to give expression within the language of moderniry to a divine
ecology of time. What Schelling will later call philosophical religion, itself
part of a new mythology for the earth, its narratival devolion to the history
of what is oldest in nature, is also a utopian intimation of a new earth. As
Deleuze and Guattari, speaking of the enterprise of philosophy as such,

countered Habemas: 'We do not lack communication. We lack creation.
We lack resistance to the present. The creation of concepts in itself calls
for a future form, for a new eafth and people who do not yet exist.'12

12 Gilles Deleuze and FéÌix Guattari, What is Philosophy?, trans. by Hugh Tomlinson
and Graham Burchell (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), p. 108.
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Twilight of the Gods: Nancy and Schelling on
the End of Myth and Politics

TYLER TRITTEN

Formulating the Problem

Transcendental philosophy has as its task the elucidation of the conditions

of the possibility of experience, e.g. Kant, or the elucidation of that which

is cónstitutivé of experience, e.g. Husserl. Nothing about

transcendentalism, however, entails that it must be idealistic any more than

materialist. one might note here Foucault's neo-Kantian project, which, as

neo-Marxist as well, can be called a material transcendentalism insofar as

This essay offers a reevaluation of Jean-Luc Nancy's criticism of myth in
his Inoperative Communi¿y as a setf-signifying totality that has as its

function the self-justification and self-pronouncement of a people. If this

were true, then a myth would operate as the transcendental condition of

the identity of a people. By turning to F.W.J. Schelling, whose account of
mythology is both hþhly influential and greatly criticised by Nancy, I will
argue thãt myths are not 'works' to be accomplished by a people that

wlshes to found itself and, moreover, that any 'unworking' of myth would

not reveal any esoteric content at the basis of a people, but mythology is

rather without secret, i.e. its secret is not some esoteric element. The secret

of mythology is neither a doctrine of the gods nor the attempt of a people

at self-foundation, but its secret is nothing but the fact of expressivity

itself, never to be captured by any expression, dogma, community, or

ritual. Mythology's secret is already its 'unworking.' Mythology's secret

does not ionsisiin what is Said but in its Saying. Mythology can therefore

never form itself into a closed totality; myths can never say their own

secret.
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it provides the material pre-conditions which make experience and specific
bodies of knowledge possible. In fact, transcendentalism consists in
nothing more than the assumption that possibility precedes actuality or that
something has been aclequately explained if and only if one has first
elucidated the pre-conditions which have made it possible. In opposition to
this strain, neither Schelling, at Ìeast in his latest thought, nor Nancy
participate in the traditional project of transcendentalism. They both start
with the facticity of experience as an actual given that requires no
explanation, i.e. with the givenness of sense, without first requiring that the
possibility of this experience be given as the conditions without which
such an experience never would have been possible. Givenness must not
first be grounded in a transcendental domain of pre-givenness that would
have as its primary operation the constitution of sense and sensibiliry.
There is no need to move behind the actually given in order to elucidate its
possibility as a prior condition. Transcendentalisms of all types have in
common the assumption that possibility, i.e. the possible conditions of
experience, must precede actuality, i.e. the givenness of sense.

Schelling states, 'Original is that which we first conceive as possible
in that it is cctual; from which we thus first conceive the possibility
through the actuality.'1 This concept of the original, therefore, announces
most strongly an onti-transcendentalism or, more modestly stated, an
inverted transcendentalism insofar as it begins with the facticity of the
actual prior to the elucidation of its possibility, the given prior to its
transcendental constitution. Schelling's account of m¡hology is perhaps
the place where this notion of originaliry comes to the fore most poignantly
insofar as m).thology is not an invention of transcendental consciousness,
but it posits itself or is auto-productive. Nancy, by contrast, while not
necessarily denying this inverted transcendentalist account of mythology,
nevenheless does not view my-th as an auto-production (cutopoiesis) in
quite the same manner as Schelling, but views mythology as a 'work', i.e.
as the product or pronouncement of a people in their attempt to ground
their social and political identity. Accordingly, he calls for an interruption
of this work which would render all myths inoperative. It is with this
difference betr,veen Schelling's and Nancy's accounts of myth's

1 'Originell ist das, was wir als möglich erst begreifen dadnrch, dass es wirklich ist;
wovon wir also die Möglichkeit erst durch die Wirklichkeit begreifen.' F.WJ.
Schelling, Die Grundlegung der posítiven Philosophie: Münchner Vorlesung WS
1832-33 und SS 1833, (Torino: Bottega d'Erasmo, 1972), p. 728.
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interruption, an interruption which Nancy baptises 'literature' or 'writing',
that this essay is concemed. The proposed thesis is that Nancy would be

better suited considering literature's interruption of myth as a moment

immanent to mythology itself, which instead of bringing mythology to its

close or fulfilment, i.e. a hiatus, actually requires that the specific myths

remain as that which ought to be broken. By 'breaking' myths - which is
not to be confused with deml'thologisation that disbands with the mythical

- literature, or as Schelling calls it, 'poetry', interrupts or breaks the union

between,my'thical identity and political identity while abolishing neither

myth itself nor the political. The task is to read Nancy's interruption of
myth in tems of Schelling and thus not as demythoÌogisation but rather as

iconoclasm, which wouÌd require that myths remain as the anifice to be

broken but not removed or abolished.

Schelling on Myth and MYthologY

Schelling views the history of mythology as the deployment of Being itself,

i.e. as ontogony or onto-genesis. Mythic saying is the 'tautegorical' - as

opposed to allegorical - saying of Being, which says nothing but its own

cònfiguration, its own propriety; it comes into the form proper to iis€lf by
means of self-figuration or auto-production' Myths, accordingly, do not

represent a prior meaning which would exist in advance of the myth as the

condition of its mythic expression; for, that wouÌd be a lapse into

transcendentalism. Qua tautegorical, the meaning of a myth is onìy given

with or, rather, cs its actuality, i.e. as something original rather than

representative. Poseidon, for example, would not be an allegorical manner

of depicting the sea, i.e. a representation of the sea, but Poseidon is the

sea.
Schelling begins his inquiry into the nature of mythology by asking

if we are to take myths as true or merely as fictions. Admittedly, for
Schelling, it is not to be disputed that contemporary culture no longer

accepts classical myths as historically true. The very question conceming

theiipossible falsiry betrays this; for, one does not bother to question the

truthfiìlness of that which is immediately taken as obvious and certain, e.g.

the obviousness of a fact. It is a very forced question to ask if the sun

really is hot or if we are just told that it is so or if it iust seems to be hot,

just ás for the ancient Greeks it would have presumably been just as stilted

io ask if Poseidon really was the sea. Is one today simply more intelligent
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than the early Greeks, Egyptians et al? Were they just naive? By no means!

How is it ihen that what is so obvious today was just as evidently

otherwise for them? The only explanation for this, without simply resorting

to the incredulous assumption that the Greeks were guìlible dolts who

would believe an)'thing they were told, is to read the history of mythology

as a fact. Schelling proposes that the narratives of the gods are to be taken

as historical facts oi consciousness. A fact of consciousness, like any fact,

is an occurrence which could never be known iu advance of its actuality,

but only post factum, i.e. as something original, something whose actuality

precedes its possibility.2 Facts, in other words, can never be known q

priori or never in advance of their facticity. Facts qua facts are not

ìnshntiations of ideas, but they are manifestations or revelations of ideas;

that in which the idea has its very being. The factual procession of the

gods in mythic consciousness does not ciemand that one posit deities

õutside of consciousness, but it only demands that one accept the history

of mythological consciousness itself and the sense that it bestows as a

factual occurrence. If the gods are now dead that does not mean they never

existed, but it literally means exactly what it says: the gods have died; they

have lost their grip on human consciousness.

The nanative of the gods, howeve¡ is not just a psychological affair,

but it is an objective event; it is also a theogony. Consciousness simply
marks the locus of the theogonic affair. As Schelling says, the narralive of

the gods and the actual history of the gods are one and the same' or

tautegorical. Schelling rejects both ihat the gods would have made their

appearance in consciousness in order that a people would hand down the

story of their emergence for posterity's sake and that a primal people

(lJrvotk) narrated fanciful stories of the gods in order to bring about
genuine religious conviction in future generations. Both of these options

posit a difference between the actual emergence of the gods and the mythic
accounts thereof. Both accounts are wrong, because the nanation of the

gods and the actual emergence of the gods into consciousness are not two
separate events, but one and the same. Neither may be given precedeuce

over the other. The nalration of the gods through m5,'thic recounting is one

and the same with the emergence and history of the gods themselves.

Should this assumption not be granted, then the history of the gods could

only be accounted for as an invention of consciousness and, consequently'

2 For exampÌe, I can never form an idea, at least an accurate idea, of my future son,

until he is actually before me, until I am confronted with his facticity'
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as a falsity, which would not be an explanation of mythology so much as a

manner of explaining it away as merely poetic alìegory. Just because the

theogonic process occurs within mythological consciousness does not

mean that it is dependent upon consciousness as its efficient cause. If the

collective consciousness of a people (or even a solitary individual like
Homer) were the author of mythic accounts of the gods, then the history of
mythological narratives would have to be taken as a falsity. The only way,

ttren, to treat myths as true o¡ at least, not yet as false, is to regard m)'thic

consciousness only as the locus but not as the author of this theogonic

process.
Mythological narratives, Schelling declares, aÍe not a poetic

invention of consciousness. He argues that poetic invention, i.e. Iiterature,

is rather the departure from and not the origin of mythological

consciousness. Homer and Hesiod thus mark the decline and not the

inception of mythoìogy's history; the poetic follows rather than precedes

the mythic. Surely, if these Greek poets had invented mythology, then one

might find them inventing new gods. Instead, one finds Homer confirming

already existent, albeit unknor¡m and not yet named, gods.

So where do we actually see Homer occupied with the genesis

of the gods? Extremely seldom and even then only occasionally

and momentarily does he let himself be drawn into an

explanation of the naturaÌ and historical relations of the gods.

For him they are no longer entities conceived as becoming but

rather as aÌready there. One does not ask for their grounds and

primary origin...all is treated as a given and mentioned as

something always already present.3

Homer did not invent, i.e. poeticise, the gods out of thin air, but he

narrated their history and gave them names. Homer himself accepts the

gods as given from time immemorial, not always known by name but

3 'Denn wo sehen wir den Homeros je eigentlich mit der Entstehung der Götter

beschaftigt? Höchst selten, und auch da nur geÌegenheitlich und vorübergehend lâBt

er sich iuf eine Erörterung der natùrlichen und geschichtlichen Verh¿iltnisse der

Götter ein. Ihm sind sie nicht mehr im Werden begrìffene Wesen, sondern nun schon

daseyende, nach deren Gründen und erstem ursprung nicht gefragt wird...alles wird
als ein Gegebenes behandelt, und wie ein von je und immer Vorhandenes erw¿ihnt.'

F.WJ. Schãling, 'Historìsch-Kritische Einleitung in die PhiÌosophie der Mythologie',

S timtlíche Werke : I I/ 1, (Stuttgart: Cotta, 1856), pp. 3-2 52 (p' I17)' hereafter II/1'
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always already acknowledged by tradition' Now,. o19 *Cl'-:5'jÏ:jIit
tni, äo"t not preclude that the gods were poetìcally.inyentec,,"lil ÎI
u,,'t'o,'andtextsofwhichthereisnolongerahistoricalrecord.Yet,In
;d;;ì; ;..pt such a hypothesis one would l'rave to believe that there was

ã".ä " 
p."pri, or rathe'rT large number of disparate peoples' 1o laivel:r

l*..ni ttrãt itrey cognisantlylnvented gods for themselves only later to
^t"fg.iih"i, 

own iabriiations. Shoulcì one speculate that they were not so

childish as to forget their own fabrications themselves but that this

iåìã.ì-,i"g,ã"rv occírred in larer generarions,.then one would still have to

urË\dfr/ the inventors would hãve found this particular fabrication so

"r.frf. 
Wfw fabricate/poeticise gods-rather than magical sea urchins or

ô;-p; ioá.put, why gods ratñer- than .disincarnate 
minds or brains in

uoJùuny fanciful hypãtheses might be imagined here' but why resort to

ru.f, -.utut.sl Wouiá not such ãxplanations always harJe to. be. more

fanciful than the one thaisimply accepts mythology as an objective Íactof

consciousness? MinimalÌy, on. tttout¿ ui Ìtutt first permit myths the

ãooort*iw to make themselves understandable before one resorts to other

;iiJil ;íry;tttåt.t tt'tut might make'.the .occurrence 
of mythology

intelligible. Importing 
-an 

orit,ide explanation rather than seeing if

,orn.thing can account for itself should always be a last resort'

Now, one view might suggest that myths are not poetic but rather

philosophióal inventionr'"tris ïew too, however' fails to account for

m),ths on their own terms and instead also views them as fanciful dress for

some other doctrine and some other phenomenon' e'g' events in nature'

lrrir-rujg.*, that myths are philosophical allegories concocred as a means

," ;"*y some othér truth, åustomårity a truth of nature' Poseidon would

ifr* :"ti be an allegorical representation of the sea'a It must be stated'

ho**"., that if allegories are to be understandable and a useful didactic

tool, then they must attempt to explain that which is not yet understood by

..un, of thai which is alieady well understood. Couìd a fabricated story

ofthegodsserveasadidactictoolfortherurderstandingofanapparently
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not yet mystified nature, i.e. a nature not yet populated by gods? What did
Thales, for example, stand to gain by asserting that everything is full of
gods? This explanation too, for Schelling, seems more fanciful than the
myths themselves; for, a nature absent of gods would surely be more
immediately understandable than a fanciful and new doctrine of the gods.

How then could the latter ever work as an allegory for the former? How
could the deification of nature make it more understandable if it dicl not
already begin as deified or popuÌated by gods? It would seem that the

doctrinç of the gods, as an invention of philosophicaÌ consciousness,

would do more to mystify than to explain nature.

In Schelling's estimation, any view of m¡h as a Ìiterary (or even
philosophical) invention, i.e. as a fabrication rather than the truth of things,

labours under the same assumption, namely, that myths can only be

explained by recourse to something outside of and prior to the myths

themselves which would make these seemingly incredulous and impossible

stories of the gods possible. Myths would be explained by their
transcendental conditions - material or ideal - rather than being taken as

literal histories of the gods. Schelling, to the contrary suggests that
consciousness has an immediate experience of the history of mythology
itself and that the gods are not, therefore, merely literary inventions,

disguised philosophical doctrines, allegories or personifications of nature.

One only explains them away through these means. The first option should

be to let my'thology be viewed as a fact in order to see if it might be able to
generate its own explanation.

As facts of consciousness, myths do not occur within a single

consciousness, but within the consciousness of a people. 'To create a

my'thotogy, to accord to it that attestation and reality in the thoughts of

men, exceeds the capacity of each individual.'s What constitutes a people?

'Indisputably lit is] not the merely spatial co-existence of a larger or

smailér number of physically kindred indMduals but the community of
consciousness betlveen them.'6 A common form of life and a common

identity of consciousness must be assumed for a living mythology, a
collective consciousness. Of course, this kind of phenomenon can still be4 I am than]<ful to Beniamin Berger for pointing out that the phìlosophical accounting

of mytholo gy does not necessarily mean that mytlts are philosophical inventions, but

it could mean that myths are onlY able to be understo od phìlosophically. At any rate,

this position, while more temPered insofar as it permits that the myth was not

fabricated as a
that the myth is

would still be

mythic, form.

mere allegory to dePict a philosophicaÌ doctrine, stiil presupposes

not tautegorical or one with its content. The philosophical content

5 'Eine Mythologie zu erschaffen, ihr diejenige Beglaubigung und Realität in den

Gedanken der Menschen zu ertheilen...geht über das vermögen jedes einzelnen'

(rv1, s6-s7).
6 'ùnstreitig nicht die blope räumliche Coexistenz einer gröBeren oder ldeineren

Anzail þhysisch gleichartiger Individuen, sondern die Gemeinschaft des

BewuBtseyns zwischen ihnen' (II/1, 62).
regarded as somethi-tlg different from its non-philosophicaÌ, i e'
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seen today in the adherents of political and religious ideologies' Elen

soorts fans of a single team strarà a common form of consciousness that

;il;;;;.á. indiv"idual differences, uniting individuals into a common

people, e.g. Raider Nu,ì*, layttawL Natiõn or bleeding Husker Red'

There are also nationai-nryttátogies that unite otherwise quanelling

neighbours, e.g. the -vti áítnt'Ãmerican Dream'' There is thus in all

ür.î" f"t i nä onty á co-originality of the myth and the consciousness

thereof, but also u .o-orginuliiy of the m1'th und th" identity of a people.

This indicates un ,lnu.rt"i intentionality'. Instead of the subject intending

and constituting an oU¡åci oi .ont.ioutness, the objective happening' by

occurring within the tuU;*,iu", is constitutive of the subiect and its

identity, e.g. the iaennt/ãià peópìe' political olnv',f-T ?::l:5 tittio
ol-,*í"..î¿entalism's task, which uaditionally has consisteo--tn"t^1"

ãiu.iãulìo" of the subjective conditions of objective experienc9l nlt'

;õ;;;".., the objective happening itself is the condition of the identity

ãï ,r*-*u:*tive. The ð.ut'rå, foi example' prior to the advent of the

Greek gods, i.e' prior to Greek theogony, were not Greek at all' but rather

påi*Àiã". irl" c...t s-¿iáìot fash"ion creek gods' lut t^t.r.: qi:.i|-s?l'
htrti,i.¿ the Greeks as Greek' Although mvths occur wrrnln tne

consciousness of a people, the consciousnttt of this peopte is.not the

author of these myths. dutú.., the mythic events rhemselves constitute the

nponle. The consciour".tt åf a päople is determined by the mythic

ã;ã;i;";,-" p"opr.'t exposure to a colnmon sense' and not vice versa'

,i.äï;"",i"ì"r'..r¿"*ãl condition of mythology to be found within

consciousness Uut ratnãr myttrology itself cónditions consciousness' This

cuts across the narure of ,rä¿itioñä transcendentat philosophy. Schelling

erects an invertecl trunr..nd.ntulism which begins with the actual in

advance of its conditiãnt of possibility' It begins' -t9 T:.pult' 
with the

ãü;..tiu. as the .onãiton' of sub¡ectiviry.' schelling's inveÍed
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transcendentalism is Being's onto-theo-genetic production of seuse in
advance of the subject which will be exposed to this sense. In other words,
Being is figured or potentiated theomorphically; Being is constructed or
produced in terms of theogony.

M)'thology's locus is subjective but the occurrence is objective or
without subjective impetus. Accordingly, there is no distinction between
the experience of the mythic and the mythic event itself, no distinction
between the sense and the fact, hence Schelling's claim that myth is
tautego¡ical. There is no distinction between the saying of the myth and the
occurrence of the myth. Schelling denies that myths are told by
consciousness, but the progenitor is Being itself. Being says itself. Being's
genesis (ontogony) cannot be extricated from ihe mythic events of the gods

(theogony). In turn, the theogonic process occurs within and determines

the consciousness of the peoples of the world (anthropogenesis or
anthropogony). As Karl Jaspers has phrased it, 'The anthropomorphy of
God corresponds to the theomorphy of Man.'B This is also why Schelling

contends that, far from falsifying the account of the gods, the fact that
mythology culminates in the anthropomorphism of the Greeks marks

mythology's achievement and not its failing.s There is a movement from
ontogeny in terms of theomorphy to theogony in terms of anthropomorphy,
from Being, to God(s) to Man. As Nancy himself will put it in the

Inoperative Community - which both draws on Schelling's conception of
myth and yet is an effort to distance himself from this same conception -
'Myth, in short, is the transcendental autofiguration of nature and of
humanity...' '..,an ontogony where being engenders itself by figuring
itself, by giving itself the proper image of its own essence."'ro Being's
figure or 'the proper image of its own essence', i.e. the way Being
produces or figures itself in its propriety, is theo-anthropomorphic. The

B 'Der Theomorphie des Menschen entspricht die Anthropomorphie Gottes,' Karl
Jaspers, Schelling. Grösse undVerhängnis, (München: Piper, 1955)' p' 177'

9 Mlrkus Gabriel similarþ remarks that 'myttrology, insofar as it is the history of
consciousness, is simultaneously also the history of Being [theogony] and

anthropogony. [Mythologie, sofern sie Bewuptseinsgeschichte ist, zugÌeich auch

Seinsgèschichte und Anthropogonie ìst.l' Markus Gabriel, Der Mensch im Mythos:

[Jntersuchungen über das VerhäItnis von Ontotheologie, Anthropologie und

Selbstbewußtseinsgeschichte in Schellings Philosophie der Mythologîe, (Berlin:

Walter de Gruyter, 2006), P. 38.

10Jean-Lnc Nancy, Inoperotive Community, (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota

Press, 1991), p. 54; hereafter IC.

7 Iain Hamilton Grant, for one, in defining the transcendentaì objectively rather than

subjectiveþ as'nattrre potentiating itself in new acts, new forms, new Phenomena,

and new concePts' (Iain Hamilton Grant, PhilosoPhies of Nature After Schellíng.

ILondon: Continuum,200Bl, P. 182) sees in ScheÌling not an anti-transcendentalism

but an objective transcendentalism. He concludes that 'myth is of course

preconceptual, but preciseþ in the sense that the potentiation of the autoPhusis

generates concepts ' (ibid., p. 1BB), The concePt is not a represen tation of a Prior

reality but it is the idealisation or subj ectification of the reality itself. The concePt is

the prodr.rct not of a transcendental subjectivity but of that very occurrence

reality itseif as formative of the conscious subject'

of the
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objective occuffence itself, therefore, is anthropo-theo-cosmogenetic'. If

ifri!ät 
"r. 

figured in human form, i.e' anthropomorphically or. according

iã uift.o-*trtrãpomorphism, then the production of Being itself in terms of

ih;;""y is,,n¡ritten'longhand, an ãnthropo-theo-cosmogenesis' Being

iig;t ì1rdíin the form of gods and the gods, in turn, are figured in terms

of the human.

Nancy on MYth and Literature

In the second chapter of Nancy's Inoperative Community he espous.es

literature or writing as an interruption ôf myth' More precisely' this calìs

i;; ;; interruptioñ of ontogenesis as theo-anthropomorphism', i'e' as

ih.ogony and ãnthropogony. Ñuncy wants to hoid the cleavage between

eei.ig, t un'un cons.iòuj'r.tt, and the gods open rather than letting them be

conffiured as a totality. As one commentator has written'

The understanding of myth is totalitarian' Myth is

self-communicationl that is, it communicates only itself and

communicates that it communicates itself " 'In other words' myth

has the form of subjectMty (defined by Hegel as that which can

include within itéeH its own contradictions, that is, as

' remainderless totaÌitY' 1 1

ForNancy,mythicalsayingalwaysendsintotalisation,theclosureof
Being uná c"ommunity fór the institution of political. totality or

comrîunitarian identitaiianism. Accordingly, to interrupt myth, for Nancy'

means to interrupt political totalisation, to interrupt the my'thic as. a

generator of totafsnþ ideologies, as the Dower of self-foundation on the

iart of a people. As another c;mmentator has written, 'Literature is a free

ã".nt of àisruption by the circulation of sense, not the mythologisation of

an event voiced in ana by a community."'While one could say myhology

is also tautegorical for Nancy, such that a myth does not represent a sense

but is the mãnifestation of a sense, literature, in disrupting this circtrlation

or closed economy, would apparently constitute a disruption of the

tuutÀjoti.ut. gut doés [terature-interrupt the sense of my'thology by freely

11 Marie-Eve Monn, Jean-Luc Nancy, (Cambridge: Poìity Press, 2012)' p BB'

l-28.C. Hutchens, Jean-Luc Nancy and the Future of Philosophy' (Montreal:

McGill-Queen's University Press, 2005)' p. 18'
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poeticising in a post-mythoiogical, i.e. in a demythologised, manner or
does it rather interrupt by understanding, and therefore retaining, the prior
process which Ûanspired without any subjective volition?

Nancy writes, at first in seeming compatibiÌity with Schelling, that

the birth of myth 'is identical with nothing less than the origin of human

consciousness and speech. t...1 Myth is of and from the origin, it relates

back to a mythic foundation, and through this relation it founds itself (a

consciousness, a people, a narrative).'13 By denying a distinction between

the evqnt itself and its narration, Nancy indeed affirms the tautegorical

character of myth. By ascribing this narration to a mythic foundation that
founds itself rather than to poetic invention, Nancy also seems to affirm the

auto-poietic character of myth. However, Nancy continues, 'Concentrated

within the idea of myth is perhaps the entire pretension on the part of the

West to appropriate its own origin, or to take away its secret, so that it can

at last identify itsetf, absolutely, around its own pronouncement and its

own birth.'ia Although Nancy had originally seemed to fall in ìine with
Schelling, regarding myths tautegorically and the history of mythology
itself as an auto-production, one now sees that he in fact means this in a

much more limited sense than does Schelling. He views the history of
mythology as something which produces and says always only itself, but

only and precisely in order to acquire the figure of humanity, i.e' the

anthropomorphic. In other words, Nancy suspects a reversal of the

reÌationship between a people and its myth as it occurred in Schelling. He

suspects that it is the pretension of the West to work upon itself as though

Man were both his own foundation and mythology his project and product,

the transcendental author of both work and product. As much as he might

admit that myths are not mere poetic inventions of the human being, the

human being, for Nancy, nevertheless attempts to co-opt this mythic origin
as its own by putting it to work for its own project of self-foundation and

self-justification. Consider, for example, the fatal flaw of mlths conceming

the purity of the Aryan race. In such usurpation and annexation, the subject

of auto-production now becomes the human being herself, even if only as a

collective body, rather than letting mythology remain as the

auto-production of Being itself. That myths can be, to speak like Nancy'

'put to work' in the service of the human being herself is not to be denied.

But, is this co-option or 'putting to work' of the mythic for one's own

13lC,p.45.
L4IC,p.46.
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means an unavoidable danger of my'th? Moreover' would an interruption of

;il;;l"y*ent of n ytr,'oî.u uy renaering. it inonerative by nulìifying it'

i.e. by discarding *ytht,";; ;;itãttttunãing .it' i'e' by iconoclastically

ilrkirt ,h. rnintt op.n and thereby exposing it' or shall one say

ã--o"ti"ø* positing ii, to possible shifts. of sense?

To reiterate, for both'schelling and Nancy' m)'th' at least originally'

is tautegorical and auto-proauctlîe' Nancy.'remarks' 'Myth' being
'il;ãi#. ;¿ ..¿iut.à,'is itself the renútion of the logos that it

mediates, it is the .-.,jtntu of its own organisation' i"'l Myth has been

the name fot logos síructuring itself' l' ] Jht name of the cosmos
";;";;;;¡"g 

itself" in logos';'u ðch-elling and Nancv find no immediate

opposition here. v"i,''' fo'- SchelÏing' Being gives itself 
,. 

a

theo-anthropomorphic tiiu"' *tttttus- this is precisely the figure of totality

Nancy wishes to auoi¿. "il;i"*y' i tfre human being structures itself in

accordancewiththegodsandthegodsinaccorclancewithBeing,thenthis
can mean nothing other than hurñanity's mastery of Being by means of

öhtñ. ;lãtiîlng, dd*.;' rravttr is then not merelv l¡¡t-o-Pl9dutti""
but, more precisely, un-tutoiÀugining' or 'autofictioning''1u While myths

are not effects of the ficiitious ioetiðising of 
-the 

human being' they are

nevertheless, contrary io schelting, fictitiõus',1\4vth' according to Nancy'

harbours no secrets ut ,i" öåìüiån to stttttuni' this for him implies that

there is apparently t" a*titl"t'w'h either' tf myth is without secret' then it

can only be because it has no tiue content to tell; it is a fiction' The only

,"åy,-u.'.oraing to t"tanry, to break the totalising power of-mythology.is to

make it a fabricationl'io-t"tout its truth ãs well' Nancy incisively

ä;Ë ;the myth of myth, its truth, is that fiction is in effect.'It is 'an

o;iöy ;i'ilü;."' For schelting, on the other hand' there is an

ontology of sense-giving - albeit ce"itainly not by means oJ' the active

il,iïri; of u p.ãpt. ?r a transcendentai subject who would stand at a

remove from the sway olmyth - and there is no sense in asking whether a

sense is true or false, at least not if no assumption is made in favour of or

;ñti;ob¡ect of'which the sense would be but mere represenration'

Only a representation isñt or false, but a fact is simply nothing other

than its manifestation of a sense'

If for Nancy the 'mythic will is totalitarian in its content' because it
is operative as communitarian, i.e. as the communion 'of man with nature,

of man with God, of man with himself, of men among themselves', then

'the intemrption of myth is therefore also, necessarily, the interruption of
community.'18 In naming this interruption writing or literature, Nancy

declares, 'Myth is interrupted by literature precisely to the extent that
literature does not come to an end.'ls Ian James comments that 'the figure

of an unworked or inoperative community recasts the political outside any

possibi]ity of grounding or any assumption of collective identity, and

outside'any possibility of project or historical process.'20 James correctly
surmises that Nancy's task is to think community outside of its mythic and,

therefore, communitarian figuring, noting as welì that Nancy - in a move

seemingly compatible with Schelling - rather founds community in a

'thinking of the "being-to" of sense.'21 But is this 'being-to of sense' not

precisely Schelling's account of the mythic as something not yet worked

upon by a subject, not yet enlisted by a community or a people in its
attempt to found and legitimise itself? Does this 'being-to of sense' not

indicate Schelling's a-subjective auto-production and a people's exposure

to the sense of myth as that which first constitutes them as a people

subsequently? Finally, and this would be the crucial question for Nancy,

even if all that were true, would that somehow preclude the culmination of
this sense into a closed figure, cosmogenesis as theo-anthropomorphism' It
is certainly true that while mythic peoples, in Schelling, are not the authors

of their myths and are receptive to a sense bequeathed to them from Being

itself, it is nevertheless always according to a mythic, i.e. theomorphic,

manner. Does Schelling's account of the 'end' of mythology, then, as the

theo-anthropomorphic bring mythology to a close by enveloping it within a
divine-human totality or might there be a never-to-be-totalised remainder,

an experience or reception of sense that always and necessarily precludes

the closure of communitarian discourse, the bane of both identity politics

and communist ideology? In other words, does this 'end' figure exhaust

the sense of mythology; does it exhaust mythological experience and

narration by bringing to some pre-ordained telos?
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tBIC, p. s7.
L9 IC, p.64.
20 lan'James, The Fragmentary Demand: An Introduction to the Philosophy of

Jean-Luc lVanry, (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006), p. 186, hereafter FD'
2IFD, p.I91'.

15 IC, p. 49.

1,6IC, p. s3,

17 IC, p.55.
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Schelling without Secret and Nancy without Politics

22lC, p.57. Note also the following
also the ontologY in which being -
Experience of Freedom, (Stanford:

Nancy seems to be suggesting that the 'end' of mythology could. mean

ilñg .lt. it-tan the fuiiilrnent of humanity's essence such that mythology

would not bear its owr truth, apart from the question of the human' but it

would instead be or become ihé e"pression orfulfilment of a people's will

toward self-foundation; its entelechy finally achieved' Nancy suggests' in

purti.ufut, that all auto-production ensues fro.m the 'will as subjectivity
'p.Àruntua (and representing itself) as a remainderless totality.'22 Yet, as lan

Hamilton Grant correctly*surmiies,,schellingian subjectivity is neither

substrate nor Ich, but ráther the ifself, the ouÛo''23 This is not Hegel's

,rb¡..,, at least as it is interpretedand criticised by Schelìing' The.'itself '

or the ,auto,in auto-producùon indicates no essence (nor even a Fichtean

transcendental consóiousness), i.e. no pre-existent subjectivity, which

would ftrlfil itself in a movement a poteni,tia ad actum but rather onÌy the

act of production itself, the exposure of sense as such. The secret content

of rnyittotogy is then for Schelling certainly not some product or an

enveläped 
"subject, not even is 'end' figure as the tlto-

unthroio-orphiËaily constituted, but its secret is nothing other than

iäar"t¡riry itself. Mythology' even for Schelling' expresses first and

ior.-o* oíty the'truttrof proãuctivity or expressivity. Myth is tautegorical

b;.;;t. it is a unity of sáying, productivity, or expressivity with wlat is

said, produced, or 
-expresied. 

À la Levinas, however, what is said can

n.uár'.n"uprulate saying itself, what is figured can never encapsulate' i'e'

totalise or exhaust, the construction of figure as such. In schelling's terms,

it.r. ir always an 'indivisible remaindei lein nie aufgehender-Restl'24, a

remainder ."úi.h uLuyr remains unthought because it cannot be annexed

into the totality of the said, namely, the theo-anthropomorphic figuration of
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Being. Ontogenesis occurs, so to speak, upon an anterior silence that it can

never deign to speak, not to be subsumed by the structuration of any logos.

This, and not the theo-anthropomorphic totality, is the true secret of
mythology, which is, therefore, neither a fiction nor the disclosure of any

secret or esoteric content. Now, if writing or literature marks the event

whereby the silence of the unsayable interrupts what is said, the event

whereby every figure is iconoclastically broken without possible suture'

then Schelling and Nancy are not that far apart (though it would also be a

grave efror to dismiss their differences as insignificant). But one must then

note that literature does not interrupt in order to silence mythological
saying or in order to preclude all figuration, but it only interrupts to unsay

or to de-figure, which requires that what is said and what is figured

precede as the artifice to be iconoclastically broken. Literature would

intemrpt mythology by breaking, puncturing, or subverting the figure only

in ordér to reveal its uncloseable fissure and inexhaustibility. Mythology

might talk right over this rupture, just as many people are not silelced

when they are interrupted but continue to talk right over their interpolator.

This does not mean, however, that nothing has happened, that nanation

continues unscathed by literary criticism. This only says that literature has

not interrupted by demythologising - which would also not be Nancy's

intention -but by critiquing myth as communitarian. Critical philosophy,

unlike in Kant's transcendentalist project, cannot precede doctrinal

elements (what Kant conveniently terms 'dogmatism'), but it can only

follow the doctrinal. Criticism is, at it were, not an autonomous or

self-sufficient science, but it requires a pre-given content'

Literature's interruption cannot then also put an end to or silence

political discourse - a discourse which impossibly dispenses with myth -
but it does critique the totalising tendency of politics, at least as a project

of communitarian self-foundation, as a work of communism rather than as

the unworking of community, as Nancy might put it. Nancy himself writes,

'The task oi what has been designated as écriture (writing) and the

thinking o1 écriture has been [...] to render impossible a certain type of

foundatìon, utterance, and literary and communitarian fuÌfillment: in short,

a politics.,2s Nancy surely cannot be under the delusion that he will put an

eni to political discourse and its mythical apparatus. Rather, he can only

hope tó offer a discourse that levels a critique of the political, not an

anii-political discourse but, shall it be said, an a-politicaÌ discourse, a

quote by Nancy, 'The ontology of subjectivity.is

ás subject - is ioundation.'Jean-Luc Nancy, The

Stanfòrd University Press, 1993), p' 6; hereafter

EF.
23 Iain Hamilton Grant, Philosophies of Nature After Schelling. (London: Continuum,

2008), p. 168.

24 F.WJ. ScheÌling, P híIosophical I nv estigations into the Essence of Human \.eed9m'- 
iÀfU*v, SUNÍ 2006),^p. 29. All of Tyler Tritten, Beyond Presence: .The L.a.te

f.W.l."S"nnÏingb Criticiim of Metaphysics, (Boston: De Gruyter, 2012) couÌd be

read as a defãnce of why nie aufgehender Rest is best translated as 'never

presencing remainder' rather than as'indivisible remainder'' 25 IC, p. 69.
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discourse otherwise than the political, a critique of the political' As

Ardrew Norris helPfulìY writes:

His conception of the truth that decisions must reflect is an

apolitical óne. t...1 What Nancy terms 'politics' is devoted to its

otn 
".uru... 

While the task of unworking may never be

complete, what guides it is the vision of a world purged of

politics26

The political must be written under erasure, but writing under_ erasure is

stiil å writing. There is a large difference between writing under erasure

and not writi'ng at all. Nancy's task is, as it were, politics under erasure, a

self-effacing Jr, perhaps better, self-interrupting politics, perhaps even a

sÀtt-critiquiîg or self-iåonoclastic politics that breaks its own m¡hologies.
poiiticõ may be, so to speak, an indispensable evii' but that does not

mean rhat one múst simply aôquiesce to its oscillating play of identitarian

and communitarian demånds. Whut is odd is that Nancy sometime-s forgets

this side of Schelling. Nancy himself acknowledges, 'Ecstasy ["'] byyay
oischelling and He"idegger, i-pli.r no effusion, and even less some form

of effervesãent illumina:t]on. It defines the impossibility, both ontological

and gnosological, of absolute immanence ["'] or of a pure collective

iÀ,ufíV.,r'W"hat áoes this ecsrasy signify if not that indivisible remainder

iùui ií ,rt. saying of what is said in mythology, the cosmic production of

the theo-anthropãmorphicalìy produced figure, the auto of auto-production

which is not yei a subject?2e Community is not necessarily communitarian,

not n.."rrurily a breed of identity politics. Perhaps, the communitarian'

i.e. mythologiåal, identity between God, Man and Being is the edifice that

the Myth of the Common', Constellations:
and Democratíc Theory 7:2 (2000), pp'
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subsists only in order to become iconoclastically broken, the interrupted

totality. Interruption requires the totality that it breaks open; inoperativity
requires operativity; myth's sabbatical presupposes that it has first been

'put to work' and not vice versa.tt The mythic whole is itself mythic, i'e.

not really an all-encompassing totality after all. The whole of mythology
reveals no particular secrets. 'One could say', proclaims Schelling in an

extremely telling and astounding passage, 'lhat everything particular of
mythology is false, but the process itself [is] not in error''3o Schelling

himself, calls not so much for the post-mythological but for an interruption
of myth that allows the mythic totality to remain, but only as exposed and

understood. What is exposed is that every particular content of mythology,

even its end figure, is false and, yet, the process itself is by no means a

fabrication poeticised out of thin air. This new religion - religion, because

mythology is certainly not poetry or literature, but a binding of
consciousness to the gods - Schelling names philosophical religion. This

new religion in which no god and no myth escapes uninterrupted, without

critique and unscathed, dare one say, is perhaps the politics of the future.

The religion of the future and the politics of the future are perhaps but

intemrptions of a mythologicaÌ age which very well is not quite yet and

never will be at its end.

29 Ian James writes concerning Nancy and the attempt to render myth not obsolete but

inoperative, 'The interruption of rnyth articulates, for Nancy, that necessary moment

whàn the fictions upon which community, political relationality and, indeed politics,

are based are thrown into hiatus, by the very existence of community as inoperative,

as that which can never be subsumed into a shared identity or mythic foundation'

Ian James, 'On Interrupted Myrh', Journal for Cultural Research,9:4' (2005), pp'

3s1-349, (p.3a2).
30.t...1 -un^kunn zugeben, alles einzelne der Mythologie ist falsch, aber darum nich¿

ier Prozep selbstlrrthum t...1' F.W.J. Schelling, 'Die Mythologie', in SÌimtliche

Werke II/2, (Stuttgart: Cotta, 1856), pp' 135-674 (p' 167).

26Andrew Norris, 'Jean-Luc Nancy and

An International Journal of Critical

,.

:rì
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:

I

272-2s5 (p.289).
zlic, p. o.^Nancy also writes in a similar vein, ,Being is the ,,freedom" of the

withãrawal of presence and meaning that accompanies every disclosure, or mole

exactly, that permits disclosure as such' (EF, p' a1)' Why Nancy is' despite the

heritafe of hii own earþ thought in Schelling and Heidegge¡ at timesìnwilling to

ã¿*ii",frir aspecr of Schelling, in whom this trope is quite prevalent indeed,

sometimes appears as nothing Ìess than deliberate omission'

28 As another commentator of Ñancy succinctly states, 'Quite simpÌy, then, communily

prepares us for communal relations without substance or subject,'wilhehn s.

Wuìr.t, 'Nancy and the Political Imaginary After Nature', \n On Jean-Luc Nancy:

The Sense ofinilosophy, (London: Routledge, 1997) pp 91-102 (p 9B)'



L44 Pti26 (2014)

Spinoza's Principle of Essential Derivation

DINO JAKUðIé

I do not doubt that the demonstration of P7 wiil be difficutt to conceive for all

whojuilgethingsconfusedly[..']becatrsetheydonotdistinguìshbenveenthe
,nodifi.ãtion. ãf substances and the substances themselves, nor do they know

how things are Produced'

- Erhics, IPBs2r

Introduction

In the second scholium to Proposition B in the first part of his Ethics,

Spinoza seems to imply that in order to understand some of the most

fundamentai propositioni of his work (e.g. that 'it pertains to the nature of

a substsnce to ixist') we need to be able to approach the Efhics free from

confusions in judgement which we might habitually possess. In order to

reach this state we need to be aware of the difference between substances

themselves and the modifications of substances (mocles). Moreover, we

1 References to spinoza's E¡hics will follow the practice found in Efhícs, trans. by

Edwin Curley ilondon: Penguin Books, 1996), where the Roman numeral

designates thË section of the E¡llics; a letter designates whether the reference refers

to the proposition, definition, or axiom; and the final number designates the number

of ttre proposition, definition, or axiom referred to. References to Spinoza's

correspondence are taken from The correspondence of spinoza, ed. and trans. by

Abrahäm Wolf (London: George AlÌen & Unwin Ltd., 1928), and wìlÌ be cited,as
,Ep.' followed by the number õf thu lett.r. 'lhe Treatise on the Emendation of the

Iniellect will be cited as T1IE, whiÌe the ShortTreatìse on God, Man, and His

well-Beíng will be cited as KV; both will follow the pagination of Gebhardt's

spinoza oprro ut provided in curley's translation designating volume/pages/lines-in

fhe Colteited Works of Spinoza, ed. and trans, by Edwin CurÌey (Princeton, NJ:

Princeton University Press, 1985).
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need to know how 'things' are produced. The difference between

substances and modes seems to be provided by Definitions 3 ('what is in
itself and is conceived through itself') and 5 ('that which is in another

through which it is also conceived'). We do not seem to be tolcl 'how
things are produced'before IP16 which states that: 'From the necessity of
the divine nqture must follow infinitely many things in infinitely many

modes'2
The aim of this paper is to help us reach clarity in understanding

'how tþngs are produced.'This should, as Spinoza claims, enable us to
undersìand some earlier propositions of the Erhics.3 Additionally, it should

help us to clear a path towards answering two of the most difficult
questions regarding Spinoza's system: 1) why is there anyihing except

absolute substance (or why are there modes of any kind); and 2) by what
principle, granted that we 'obserye the fproper] order of philosophizing',4

i.e. that we begin with absolutely infinite, unique and indeterminate

substance, can we infer the existence of a plurality of finite, determinate

and numerically distinct modes.s

I will refer to the principle behind the question 'how are things

produced?' or 'how do things follow from essences?' as the 'Principle of
Essential Derivation'. Since Spinoza does not use derìvare when
discussing the idea that all things follow from the necessity of God's
essenceu it may seem inappropriate to identify this idea as the 'principle of
essential derivation', as opposed to, for example, the'principle of
following'. I will, however, use derivation rather than þllowing, in order

2 A short conment regarding sttch a production can be found in IP15s. IP6, which

focuses on the inabrlity of one substance not being able to produce another, rests on

our understanding of how things are produced, rather than explaining the

mechanism of this production.
3 For example IPTI'It pertains to the nature of a substance to exist.'

4 IIP10s.
5 I intend to use the phrase 'thing' and 'things produced'in a very loose sense. Under

thìs sense 'modes' wouÌd qualily as 'things', however, so would attributes (which

are not modes) if it were the case that they are produced by the essence of Gorl'
The question about the relation between modes and attributes in this context will be

discussed below.
6 'Ex necessítate divína naturae infinita ínfinitis modis [.'.] sequi debent' (IPI6'

boÌd emphasis mine).
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to avoid any confusion with the more cotrlmon use of 'following' in

philosophy, i.e. the logical following of conclusion from premises 7

' 
Thi; paper is split into two sections. The first section wilì formulate

the principl-e òf Essential Derivation and explore which 'things' can be

derived from essences. The second section will analyse the constitutive

parts of the Principle in greater depth in order to achieve a clear

irnderstanding of wiy things are derived from essences. Moreover, it will
aim ro designate the place of this Principle within the whoie of Spinoza's

system:

1. Essential Derivation: What is derived and in what way?

As previously mentioned, IP16 states:

'From the necessity of the divine nature there must follow
infinitely many things in infinitely many modes'

From this proposition we can extract two claims:

(a) There is at least one case (dMne nature) in which things are

derived from the nalure or essence8 of something else;

(b) in the case of the divine essence, the infinity of things in the

infinity of modes needs to be derived from this essence.

In order to justify claim (b) Spinoza appeals to nothing other than the

second part of the definition of God:'...a substance consisting of an

7 Spinoza uses sequi for both what logically follows in an argument and what is

dãrivecl from the essence. The benefit of using the term derivatìon rather than

following, unless sequi expliciily refers to logical inference, is in the fact that such

practice encourages us to treat the reÌations between propositions as metaphysical

ãnd the justification for inferring later propositions from the earlier ones (and from

definitions and axioms) needs to be sought in Spinoza's metaphysics, rather than

just in hìs abiJity of logical reasoning. Moreover, since the exact relation between

iogical categories and their metaphysical application is not expììcitly raised in
Spìnoza, uniike in, for example, Kant and Hegel, it seems prudent to keep the

language of logical and metaphysical inference separate'

B I take Spinoza to be using nature and essence interchangeably in most of the cases.

Tlrat this is one of such cases is evident from the demonstration of IP16'
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infinity of attributes, of which each one expresses an eternal and infinite
essence.'s In order to justifi/ the claim (a) Spinoza appeals only 'to the fact
that [...] from any given definition of any thing a number of properties ['..]
really do folìow necessarily from it (that is, from the very essence of the

thing).. .'10

Hence it appears that there is a principle, 'the fact' that properties

necessariÌy follow from definitions, for which Spinoza believes no
justification is necessary; it is not even stated as an axiom or listed u¡der
the definitions. Let us analyse this 'fact' further. We can find at least three

claims implicit in it:

(1) The essence of a thing is given through the definition of the

thing;

(2) from any essence (not just divine essence) a number of
things are to be necessarily derived ('follow necessarily');

(3) things derived from essences are to be understood as

properties.

Spinoza seems to take as a given that we all understand that we can

derive certain properties from an essence. How are we to understand this?

If we consider essences to be, in our contemporary sense' designators of
the necessary and sufficient properties of things, then it seems intuitive that

to give the definitior/essence of the thing is to give a list of its necessary

and sufficient properties. This, however, is not how Spinoza understands

the relation between essences and properties.

In the ?ieofis e on the Emendation of the Intellecf Spinoza tells us that
'to be called perfect, a definition will have to explain the inmost essence of
the thing, unã to tuku care not to use certain propria in its place.'11 The

concept o1 propria was a conìmon scholastic term for 'qualities which

necessarily foUow from the essence of the thing, but do not constitute the

essence itself '.r2 Therefore, Spinoza draws a distinction between qualities

9 ID6.
10 IP16.
L1. TÌIE rU34l29-31.
12 Yitzhak Melamed, 'spinoza's Metaphysics of Substance: The Substance-Mode

Relation as a Relation of Inherence and Predication', in Philosophy and

Ph enom enolo g ic aI Re se arch, 78 ( 1) (20 09), 17 -82 (p' 67). Ori ginaÌ emphasis'
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which constitute the essence of a thing and are therefore included in the

definition of the thing and qualities which are derived from the essence of

the thing but do not õonstitute it. Taking this into account we can say that

i"-fpiO Spinoza tells us that from the dMne essence we can derive

inii.i 
"fV 

many propria.t3 They are themselves not necessary constituents

ãi tn. áiuln. .tt"n.", but thóy necessarily come from it' Understanding

rhis enables us to establish ihe first chãracteristic of the Principìe of

nrr.n,luf Derivation - things follow from essences as propria and they do

so necessarilY.-- 
Establishlng the first characteristic of the Principle of Essential

Derivation .nuil", us to understand why the claim (b) of the IP16' the.one

;r"p";; .h"t the infinity of things in the infiruty of modes is to be derived

iÀ* ,r,."nuture of God, is sufficiently justified only through the appeal to

the definition of God. Since God is a-substance consisting of an infinity of

attributes, and since every attribute expresses an eternaì and infinite

"rr"n.., 
it is clear that an infinity of things derive from the infinity of

essences, and these things are understood as propria'-- 
i*niig from the disãussion on propria for the moment, something has

to be said-about another concept thãt ii cençal to the Principìe of Essential

Derivation: ccuse. we have esiablished that from the essence of God (and

Ñ *y properþ defined essence) certain things follow- as pwr.ia'
Sturting."iifr ñf O.l Spinoza tells us that it follows from IP16 that 'God is

ttr. .ttiii"nt cause of aù things which can fall under an infinite intellect''- -itr.oug6out 
the Ethics, Spinoza gives us further details about God's

.uuruii,y."w. are told that ,God is a cause th¡ough himself and not an

accidenial cause,,14 that he is the first cause,ts that he is the immanent

rather than the transitive cause of all things,16 and that he is the efficient

cause of the existence and essence of things'17

InwhatwayarewetounderstandGodasacause?IsHethecausein
the same ,.nr. in which I am the cause of this paper? Certainly not' at

least not in a way I ordinarily understand myself to be the cause of
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anything. Spinoza denies that God possesses volition and intellect,l8 and I
would certainly not say that I could have caused this paper to exist without
volition and intellect. In fact, Spinoza seems to be saying that God's causal

activity is to be understood through the fact fhaÍ. propria necessarily follow
from His nature.Ls

In order to clearly understand God as a cause we need to direct our
attention to Spinoza's idea of causal inherence. Spinoza tells us that
'Whatever is, is Ín God, and nothing can be or be conceived without
God.'20,Moreover, in the Letter 73 to Oldenburg, Spinoza also informs us

that: 'Like Paul, and perhaps also like aÌl ancient philosophers, though in
another way, I assert that all things live and move in God.. ''

The notion of causatiou spinoza is employing is reminiscent of the

Neoplatonic notion of emanation. As Erik Perl puts it, the Neoplatonists

distinguished between 2 types of causation: 'horizontal' in which one thing
causes another within the same ontological order (e.g. parents causing

offspring) and 'vertical' in which lower ontological order (in this case

propria) are caused by the higher ontological order (in this case essences

or attributes). This 'vertical' causation, howeve¡ is not to be understood as

a process (since then it wouìd involve duration and temporality while we

are currently at the level of etemal essences), but 'nothing but a

dependence of what is determined on its determination'.21

This unclerstanding of causation enables us to clarify several of
Spinoza's claims. One such clarification concerns the Spinozist notion that
everythlng is in God. For everything to be in God does not mean that God
is to be seen as a container of entities other than Himself,22 but that the

essences and existence of all things depend on the essence and existence

of God (whose essence and existence are 'one and the same'23)' If we
interpret Spinoza's conception of causation as 'verlical causation' of
inherence and combine it with what we have said abovf propria we can

discover another characteristic of the Principle of Essential Derivation,
namely, that proprio are ontologically dependent upon the essences from

18 IP17s.
19 1P17dem.
20 IPl5, bold emphasis mine.

21 Eric D. PerI, Theophany: The Neoplatonic Philosophy of Dionysius the Areopagite
(Albany, NY State University of New York Press, 2007), pp. 17-19.

22 Such an interpretalion would make the first aúom of the Ethics ('Whatever is, is

either ìn itself or in another') very strange,

23 IP20.

l3Unlike in TdIE, in IP16 Spinoza does not use the

proprietates. It is, however, safe to assume that

ìecúnicat sense of propria (cf' Melamed, 'Spinoza's

6B-e).
14 IP16c2.
15 IPl-6c3.
16 IP18.
17 rP25.

lerm propria, but more general

he intends proprietotes in the

Metaphysics of Substance', PP'
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which they are derived. To summarise' the Principle of 
. 
Essential

DerivationatworkinSpinozatellsusthatthingsarenecess1rilyderived
¡-^ "rr"rrrs 

as propri-a and are, ss such, in the ontologically dependent
'relation 

of inherence' to essences from which they are derived '

Underåtanding the Principle sheds light on other-parts of Spinoza's

system. In ID5, Spinoza tellsis that modes are 'that which is in another''24

tVtodes should therefore be understood as inhering in essences-, as being

effects of a 'vertical' cause. Since we know that the effects of 'vertical'

.^,rar ur. propria of essences, we can conclude that the infinitely many

'*ingt' ¿..iu.å from God's infinite essence are modes'2s"-ðp..,ryirg 
that modes are the products of the principle of Essential

Oerivation ñright seem redundant since we know that 'except for

substances andmodes there is nothing.'26 Therefore, if we know that God

i, tt. ti*t causert as well as the causJof both the existence and essence of

iftingr," there is nothing left to be derived but the modes' In order to

à*piãrir. this, I will noív consider that to which the Principle of Essential

Derivation does not aPPlY.

24'By mode I understand the affectìons of a substance, or that which is in another

through which it is also conceived.'

25 Understanding the mutual relation between 'vertical'causation and propria can also

illuminate other cÌaims made bY Spinoza, for examPìe, a prima facie

counterintuitive ciaim (which is posited as an axiom IA4) that 'The knowledge of an

effect depends on, and involves, the knowledge of its cause.' If we understand the

relation between causation and proPria, nameþ that propria necessarilY follow from

essences given through real definitions and are ontologically dependent on them it

becomes clear whY we cannot understand a proprium (an effect) on its own. If we

could, we would be able to comPÌeteþ understand somethin g which is essentially of

a dependent na¿ure without understanding what it depends on. It would be similar

to the absurdity of understanding the meaning and the necessity of the Pythagorean

theorem without ever knowing what a trìangle is. If Spinoza takes the Principle of

Essential Derivation as a given and does not see it as necessary to define its

essential constituents, it seems reasonable to read IA4 as an axiom (essentiaì

constituents being ProPria and Neoplatonic causation. Spinoza only defines 'cattse
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1.1 The limits of essential derivation

Based on the foregoing discussion of the Principle of Essential Derivation,

it is clear that the Principle does not apply to Spinoza's arguments for
positing God's nature as consisting of the infinity of attributes infinite in
their own kind. As we have said, the Principle of Essential Derivation
applies to things derived (as propria) from essences which they inhere in
and hence cannot apply to essence(s) of the first cause' Attributes' we are

told in ID4, are not propria, but constitute the essence of substance (God).

In this sense, Spinoza's attributes are God, rather than propria of God.

Nevertheless, by understanding the Principle of Essential Derivation
and the concepts o1 propria and 'vertical' causation, we are more likely to
understand Spinoza's arguments prior to either IP16, where the Principle is

most concretely invoked, or lP2!, where Spinoza's discussion of modes

begins. That the Principle of Essential Derivation is of such pedagogical

import is hinted at by Spinoza himself in IPBs2, where Spinoza comments

on how the demonstration of IP7 will be difficult to understand to all those

who '[do not] know how things are produced'' In the Short Treatise,

Spinoza tells us that philosophers often make assertions about God

describing Him as 'self-subsisting, being cause of all things, eternal and

immutabÌe.' While doing this, such philosophers are thinking they are

Iisting His attributes, i.e. describing something belonging to God's

essence, while they are actually only listing certaín propria of God' Unlike

the attributes, Spinoza continues, propria'do, indeed, belong to a thing,

but never explain what the thing is.' Moreover, such philosophers have

sometimes ascibed to God things which, to Spinoza, do not even seem to

be propria of God, such as omniscience, mercy, and wisdom. The only

attribuies which God consists of are 'infinite substances, each of which

must of itself be infinitely perfect' even though 'it is true 1...1 that up to the

present only two of all these infinites are known to us through their own

èssence; and these are Ùrought and extension.'2e This suggests that the

demonstrations of propositions prior to IP16 and IP21 (such as the

demonstration of IP7 referred to in the opening quotation of this paper)

will proceed in a different way than the rest of the propositions, since the

early propositions are not derived through the Principle of Essential

Derivation.of itself in ID1, without definìng

26 IPl5dem.
27 IPL6c3.
2B 1P25.

the concept of cause as such),

29 KVv44l4 -U4512s.
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30 Originaì emphasis.

31 IPBs2.
32lPI7s2.
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1.2. Neither proPria nor essences

Before turning to this alternative method of demonstration, I would like to

emphasise aJ interesting insight from the Short Treqtise. As mentioned

above, in the Shorf Treatise there seem to be some characteristics of God

(i.e. God's omniscience, mercy, and wisdom) which cannot be sufficiently

explained through the Principle of Essential Derivation since they are not

propria of God. At the same time, strangely, they do not compose the

essence of God.
Something similar, which are neither propria nor essences, can be

found in the Ethics as well. One such 'thing' is quantity.In IPBs2 Spinoza

states that 'no definition involves or expresses any certain number of

individuals'and that 'this cause, on account of which a thing exists, either

must be contained in the very nature and definition of the existing thing
(viz. that it pertains to its nature to exist) or must be outside it.'30

Similarly:

If twenty men exist in Nature [...], it will not be enough ['. '] to
show the cause of human uature in general; but it will be

necessary in addition to show the cause why not more and not

fewer than twenty exist [...] But this cause [."] cannot be

contained in human nature itself, since the true definition of man

does not involve the number twenty. t '.1 Why each of them

exists, must necessarily be outside each of them'3r

This suggests that the existence of a particular entity cannot be sufficiently

explained through the Principle of Essential Derivation, since the reason

foi an existence of a determinable, quantifiable, finite entity (like an

individual man) cannot be derived from an essence. The essence of a man

is itself, however, 'an eternal truth' and would, as such, be derivable from

first principles, however 'a man is the cause of the existence of another

man'.3'This suggests that essential derivation is insufficient to explain the

existence of finite modes:
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any thing which is finite and has a determinate existence, can

neither exist nor be determined to produce an effect unless it is
determined to exist and produce an effect by another cause,

which is also finite qnd has s ¿letermínate existence l. '.1 and

so on, to infinity.33

This, however, seems strange, since IP25 said that God is the efficient
cause of both the essence and existence of all things' To understand this
apparent incompatibility, we need to understand that although the Principle

of Essential Derivation is not sufficient to explain the existence of finite
things, it nevertheless ís necessary for such an explanation. When
following the 'proper order of philosophising,' we need to understand the

series of causes starting from God and proceeding downwards' Spinoza

writes:

But note that by the series of causes and of real beings I do not

here understand the series of singular, changeable things, but

only the series of fixed and eternal things. For it would be

impossible for human weakness to grasp the series of singular,

changeable things, not only because there are innumerably many

of them, but also because of the infinite circumstances in one

and the same thing, any of which can be the cause of its

existence or nonexistence. For their existence has no connection

with their essence, or (as we have already said) is not an eternal

truth. But there is also no need for us to understand their series.

The essences of singular, changeable things [...are] to be sought

onÌy from the fixed and etemal things, and at the same time from

the laws inscribed in these things [...] according to which all

singular things come to be, and are ordered.'a

This suggests that while the infinity of finite things are brought into and

removed from existence by an infinity of 'horizontal' causes, such ùings
ultimately come from eternal essences and laws posited by such essences.

Thus, we are still allowed, even required, to caìl God the cause of all finite
things (since, ultimately, finite, temporally existing particulars are

dependent upon the infinite, eternal essences of such particulars)' God can,

33 IP2B, cf. also IP21 and 22. Bold emphasis mine.

34TíEI 11136/27 - lI/3712, emphasis mine.
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therefore, be called a 'remote cause' of all things, however it is important

to notice that Spinoza was reluctant to call God a remote cause. In the

Short Treqtise he tells us that God is 'in Q sense, the remote cause of all

particular things.'3s In the Ethics, Spinoza expÌains this qualification in

more detail:

Since certain things had to be produced by God immediately'

namely, those which follow necessarily from his absolute nature,

and others (which nevertheless can neither be nor be conceived

without God) had to be produced by the mediation of these first

things it follows: I. That God is absolutely the proximate cause

of the things produced immediately by him [.'.] II.That God

cannot properly be called the remote cause of singular things,

except perhaps so that we may distinguish them from those

thingì that he has produced immediately, or rather, that follow
from his absolute nature.36

Spinoza, therefore, emphasises that God cannot properly be identified as a

rémote cause since this would imply that he has no significant connection

with the effect. This, of course, would be unacceptable due to IP15, which

states that whatever is, is in God, and IP18, which states that God is the

immanent, not the transitive, cause of all things.

These considerations show us which things, derivable from the

essence of God, are sufficiently explained by the Principle of Essential

Derivation: modes considered as propria and derived either immediately

or through mediation, while ultimately composing essences of finite things.

What the Principle cannot sufficiently explain is the existence of finite

things.
Ii seems that o'ly two kinds of propria can be immediately derived

from the infinite essence of God. The first is what is usually called
,immediate infinite modes" described in IP21. These are modes directly

derived from the absolute nature of any of God's attributes: We only know

of two of them and their names are: Motion (derived from the attribute of

extension) and understanding (derived from the attribute of thought).37 I

will call the second kind of propria, which can be immediately derived

35 Kv V35/18
36 IP2Bs.
37 Spinoza caÌls each one of them (and the infinity of others which we are ignorant of)

'á Son, Product, or Effect created immediately by God.' (KV 11481L6-7)
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from the infinite essence of God, 'adjectives' of God or adiectival propria
following Spinoza's suggestions on the ways of understanding propria.38

Adjeõtivat propria are propria which follow directly from the absolute

essenðe of God, but do not seem to fall under the category of immediate

infinite modes'. Firstly, Spinoza never talks about them as being on the
,level, of immediate infinite modes or aS names for these modes. Seconclly,

they seem not to be derived from the essence of each attribute considered

'iniinite in its own kind' (as Motion and Understanding seem to be).

InsteaQ adjectivaÌ propria seem to apply equally throughout attributes,

regardless óf specific attributive determinations. Unlike immediate infinite

mõdes which ãre propria of God's infinite essence understood separately

from the infinity of each attribute, adiectival propria seem to be the

product of God's essence understood absolutely, or taken as atotality,
The eight types of causes considered as propria of God listed in the

Short Treãtise can be taken as examples of adiectival propria. There may

also be a case for reading God's power as an adjectival proprium' I wtll
consider this possibility below First, however, I wilÌ address a potential

anticipatory concern which could be raised against such a reading.

1.3. 'God's power is his essence itself"

Some might say that God's power cannot be a proprium of God since IP34

states that 'God's power is his essence itself.'This would suggest that, just

as attributes are not proprio since they cre essences of God, God's power

could not be a proprium since it is ' his essenc e itself' .

If this were correct, however, then power would probably be listed,

besides Thought and Extension, on the list of the known attributes, which

it is not. This interpretation is additionally problematic insofar as power,

understood as an attribute, would be 'infinite in its own kind" which

would lead to the absurd notion that the infinite number of other attributes

were themselves powerless. Finally, following A.D. smith's understanding

of power in Spinoza, we can see that God's power is noi something which

38 ,The following are called Propría because they are nothing but Adjectives which

cannor be und.tstood withour their substanf¡ves' (I{v I/35/a). Spinoza probably

intended to understand all propria and modes as adjectives (cf. Melamed, 'Spinoza's

Metaphysics of Substance, p. 47), however, I wiìl reserve the term for this specific

grotsp of propria.
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composes the essence of God, but something which is to be derived from

it:

A thing's power, after all, is determined, indeed constituted, by

what it can cause; and causation for Spinoza is ultimately a

matter of what flows or follows from something's nature (e'g',

1p16d). Such a noture is not, conversely, to be understood by

specifying a thing's power ln terms of what it can and cannot

cãuse. Something\ nature is given by its definition; and this,

Spinoza tells us (e.g., Ep' 60), ought to consist in a specificaticn

oi its proximate efficient cause (which may be internal), rather

than its possible effects.3s

Therefore, if we understand the definition of God, we understand

God,s essence as an absolutely infinite totality of attributes. From this we

can derive that God's power is infinite since from God's essence follow

infinitely many things in infinitely many modes. God's power is therefore a

proprium of God, however, it seems to be of a different kind than

immediate infinite modes.

1.4. Essential derivation

After seeing what immediately follows from the essence of God it is time

to see whal can be derived 'remotely', the so-called 'mediate infinite

modes, derived from the modification of the 'immediate infinite modes'

(1P22).As implied above, we could conclude that one last group of things

òan follow via Essential Derivation, i.e. the essences of finite things.

Finaìly, we reach the group of entities which cannot be sufficiently

explained through the derivation from essences and 'vertical causes', but

n.èd to include;horizontal causation' in their explanation: individual finite

things.
At this point we can formulate the Principle of Essential Derivation

in even more ãetail: from the definition or essence of x, things are derived

by necessity (rather than by volition) as proprio under the x of 'vertical

39 A. D. Smith, 'Spìnoza, Gueroult, and Substance' in Philosophy and

Phenomenologícal Research (Article first published online, 2012), DOI: 10.1111/

j.1933-1592.2b12.00611.x. p. 29. Emphasis mine. Subsequendy published in BB(3)

(201a), pp.6ss-BB.
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causation'. Things derived in such fashion are eternal, with eternal

essences, ontologically dependent on God for their existence' Two kinds of
things are directty derived from God's essence (hence sufficiently
explainable through the Principle): 'immediate infinite modes' and

adjectival propria. As mentioned above, the Principle cannot sufficiently
explain the existence of such finite things themselves. The existence of
finite modes or particular things needs to be explained through the infinite

series of 'horizontaÌ', finite causes as well as thet dependence on

essencqs derivable from God.

2. Why are things derived?

In the previous section I have tried to explain Essential Derivation through

Spinoza's conception o1 propria and causation. One question now presents

itself: what legitimises Spinoza's use of these concepts in the way he uses

them?
The concept o1 propria was not invented by Spinoza. As Melamed

points out, 'spinoza follows a conìmon Scholastic (and ultimately
Aristotelian) threefold distinction' between essence, propria, and

accidents.ao As Witt helpfully informs us, the concept o1 propria originates

from Aristotle's concept of îôtov which is used to distinguish between

essences (definitions) of things and the thing's non-essential, but necessary

properties (ì6rov). To ilÌustrate this, Witt gives us Aristotle's own example:

iheiapability to learn granmar would be a proprium of man, however, the

capacity of sleep would not be, since it has nothing to do with the essence

of man. The reason for such a distinction, Witt continues, is based on the

idea that when Aristotle asks what an essence of an entity is he is not

asking 'what are its necessary properties?' (as we might today), but simply

'what is it?' If a question of essence is taken to be the latter, it seems

natural that the answer is to be sought within the correct definition of x.a1

Just as propria is a Scholastic term subsequently adopted by
Spinoza, the concept of 'vertical' causation was not new in Spinoza's time.

40 Accidents being 'qualities at least partìy caused by a source external to the thing', ìn

the context of this paper such a source would be the infinity of finite modes. Cf.

Melamed, 'Spinoza's Metaphysics of Substance', p. 67.

4lCharlotte Win, Substance and Essence in Aristotle: An Interpretation of
Metaphysics VII-IX (Ithaca, NY: CorneÌl Unlversity Press, 1989), pp' 106-7.
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It seems to have its origins in the Neopìatonic conception of emanation:42

the power of existing inherent in the One of Neoplatonism flows

sponianeously from the One, as it does from Spinoza's God, creating

"^ntiti.r 
lowér on the ontological hierarchy without inclination, will,

movement, and dissipation of its divìne power.

But how is Spinoza justified in adopting the pre-Modern

conceptions of propria and vertical causation? Does he simply adopt the

"on..pt 
o1 proprla since it was a colnmonly available philosophictl

conceþtion of the logic of essences of his time? Did he then eclectically

combine it with the Neoplatonic concept of emanation? By combining

propria with emanation, Spinoza can say that certain things necessarily

ioll-ow from the essence of God and are therefore hierarchically and

ontologically dependent on God through 'vertical' causation.43 If this were

so, it would seem that spinoza's system does not develop naturally but is

rather 'rigged', inviting the criticism that he is simply working with a

tacitly adopted, outdated conception of essence. I would like to suggest an

alternative reading, in which the essence-propria relation is not simply an

undersianding of essence adopted from the metaphysics of the time, but is
justified by the system itself.

In órder tó make this argument I would like to ask the question of

the ontological status of the Principle of Essential Derivation and of what I
have called adjectival propria. As mentioned at the beginning of this

paper, Spinoza does not himself invoke anything like the Principle- of

ÈisentiaiDerivation. By investigating this 'principle', I do not intend to

posit it as a metaphysical principle supervening on the transitions 
-in

Spinoza's system, but as a pedagogical tool which might illuminate the

transitions present in the system, a 'principle', which simply describes

what is happening in the system. The Principles does not 'do any work'
within the System so it is not to be understood as, for example, a premise

within an argì.rment, or as a principle of deductive inference. The same

should be sãid of adjectival propria, which have a similar ontological

status. Spinoza himself uses this term for didactic description.

The adiectival propria descibed above include eight 'types' of

causes and ttre concept of power. If these propria were things following

42As Melamed points out ('spinoza's Metaphysics of Substance', p. 66)' in Ep 43

Spinoza suggests that 'modes emanate from God's nature.'

43 Any 'vertical' causation therefore becomes eminent causation in the strong sense -
ev.ry.uo.. is of more, rather than more or equal perfection than the effect'
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directly from the essence of God they would be rather strange. They would
neither be substances, nor 'immediate infinite modes' and since Spinoza

writes that 'except for substances and modes there is nothing,'aa such

adjectival propria would have no being whatsoever. l1 adjectival propria
cannot fall under the category of substance, or under the category of the

'immediate infinite modes', then adjecfival propria cannot be things. To

use Scholastic terminology, they do not possess ens formalis, onÌy ens

rationis.as

$ow might this justify Spinoza's emplognent of the concept of
propria? Understanding power as an adiectival proprium suggests that
adjectival propria are to be used for didactic descriptions. In that case, the

reason why there are propria, why things must necessarily follow from

essences, is not based on the reliance of earþ modern philosophy on an

Aristotelian understanding of essences. The reason why things follow from

essences comes from the fact that we understand God as 'a being

absolutely infinite, that is, a substance consisting of an infinity -of
attributes, of which each one expresses an eternal and infinite essence''a6

If we were able to understand the definition/essence of God, we

would understand, clearþ and distinctly, the consequences arising from

such a nature. Understanding this definition, however, is very difficult,
since everyday thinking and confused concepts handed down to us by the

philosophical tradition get in our way. Once we are able to rid ourselves

from prejudices and confused judgements, however, and are able to
entertain in our mind the true definition of God, we will clearly and

distinctly perceive the fact that 'from the necessity of the divine _nature
there musi follow infinitely many things in infinitely many modes.'47 Once

we are able to think God clearþ we witness the infinite unstoppable

power o1 creation. We realise that for such power not to be there, there

would need to be an equal or greater power to stop it; however, as Spinoza

often tells us, 'this is absurd.'And nothing but the understanding of the

definition of God is required to see this absurdity. Therefore, 'the fact that

the intellect infers from the given definition of any thing a number of

44 IP15dem.
45 Other things derived from essences, such as infinite modes and anything derived

from them would possess ens formalis. Quantity os such would similarþ not
possess ens formalis in the same way numbers and universals do not posses it for
Spinoza, Quantity and numbers, however, are not adjectivaJ propría.

46 ID6.
47 fPt6.
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properties that really do follow necessarily from it (that is, from the very
essence of the thing)'a8 is not 'the fact'which Spinoza inherits from the

tradition, but something that becomes obvious to us once we understand

ID6 clearly and distinctly. In order to understand Spinoza's system, it is

sufficient to understand the definition of God and the rest should unfold
before our mind.ae

If there is any weight to this reading, we can conclude that Spinoza

uses the concept of propria, not because he simply inherited the concept

from the tradition, but because Spinoza realises that from God, the infinity
of things will follow. Since the concept ol propria was used in the

seventeenth century to describe a phenomenon of 'things that follow from
essences', Spinoza adopts this concept to describe the observation that an

infinity of things follow from the essence of God. Such an adoption was

Iikely meant to clarify the thinking of Spinoza's contemporaries. Spinoza

could not have written the Ethics using a completely novel set of concepts.

Such work could not be understood. What he could do, and what I believe
he has done, is use the metaphysical concepts of his own time in order to

'point beyond them'. The concept of propria is therefore not a

metaphysical law to be invoked in order to make his system work. It is
rather a concept which Spinoza's contemporaries could understand, used

fo illustrate the true nature of God to them and therefore guide their
thinking to the true philosophical starting point.s0

As a result, Spinoza's Erhics needs to be read at least twice: first, as

medicina mentis, curing philosophical thought from its metaphysical
prejudices by enabling us to understand the essence of God; second, as a

48 IP16dem.
49This is the'alternative method of demonst¡ation'I was refering to in the section

t.2.
50 I believe Deleuze has something similar in mind when saying that only ID6 is a real

definition, wh.ile the preceding ones are nominal. See Gilles Deleuze, Expressionism

in Philosophy: Spinoza, trans. by Martin Joughin (New York, NY: Zone Books,
1990), p. 20. UnÌike Deleuze, however, I propose that the nominal definitions are

there in order to reconceptualise commonly used concepts of that time ìn a new

framework. Another point of contact wìth Deleuze's reading is the idea that in the

Ethics 'it is no longer a matter of finite understanding deducing properties singly,

reflecting on its object and explicating it by relating it to other objects. It is now the

object that expresses itself, the thing itself that explicates itself' (Ibid., p. 22). Once

again, however, my reading reaches the similar conclusion whle following a

different trajectory than Deleuze.

7-
:
t::

:lì

a.

:l
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description, rather than a derivation, of what clearly follows from the

nature of God.

Conclusion

There is, however, a difficulty with this reading. It seems to me that
Spinoza's Neoplatonic understanding of 'vertical causation' cannot be

eiplained in the same way. While we could conceive that the concept of
propria is invoked as a description of what one can see unfolding when

one understands the absolute essence of God, it is difficuÌt to see why this
unfolding would be emanative and eminent.

It seems intuitive that God, understood as absolute infinity, could be

understood as the first cause of everything, but what justifies seeing Him
as an eminent cause. How can we, in this manner, justify the cÌaim that
what is derived from the essence of God is of lesser perfectionsl than God
rather than that the only thing that unfolds is the eternal, infinite power of
being? If Spinoza does not simply adopr propria in a taditionaÌ manner

and combines them with the Neoplatonic conception of the cause, what is

the reason for absolute infinrty to produce modes of lesser perfection, or,

what is the same, any modes at all, especially the finite ones? The answer

to this question still remains a mystery.

I have started this paper by trying to understand what is the

principle at work behind Spinoza's claim that 'things follow from

èssenões'. The principle, which I have called the Principle of Essential

Derivation, seems to combine the scholastic concept of propria with
'vertical causation' of Neoplatonism. I have suggested that these two
concepts either appear in Spinoza because they come as baggage of his

philosophical tradition, or because there is a subtÌe justification for their

usage, based on the requirement to think the definition of God clearly. I
havè argued that Spinoza's use of the concept of propria can be read

according to the latter possibility. However, such a systematic justification

of the use of vertical causation remains lacking, for it is unclear, from the

Spinozist perspective, why propria would be of lesser ontological

perfection than substance itself.

51 Which it should be since it contains more determination, cf. Ep. 50
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Time After Death: The Account of Fecundity in
Levinas's Totality and lnfinity

ROBERT KING

'tu déploieras ton vol vers ces

régions inconnues que ton coeur
demande'

- Chateaubriand, Renél

'Chronos, thinking he swailows a

god, swaìlows but a stone.'

- Levinas, Totality and Infinity'1

$l the Opening Problematic

It is, as the title suggests, to Levinas's first major philosophical treatise,
Totality and Infinity, that we lurn in this essay. The reason we chose to
focus our attention on this work without, in the main, regard for the later
developments of his thinking is that in Totality and Infinity the concept of
fecundity, which drops out of his later works, plays a crucial role. It is by
way of this concept that Levinas first works out his response to what he

sees as the philosophical (in the final analysis metaphysical and ethical,

1 François-René de Chateaubrìand, René (Paris: Larousse, 1991), p. 54.

2 Emmanuel Levinas, Totalíty and Infinity, trans, by Alphonso Lingis (Pittsburgh
Duquesne University Press, 1969), p. 58; hereafter cited parentheticaìly as TI.
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though in its primary articulation ontological)3 problem of death. Levinas's

analysis of death is of interest to the reader of his works for many reasons;

the ieason which guides the present essay is the intrigue of his account of

time, and in particular the account of eschatological time, which is worked
out through the concept of fecundity.4 It is the thesis and work of the

present essay to contend that through his account of death and fecundity

Levinas puts forward an account of three different timelines which

converge on the (possibility of the) death of the subject - the subjective,

historicTl, and eschatological time.
Totolity and Infinity opens with an announcement of the task which

lies before the (moral) philosopher. 'Everyone will readily agree' reads the

first line, 'that it is of the highest ìmportance to know whether we are not

duped by morality' (TI 21). The task, is to evidence the true alignment of
mórality and reality; ro show that beìng itself harbours within it the beyond

being (beyond totality, opening onto the infinite), a realm which escapes

war 
-and 

opens a space for morality - or more correctly, a time of
eschatology. Levinas's (indirect) response to this challenge is the claim

that 'Being is exteriority' (TI 290). The aim of the present essay r"q to

understand this statement, to explicate the manner in which, in being, there

is 'produced's the beyond being. ln other words, to clarify the manner in

3 For another account (from which the present essay does not disagree, but hopefully

makes an advance on) of Levinas's account of the probÌem of death as an

ontological problem see Simon Critctùey, The Ethics of Deconstruction: Derrida

and Levinas (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1999), Chapter 5 4' It is

interesting to note that the ontological confrontation with death in Totality and

lnfinity is one of the most obvious points of distance between Levinas's earlier and

later writings.
4 Another r.ãson to be interested in Levinas's analysis of death is because death is a

problem which Levinas tackles again and again throughout his oeuvre. For a

ireatment of the manner in which Levinas tacldes death over the full breadth of his

philosophical writings see sarah A]len, The Philosophical sense of Transcendence:

Levinas and Plato on Loving Beyond Being @ittsburgh: Duquesne university
press, 2009) and Michael L. Morgan, The cambridge Introduction to Emmanuel

Levínas (cambridge: cambridge university Press, 2011). The latter says ìittle 
_on

the theme of temporal discontinuity and inexplicably ignores the role oÍ fecundity
(wherein this discòntinuity originates); both of which are themes which will come to

iake the spotlight in this essay, and which are, as we understand it, central themes

for any consideration of the role of death in Levinas's phjlosophy.

5 Production is a technical term in Levinas's phìÌosophy. 'Production' signifies both

the coming to appearance or consciousness (its phenomenoìogical aspect) as well as

the production õi artefacts (TI 26). Here the telm retains its full significance: being,
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which morality resides within reality, as reality's production of its own
beyond.

Levinas is well known to be a philosopher of transcendence, of the

beyond being. But despite his protestation against the limits, violence, and

myopia of ontology, he is not simply against being, just as despite his
invocations of the Good beyond being and his assertion that the face of the

Other comes to us not of this world, he is not a simple Platonist (in the

pejorative sense). Such a misunderstanding is widely held by many of
those who have not studied Levinas's work, and thereby often acts as a

deterrent against his being taken as a serious contemporary
(post-Nietzschean) philosopher. But Levinas's philosophy is not a simple
(Nietzschean) Platonism in which the world is understood in tems of
degraded perfection, the copy of an ideal realm of originary Identity.
Likewise, Levinas's God is no (again Nietzschean) divine relos. Levinas is

not a thinker of Identity - neither originary nor ultimate identity; such a

style of thinking which, since Nietzsche, has seemed to us naïve. Rather,

as Derrida early noted, Levinas's thought is an ethics (of ethics) of
originary Difference.6

It will not be the work of this essay to put forward Levinas's
account of originary difference (which would require an investigation of
his treatment of substitution fuom Otherwise than Being and the manner in
which Levinas therein transforms 'experience' or 'sensation'7). Nor will
we give an account here of Levinas's non-teleological conception of the
divine. Rather, we will focus on the manner in which Levinas conceives of
the relationship between Infinity and the Totality, with particular emphasis
on the complexities and non-linear nature of this connection. More

through the phenomenological investigation of Totality and Infínity, appears as

exteriority, and being is aÌso productive of exteriority. It is with a focus on the
second sense of production that this essay proceeds.

6 An ethics of ethics would be an account of somethìng like the 'conditions of
possibility'of ethics - an account of ethical subjectivity. For Derrida's treatment of
Totality and Infini4t see'Violence and Metaphysics' in Jacques Denida, Writíng and
Dífference, trans by A. Bass (London: RoutÌedge & Kegan Paul, 1978). For an

account of the problems with characterising Levinas's philosophy as a

transcendental philosophy (as phrases such as 'conditions of possibiJiry' would
suggest), see Paul Davies 'The Face and the Caress: Levinas's Ethical Alterations of
Sensibility' in Moderníty and the Hegemony of \/isíon, ed. by David Michael Levin,

@erkeley: University of California Press, L993), pp.252-272.
7 Emmanuel Levinas, Otherwise than Being or Beyond Essence, trans. by A-lphonso

Lingis (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1998).
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specificaìly, we will look into the 'production' of the beyond from within
being - or in Levinas's self-confessed clumsiest of expressions, the 'in' of
the In-finite. We chose Totality and Infinity, in part, in order to

demonstrate the ìong-standing nuances of Levinas's engagement with
ontology. Despite the fact that, in Totality and Infinity, Levinas's definition
of ontoLogy can be seen to be insensitive to the ontological difference,B this

never led Levinas to a misinformed rejection of ontology' The subtle

account of the saying and the soid which is developed \n Otherwise thsn
Being ip. order to contest the primacy of the ontological difference is not

entirely'foreign to Levinas's earlier work. On the contrary the interplay

between being and the beyond already finds its first expression in the

account of fecundity - the site of the production of transcendence within
being - which we will explore across Totality and Infinity.

$z fhe Problem of Death and its Relation to Time

In my religious being I am in ¿rufh. Will the violence death

introduces into this being make truth impossible? Does not the

violence of death reduce to silence the subjectivity without

which truth could neither be said nor be? (TI 253)

This is the marurer in which the problem raised by death is framed in the

opening of SIV - the section, importantly, in which Levinas presents his

aõcounts of love and fecundiry. Death is given to us as a violence, a

violence threatening to silence subjectivity and thereby deny the possibility

for truth. We know that, for Levinas, the social relation takes place in
language, the language in which the other judges me, speaks to me the

sixth cõmmandment, 'thou shalt not kill', and that same language in which I
issue my response, the apology for my being, my deference to the Other. It
is in language that morality resides, and so too, truth. Language is the

medium of contact between the Other and myself, the only manner in
which I can be with the Other in respect of their alterity. Language is the

moral instrument of exPression.
In order for there to be language there must be a consciousness: a

separated being capable of self-expression. What death threatens is the

B C.f. Jeffrey L. Kosky, Levínas and the Phílosophy of Relígion, (Bloomington:

Indiana University Press, 2001).
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extinction of this consciousness or, more rightly, it signals the eviction of
this separated being from the world in which the social relation takes
place.s Death threatens the possibility of a personal expression. As
Levinas states elsewhere, it intimates the possibility of 'being transformed
into a pure loss figuring in an alien accounting system' (TI 56). It threatens
the silent (unapologetic, defenceless) incorporation of the subject into the
regime of history. For 'fe]xistence in history consists in placing my
consciousness outside of me' (TI 252). History is always written by the
survivor, its arrangement takes place where and when the individual can no
longer take a stand and speak for himself, where his interior being is
elided. History does not account for the individual qua individual, but
takes only his dead, chitinous shell into account, only the individual's
completed works in which he is perceived only as his will.1o History has

room for the individual only in the form of his material effects in the world.
Death, in threatening to take the inner life of the separated subject,

their reasons and language lrom the world, threatens to silence
subjectiviry, bringing an end to discourse, tntth, morqliry. Without the
possibility of apologising for one's being, there can be no morality, as

morality itself depends on discourse between I and Other. Morality is just
that discourse in which I recognise tire Other as an individual, with an
interior life which extends infinitely beyond his outward comportments and
ever denies comprehension. With death impersonal reason wins out. The
possibility of interpersonal reason, the reason of morality, loses to the cold
reasoning of history the reasoning also of politics.r\ The reason which
denies the separation of individual existents treats each individual as

9 Levinas is sure to make a point of the unknowabiìity of death - that death lies not in
the dyad: being/nothingness, but escapes all comprehension. We cannot say that
with death there is a movement from being into nothingness, for it is of the very
nature of death that we cannot know what it heralds. All one knows is that wìth
death one is disallowed expression. As such, death aìready marks the limits of being
(and non-being), the Limits of ontology. This notion of the unknowability of death is
one which remains constant throughout Levinas's oeuvre, from the earþ works
such as Time and the Other To Otherwise than Being and making an appearance in
interviews such as The Philosopher and Death.

10 That is, in Levinas's understanding, a willing projection of possibilities.
11 Politics is not written-off completely at the end of Totality and Infinity.It is, in fact,

possible to read Levinas's project therein as a political one. Even so, this project is
necessarily one of redefining the political. Any turn to the political over the course
of Totalíty and Infinity is possible onÌy as subordinate to morality.
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analogous, each as a will12 conforming to the same model' Under such a

model, the subject is subsumed within a forced accord betlveen existents.

But all is not lost, for a possibility of escape presents itself. What if:

revolted by the violence of reason that reduces the apology to

silence, the subjectivity could not only accept to be silent' but

could renounce itself by itself, renounce itself without violence,

cease the apoiogy for itseÌf t?l (TI 253)

It is thiå 'renunciation'that we will explore.
First, however, it is necessary to consider the workings of

subjectiviry so as to more fully comprehend the problem that death

harbours for it. We will discover therein the 'paradox' of time: the seeming

opposition of a subjective and objective time in which subjectivity, death

uñã t istory meet. And in dissolving this paradox - a paradox which we will
discover hinges on the will - the phenomenon of fecundity will obviate the

erosion of morality in death.

$2.1

The I first encounters itself in the enjol'rnent of its elemental wanderings

and through this enjolTnent accomplishes a certain degree of separation'

But the true feat of separation, the instantiation of an existent with the

depth of interior life, begins when the I establishes a home: 'Circulating

beiween visibility and invisibility, one is always bound for the interior of
which one's home, one's corner, one's tent, one's cave is the vestibule' (TI
156). The home acts as the nucleus for the activities of labour and

possession, it provides the space, both figurative and real, into which one

may withdraw from the worìd with the products of one's labour and in

which one can possess and pose the world. Thus, in this procedure the I
first truly discovers a world. In doing so the I also discovers itself by way
of a proõess in which the world is fixed in place and thereby offered up for
arrangement and presented as a range of possibilities for the I.

In labouring one gives to matter a fixed form, one works on the

elemental world, taking clay from the soil to be thrown, harvesting timber

to be carved. Through labour the world becomes fixed in reference to the
t:

,;.

12 We shall return presently to this notion of the will.
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self. Each product, each work one creates, 'keeps a certain proportion to
the human body' (TI 161) and so offers itself up to that body, is
possessable by the I. One can take these works into the home as goods, as

furnishings (meubles); and with this fixing of the world, one can arrange
an interior space, a space of calm and of light, a structured space one
dictates. It is this calming of the otherwise turbulent exterior world which
allows for the birth of interiority, i.e. the possibility of retreat from the
elemental rush of indefinite matter. The interiority of the home permits the
interiority of thought, the psychism of inner life recaÌcitrant to totaliry.

Labour and possession place the world at one's beck and call:

The labour that draws things from the element in which I am
steeped discovers durable substances, but forthwith suspends
the independence of their durable being by acquiring them as

movable goods, transportable, put in reserve, deposited in the
home. (TI157)

Labour secures the world because it 'removes being from change'. And it
is impossible to detach this effect of removing things from change from its
effect on time. Labour operates by way of an overcoming of a future wtrich
threatens uncertainty and powerlessness:

[possession, in essence durable] does not only endure as a state
of mind; it affirms its power over time, over what belongs to
nobody - over the fufure. Possession posits the product of labour
as what remains permanent in time, a substance. (TI 160)13

It is this future, opened by way of labour and possession, after which we
must inquire.

Possessions bring possibilities. Through labour, the separated being,
as interiority or personality, first finds itself as a will. Solid structures make
projects possible; they enable 'the primordial grasp' (TI 158). Determinacy
opens up the possibility of a time (a future) in which things might be
arranged, put to work for one's own ends: a time in which one is no longer
caught up in responding immediately (timelessly) to the elemenral narure
of the world prior to its constitution as a world of possibilities. Labour
delineates forms: the contours of the jug, the corners of the table.

The I finds itself as a will, as master of projects, as discloser of a
world, caster of light. Yet it is not possible to understand how the I comes

to be such a will (nor understand the approach of mortality) until we have

considerecl the role of the body in this procedure.la In particular it will be

necessary for us to consider the manner in which the temporality which
opens through labour does so because of the unique position of the body in
the world.

The body is the regime in which the order of labour and possession

can be Fnacted; it is the very centre of action. But in this same capacity,

the bociy is also a traitor. In labouring the I discovers in the body its own

weakness, its susceptibility to disease and death.ls The body' as the point

of contact between the I and the world, the meeting place of interiority and

exteriority, reveals the dependence of independence: the manner in which

the willing of the body rests on the exterior.

The sovereignty of enjoyrnent nourishes its independence with a

dependence on the other. The sovereignty of enjoyment runs the

risk of a betrayal: the alterity from which it lives already expels

it from paradise. Life is a body, not only a lived body, where its

self-sufficiency emerges, but a cross-roads of physical forces,

body-effect. In its deep-seated fear life attests this ever possible

inversion of the body-master into body-slave, of health into

sickness. (TI 164)

To enact an interior life is dependent upon the exterior world on which one

labours. In its operation in the world, in its opening onto the exterior, the

body is open to the whims of the world (to the steel blade), and as a part

of tire world it is open to the treachery of its chemical make-up (intemal

poison). Ald moreover, one senses this precarity of bodily existence. Here

ãeath first enters consciousness and from it unfolds time: the time of
interiority.

14 For a more extended consideration of the body in its connection to tìme see Richard

A. Cohen, Levínasian Medítations: Ethics, Philosophy, and Religion (Pittsburgh:

Duquesne University Press, 2010), Chapter 1.2.

15 In connection with this treason that the body lodges it would be ideal if we could

explore Levinas's notion of suffering - the experience of a body in ilÌness, a body

confronted by its own inefficacy. unfortunately we haven't the space to do so. For

Levinas,s *ritings on rhis see Totality and InfiniÐl gIII c, and Time andthe other,

trans. by Richard A. Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press' 1987).
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13 Ernphasis added
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The perception of this constant threat, of the imminence of death,
the unknowability of its time of coming, opens up the time of subjectivity.
The time of the separated being emerges as a constant lqbour towards the
postponement of this imminent threat, towards a stilling of the future (TI
165). How does this experience of death take place in consciousness? -we must turn to the account given of the product of labour: the work. '[I]s
not this interiority manifested on the outside by works? Do not works
succeed in breaking through rhe crust of separarion?' (TI 175). What the
labouring body forms, what it gives over to possession, is the work (the
jug, the table). Just as the body is a meeting place of interior and exterior
in which death lingers, so too the work - product of effective separation

- at once ties the separated being to the world. With the completion of
each work, the will absents itself from the finished product such that no
work can be the expression of the one who creates it. In the substantiality
which labour and possession deliver to matter, there lies a threat to the
very will that labours and possesses.

The work which is produced has being only as given by the one who
creates it; it has no being in itself, no identity. And 'because it is not in
itself a thingf, it] can be exchanged and accordingly be compared, be
quantified, and consequently already lose its very identity, be reflected in
money' (TI 162). The work opens onto rhe economy within which the
separated being works (an economy, as we will see, akin to that in which
death threatens to consume interiority). How does the work open onto
such an economy? The work or product of labour, as drawn from the
exterior, is given over ro the possibility of being arranged in the home, yet
remains in that exterior world from which it was first absent. As formed
into a substance - not incorporated into the willing of the I, but existing
apart - it does not retain onìy the aspect which the labourer intended: it is
open to interpretation. In such a manner the work can be converted into a
monetary form and take on an existence in the market as a commodity,
divorced from the one who laboured to produce it. Thus, one's wiII is
alienqted in the work; one is denied expression. The will which went into
its creation immediately abandons the finished product, which is handed to
the vagaries of a silent market:

The worker does not hold in his hands all the threads of his own
action. He is exteriorised by acts that are already in a sense
abortive. If his works deliver signs, they have to be deciphered
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without his assistance. If he participates in this deciphering, he

speaks. Thus the product of labour is not an inalienable
possession, and it can be usurped by the Other. Works have a

destiny independent of the I, are integrated in an ensemble of
works: they can be exchanged, that is, be maintained in the

anonymity of money. (TI 176)

The I has no voice through its work, but in it must silently accept the

designation which the Other gives to it. It is in this manner that the

individúal is 'exteriorised'by his already 'abortive acts'. By contrast, one

only speaks, language is only instituted, in the face-to-face; only when a

separated being meets another in respect of that other's alterity' Before

ìanguage, in the economy of labour and possession, one remains silent -

one shares a frontier with the Other, to be sure, one shares the frontier of
the market, but one does not encounter the Other lautruil as Other

lAutuil.One contacts the other, through one's work, only as the dead husk

of a will, and sees the Other only as a will playing on this husk. The

economic relation is distinct from the social (moral) relation, because the

encounter of I and Other takes place only as an encounter between

oppositionaÌ forces. Because the identity of the work is not secure, it can

be re-defined, re-worked, and it is therefore open to the Other's

Sinngebung, that is to say that the Other can assign meaning to the

individual's dead work. And it is purely in the Sinngebung, purely as an

intention or will that the Other is perceived.lG The Other and I encounter

one another only as oppositional wills meeting tt[ough the work.
In the economic circulation of the work one is struck dumb, and

here the threat of being taken only as a work dead will - arises

and reigns in history in death: History is the 'history of the

historiographers, accounts of the survivors, who interpret, that is utilise the

works of the dead' (TI 228). After the death of an individual' that

individual is only present in their works. But such works offer no access to

the inner life of the individual. History is written by the survivor, by the

Other as another will.
The Other's will, as the I encounters it through the work, appears as

the threat of death, the threat of being silenced (no longer allowed to

express oneself). In this threat a second time opens, a time opposed to that

l6For there is the Other even outside of the face-to-face, only an Other without
language - without moraÌ sanction, judgement'
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of subjectivity - the objective time of history. This historical time is in
opposition to the interior time of the postponement of death. The time of
the Other - the time in which only the Other's will bears effect - threatens
as death. This conflict between subjective and historical time is the
paradox of time which we have said resides in death: there is the time of
interiority, of my will, working to postpone death, but there is also a time
agqinst this time: the time of history, the time of the Other's will. Two
times, each of which rests in willing, each of which is opened and
encountered through death - death wherein these two times meet. In the
one direction the I recoils from death, opening the time of interiority; in the
other direction death opens out onto an 'objective' time, a time in which
one's interiority, one's will is elided as by the force of an external will.

ç2.2

Before we pass from death to its overcoming through fecundity (which is
equally the dissolution of the paradox we have just outlined), we must
make one final detour by way of Levinas's conception of violence.

It is the manner in which death and history appear and are
experienced in the work as the confrontation of two wills, which leads
Levinas to speak of the violence of death. Violence always works to bend
the will of another, to deny the sovereignty of the Other who, perceived as
a will, is seen to express himself only as an intention. Violence, going from
one will to another, attempts to break the other, to deny the Other. It is the
conflict of wills in which the Other and I feature only as opposed wills.
Thus, this contact, which is before language and outside of moraliç is far
from exemplifying the encounter which constitutes the social relation. It is
this contact, less than encounter, which it is the prerogative of politics to
broker.

According to Levinas, the paradox of nvo times of the will leaves us
with a violent conflict of wills or, what is the same thing, the reality of war
(the war which in the preface fo Totality and Infinity threatens morality).
Death is violence, the violence of history - the will of history. But one can
oppose history in speaking up for oneself. In other words, one can contest
the appropriation of one's work and confirm one's interior life against
objective time. But to act according to this logic would always be to
counteract, to place one will against another will. This attempt to broker a
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peace between two wills is the response of politics. It is this response

which threatens the assimilation of interiority into the realm of an

impersonal reason, a result no more s).rynpathetic to separation and

interiority than is the result of the economic relation. Both politics and

history act within a totality, a region without the rupture of separation; in
such a situation there remains always the inescapability of death (indeed,

in the alienation of the wiìÌ, in the reification of personal reason into a
tyrannical state, death lies).

$ut there is an alternative response to the threat of death. As well as

turning to the brokering of politics, one can also assume a serene silence

- a silence both more and less than language, a silence other than the

forced silence of death - a resistance other than the violence that haunts

history. One can subvert the violent clash of wills not in active resistance,

but through passive delegitimation and thereby make space for the only
law which counts, the law of the social relation - the sixth commandment.

This resistance beyond resistance, this silence which is other than the

suppression of language, is that which, born in love, bears a child: the

child which subverts the reign of Chronos, devourer. 'It is not the

nothingness of death that has to be sutmounted, but the passivi6z to which
the will is exposed inasmuch as it is mortal' (TI 243).1? This must be done

for subjectivity, for separation - and so morality - to survive. The

separated being must have a route by which to survive its own death: death

must be overcome, must be trqnscended, for reality to be other than war;
for morality to take its place before politics.

To do so requires that we part from the view in which the I and

Other are conceived merely as wiìls.

$g Love and fecundity - overcoming death

It is incumbent on us now to explore the manner in which Levinas resolves

the temporal paradox (the opposition of subjective and historical tìme) and

envisages the separated existent overcoming death. This resolution will be

effected through the phenomenon of fecundity which is outlined in the

section entitled Phenomenology of Eros located in SIV of Totality and

Infinity. To do this we must consider first the route through which ùe ¿ime

of fecundity is opened up - the time that moves beyond paradox - love. In

17 Emphasis added.
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$IY we are presented with the disclosure of a dimension beyond the
totality, the dimension from which the face of the Other and moral
judgement hail.

This beyond first opens through love, but whilst it is from this
beyond that judgement comes, in the loving (in contrast to the social)
relation thele is no judgement. In love the I enters into a unique relation
with the Other. Similar to the ethical relation, the I relates to the face of ùe
Other. Howeve¡ in love, the I is not judged but pardoned. In love one
need not speak, for one is already accepted, condoned, without language.
This absence of language in love is of the utmost importance because it is
this feature of the loving relation that allows for the I to choose silence,
and so to debarb death.18 In Ìove one need not make a case for oneself, for
there is a bond with the beloved that does not require language, and it is
thanks to this feature of love that'revolted by the violence of reason that
reduces the apology to silence, the subjectivity [can] not only accept to be
silent, but [can] renounce itself by itself, renounce itself ]v¡úhou¿ violence,
ceqse the apology for itself'(TI 253).1e Insread of struggling againsr rhe
threat of death (the threat of silent incorporation into the regime of history)
it is possible for the I to renounce all struggle by ceasing to defend itself. It
can choose silence. Outside language lies the beyond.
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'Love aims at the Other; it aims at him in his frailty [faiblesse]' (TI
256).'z0 In this way, love does not aim at the height of ihe Other as

encountered in the face-to-face of the social relation, but instead moves

toward a beÌoved who, rather than judging, opens herself to the lover.

What is this fraiþ that the Other exhibits in love? It is not the 'inferior
degree of any attribute' (TI 256), not a lack of virility, it is rather a positive

feature of the beloved. Levinas's description of the beloved as frail is not
meant to place the beloved below the Other who appears in the
face-to,face; it is not to strip them of the height of alterity exhibited in the

ethical ielation. The fraiÌty of the beloved is the very alterity of the Other.

Frailty is articulated in the nudity in which the beioved presents

herself to the lover; it is the nudity which lays bare the beyond being.-the
beloved stands before the lover - denuded, open, baring all - at once

beyond this world and open to every splinter and graze with which the

world threatens the beloved. It is in this nudity, in the extreme honesty

with which the beloved greets the lover, that one desires the beloved. One

desires to 'come to the assistance of his frailty' (TI 256). That is to say, the

desire that one has for the lover is motivated by the manner in which, in
nudity, in fraiìty, the Other lies in this world, all too much in this world,
and yet is not of this world. One desires what Levinas tems the

'ultramateriality' of the beloved:

[A] sort of paroxysm of materiality. Utlramateriality does not

designate a simple absence of the human in the piles of rocks

and sands of a lunar Ìandscape, nor the materiality that outdoes

itself, gaping under its rent forms, in ruins and wounds; it
designates the exhibitionist nudity of an exorbitant presence

18 There is another reason one might draw attention to this feature of love. Language,
in instantiating an inter-personaÌ reason also provides the route by which le riãrs
appears in the social relation, and in the same manner, provides that fluid medium
which ossifies into the impersonal reason of politics (in a mechanism akin to the
inevìtable closr:re through articulation of the saying and the said as appearing in
otherwise than Being - for a consideration of the importance of the saying andlhe
said to any political projecr Levìnas might hold see critctrley's The Ethics of
Deconstructíon, chapter 5.4). It is possible to argue (as does Ad¡iaan peperzak in
To the Other: Intoduction to the philosophy of Emmanuel levinås [West
Lafayette: Purdue university Press, 19931, chapter s) that in eros we discover a
familal structure which comes before any poìitical structure - that the erotic relation
is one which'excludes the third part, [...] remains intimacy, duaÌ solitude, closed
society, the supremely non-pubÌic' (Levìnas, Totality and Infiníty, p.265) (an
account which is ìmmediately at odds with critctrley's assertion that: 'portics
provides the continual horizon of Levinasian ethics,' p. 223), This result àf StV
might well be taken as another line of argumentation by which to assert the raising
of morality over politics as we have sought it (with Levinas) since the first lines oi
Totality and Infinity. unfortunately, we have not the space to explore this line of
inquiry here.

19 Ernphasis added.

20The designation of the beloved as 'frail,' in connection with Levinas's definite

portrayal of the beÌoved as feminine might well be seen as problematic. If we had

more space then we would like to discuss this. As it stands, aÌl we can say is that the

nature of frailty as it will be explored in this essay should readily evidence that it
needn't be tied orìly to a misogynistic conception of woman, For a varìety of
feminist perspectives on Levinas, c.f. Stella Sandford, The Metaphysics of Love:

Gender and Transcendence ín Levinas (London: The Athlone Press, 2001) and Tina

Chanter, ed., Feminisf Interpretatíons of Emmanuel Levinas (Pennsylvania: The

Pennsylvania State University Press, 2001). For a précis of the literature see Allen's

The Philosophical Sense of Transcendence.

Despite these concerns, we will follow Levinas in his use of the feminìne pronoun.
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coming as though from farther than the frankness of the face. (TI
2s6)

It is in this play between presence and absence, between the here and the
beyond, that the beloved presents him/herself not 'as a possible to be
grasped' (Tl 257), but as a 'clandestine' opening onro a realm beyond
possibles, beyond presence. In love one desires this beyond. And the
experience of loving is that of a fleeting contact with this beyond, in the
manifestation of the beloved. Such a contact immerses one in this realm
beyond possibilities, wherein one might leave behind the arbitrary
attachment to self-identificaiion as only a will.

How can we understand this desiring love, which glimpses the
beyond but is not taken into it, not lost in it as in a mystical unity which
would herald the end of separation and bespeak the rerurn of totality (the
threat of Parmeniciean being)? Levinas defines this experience of a
glancing contact with the beyond as the coress. To caress or touch the
beloved is not to grasp the Other as a possession, and yet it nonetheless
involves a return to the self at the very moment of acquaintance. The
caress is the way the I contacts, as by a certain grace, this nude form. But
this form which tells its secret, nonetheless keeps this secret. When one
caresses the other, gently closing one's fingers around the thigh of the
beloved, one does not take in one's hand the beyond. For this beyond does
not permit of possession; it denies all projects and anangements in a
willed future. Rather, with the contraction of one's hand one's fingers do
not take hold of that with which they make only a fleeting contact, and
rather press only upon one's own palm. One moves towards the beyond,
but falls back on oneself; one ¡ranscends only to return to immanence.yel
this experience is not one of frustration, for in the ,exhibitionist nudity, of
the beloved, one desires not an object, but desires the Other as Other, as
wholly Other,Ihat which escapes the grasp. One does not Ìoose oneself in
Iove, but rather frnds oneself, transformed by this beyond of which the I
has caught sight; one rediscovers oneself functioning apart from the egoist,
solitary operation of the will:

The caress consists in seizing upon nothing, in soliciting what
ceaselessly escapes its form toward a future never future
enough, in soliciting what slips away as though it were not yet.lt
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searches, it forages. It is not an intentionaliry of disclosure but of
search: a movement unto the invisible. (TI257)

Herein lies the opportunity to move beyond the realm of personal projects;

herein lies the opening onto a 'future never future enough, more remote
than the possible' (TI 255). In the figure of the beloved one desires the
beyond and moves towards this beyond in a befitting manner, opposed to
any prehensile annulment of alterity.2l This desire is wholly opposed to
violence, for it does not see the Other as a will, nor is the activity of desire
itself afi activity of willing. In love the subject is not met by an Other who,
as an oppositional will, threatens to silence them (who threatens death),

but rather the I joins the beloved Other in a silent communion. Herein lies
the route by which death can be overcome.

But this beyond onto which love opens is not consummated, is not
accomplished in love. The beyond is 'produced' only in the fecundity

which love makes possible. The son22 is the product of love, which, as a

product not produced in a willing cct, allows the I to transceud itself,
allows frans-substantiation: a movement beyond death. To understand the

operation of fecundity we must first spend a moment considering the

manner in which the lover and beloved come together in the loving
relation; that is to consider voluptuosity.

Voluptuosity expresses the union of the lover and the beloved, the

coincidence of sensing and sensed. It is this coincidence, this satiety of
feeling in love, wherein the lover loves 'the love the Beloved bears [them]'
(TI 266), which accounts for the transformation Levinas describes as

taking place in the lover. It is a unity which respects difference or alterity.

In love the I desires not to contain or control the lover, but to revel in the

coincidence of feeling uniting the parties across the distance of separation.

The I loves the love of the beloved which is a separatecl being. Thus, in
love sensing and sensed coincide, but not as a One; there is a similarity, a

mirroring, but not a monism. So in the 'experience' of the caress (which is
not experience proper as it transcends sensibility), the hardened identity of
the I - holder of projects - is transformed in the intimacy of love: 'An
amorphous non-I sweeps away the I into an absolute future where it

21'Eros is not accomplished as a subject that fixes an object, nor as a pro-jection,

towards a possible. Its movement consists in going beyond the possible' ( TI 261)'

22 The gendering of the chjld is another point at which we mlght raise issue with
Levinas's account of Ìove and fecundity. For a discttssion of this see Sandford's The

Metaphysics of Love, Chapter 3.
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escapes itself and loses its position as a subject. Its ,.intention,, no longer
goes forth unto the l¡gh¿, unro the meaningfut, (TI 2S9). In love I bleed into
the beloved, swept away by an 'amorphous non-I,, but I also hold onto my
identity. What is lost is a tenacious hold on my projects. It is in this
coincidence beyond projects, in which we have already noted the opening
onto a 'future beyond possibles', that the I and the lover can bring iorth a
child.

The I is transfonned not through itself and the beloved alone in love,
but this transformation is consummated in becoming another, quite literally
an Other, as the child.

What is key is that this child is brought about beyond my volirion,
apart from my willing project or intent. The child is consummated quite
outside of my power to work, or to 'labour, to bring it about. The child is
born as by a miracle, produced by me, but not wilted by me. In this manner
the child takes on a structure and ontoìogical significance other than that of
the 'work.' As a product occuruing outside the will, the child does not
harbour the same threat of silence that lingers in the work. The child,
rather than bearing the threat of death, allows one, by renouncing the will,
to overcome death:

The project invented or created, unwonted and new, emanates
from a solitary head to illuminate and to comprehend. It
dissolves into light and converts exteriority into idea. Whence
we can define power as presence in a ïorld that by right
resolves itself into my ideas. But the encounter with the Other
[...) is required in order thot the future of the child come to poss
frombeyond the possible, beyond projeus. (TI 267)

Through voluptuosity I lose my projects in the Other, in the beloved, and
as such the son is never only my project, never a path I illuminate alone.
The union (without dissolution) of lover and beroveã in voluptuous rapture
gives to the I the 'possibility' of a projecr beyond projects - ã project io be
acc_omplished in the region of the beyond. As Levinas writes, 'both my own
and non-mine, a possibility of myself but aiso a possibility of the other, of
the Beloved, my fut're does not enter into the logicai essence of ihe
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possible' (Tl 267). The son is a product of both myself and the beloved,
beyond my control and beyond any desire to control.23

And in this sense, as a future beyond possibles, patemiry is both a

self-identity and at once a distinction within identity. I identify not only
with myself, but also with my child, who is both I and an Other: 'me a

stranger to myself lmoi étanger ò soil' (TI 267):

Fecundity encloses a duality of the ldentical. It does not denote

all that I can grasp-my possibilities; it denotes my future,
which is not a future of the same-not a new avatar: not a

history and events that can occur to a residue of identity, an

identity holding on by a thread, an I that would ensure the

continuily of avatars. (TI 268)

The son is a future which is my future insofar as it depends on my past, yet
it does not fall into that past, i.e. it does not merge with that past.

Certainly, the son does not take up my history or my identity completely as

his own, despite the fact that he still relates to my history and my identity.

In the son a new future is described, a future of the I which escapes the I's
past. As Levinas writes, this future is 'my future in a very new sense'

despite the discontinuity' (TI 268). The future accomplished in the son is a

lirrwe beyond as a result of this very discontinuity. It is a future in which
the I is not encumbered by its identity or its past. 'The relation with the

chitd - that is, the relation with the other that is not a power, but fecundity

- establishes relationship with the absolute future, or infinite time' (TI
268).

The son is infinite, forever recommencing youth. A future without
age, outside this chamel house of the body; a future which escapes death:

'Fecundity continues history without producing old age. Infinite time does

not bring eternal life to an ageing subject; it is better across the

discontinuity of generations, punctuated by the inexhaustible youths of the

chitd' (TI 268). The son, a product of the I, goes beyond the I,
trans-substantiates the I, transpofis the I beyond its will. 'By a totaì
transcendence, the transcendence of trans-substantiation, the I is, in the

child, an other'(TI 267).lt is not in the lyrics of the poets that death is

23 Of course it is possible that one might force the chjld, might force one's own
longings for life, one's own projects, on the child. But the ideal of parenthood - no

less the ontological nature of paternity - is not to act as 'Emi¡e's tutor.
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overcome, but in the figure of the child. As myself, beyond my will, the I
escapes the threat of deathly silence under the reign of impersonal history:
fecundity forces a rupture in the timeline of history.

04 What it means for the Good to be produced
and the signification of eschatological time

24 Emphasis added.
25 Peperzak, To the Other, p. I9S

'Fecundity engendering fecundity accomplishes goodness.'
(Tr 269),4

The escape from totality, the Infinite beyond which is opened through love
and fecundity is, in its surplus, the accomplishment of the gooã. This
nomenclature is not simply the recycling of a platonic phrase, but that the
beyond is produced as goodness is important for understanding the divine
nature of the beyond. To escape the confines of history in eschatological
time (which we explore below) is to move into a rime of divine judgement;
it is to move into a time in which God judges history through thé other
that judges the L

- Thg good beyond being, which fecundiry accomplishes, cannot be
divorced from the time beyond history. The time of eschátology is a time in
which the whole of history is judged, not because of that hisóry's coming
to an end, but becomes something from outside of history intervenes. This
beyond being which opens in fecundity is the region from which the face
precipitates into the consciousness of the I. The Good is the region from
which the judgement of morality is issued, spoken by the Other; the
judgement - obscure light - which filters through the face of the other in
the social reÌation. This beyond, this infinile û.me, is necessary for
morality. As Peperzak notes: 'The aporio to which the contradiction
berween the cruelty of world history and the demand for a fair judgement
[that open up in the face-to-face encounter] leads cannot bð re"solved
without appealing to another time and "history" beyond the actualiry of
this encounter.'2s

- The face appears within the totality, but there must be something
beyond the face, something to which the language of the other speaks, for
there- to be the possibility of eschatological time-for judgement to issue in
the face-to-face. If not, eschatological judgement ii cõndemned by the
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time of history and reason, the apology is siÌenced, and the survivor (not
God) alone is judge. We saw that in history there was not time for moral
judgement, only a time of violent conflict. History acts as closure, as

judgement, to be sure - it caps off a totality, drawing the separated being

out of their interiority, into a time in which they are judged in silence. The

discontinuity introducecl through fecundity opposes this, It is an opening

that denies the closure of history the once and for all appropriation and

containment of dead works:

Tlie judgement of consciousness must refer to a reality beyond
the sentence pronounced by history, which is also a cessation

and an end. Hence truth requires as its ultimate condition an

infinite time, the condition for both goodness and the

transcendence of the face. The fecundity of subjectivity, by
which the I survives itself, is a condition required for the truth of
subjectivity, the clandestine dimension of the judgement of God'

Ql247)

Fecundity is this rupture in the timeline. Through it the eschatological

breaks forth out of the historical, drawing each present out of its history
forcing a clean instant from out of duration. It is in rupture,indisturbqnce,
shock, fissure, that morality resides; in the infinite which lies like a fault
line in totality - the beyond which moves beyond from within - from
which radiate the tremors of Goodness. This irruption of eschatological

time (this 'end of history'26) completes the circle which is formed of the

trinity of ruptures found in the text; and so consummates the departure

from a linear (classical) or dialectic logic which Totality ond Infinity
promises.

The ruptures: Infinity within Totqli¡r, as encountered in, as

overflowing, the separated subject; Tiqnscendence within Immanence,

the voluptuousness of the erotic reìation, of love; and the Eschatological
time which calls an end to History, not as a judgement at the end of the

'long arm' of history but as discrete yet infinite judgement, which bears

not on a history, but on each instant in an infrnite time open to the Good'
As we read Totolity and Infinity, this is the order in which we encounter

these three sites of disturbance, just as it is the order in which they are

26 Cf. Emmanuel Levinas, 'Messianic Texts' in Difficult Freedom: Essays on Judaism,

trans. by Seán Hand (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997)'
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phenomenologically encountered, for Levinas's method is, as he confirms
in the preface, a phenomenological one (TI 2g). yet there lies in this
sequence an order of dependence which does not follow a linear route:
infinity, the first disturbance within totality, i.e. the infinite distance of
separation from I to the Other, is opened up by (and dependent upon) the
production of the Good and Infinite, eschatological, timã accompiished in
fecundity. In a similar manner, there can be no fecundity withouilove (the
'second'rupture), nor love without separation (the .first'). The ruptures of
Totality is q circle turning both directions; to infinity in both direòtions: to
the infiníty of separation and the infinity of time.

without fecundiry there would only be an insular subjectivity
threatened by the death harboured in its own willing, its own cärporeal
existence--a willing that opens onto the threat of an objective history in
which the will is silenced. Fecundity allows for morality, which is, onþ if
it can be maintained that 'being is exteriority'; not a iogical or dialeåtic
suppression of separation and personality. Fecundity allows for the infinite
distance between existents which is exteriority: 'The discontinuity of
generations, that is, death and fecundity, releases Desire from the prisón of
!t1 own subjectivity and puts an end to the monotony of its identity' (TI
304). Fecundity emancipates transcendence;27 permits the ,"^irìr,
multiple' on which the rruth of morality rests.

Being is produced as multiple and as split into same and other;
this is its ultimate structure. It is society, and hence it is time. Wé
thus leave the philosophy of parmenidean being. (TI 269)

we have seen, then, that the key to Levinas's account of totality and
infinity is the production of the latter within the former, and more precisely
we have seen that this production finds its locus in death. In deãth tluee
timelines - subjective, historical, and eschatological - make contact and
immediately diverge. The struggle in being between the novelty of the
subject's will and the impersonal force of hiitory is escaped in the"opening
of an eschatological horizon. The conflict (war)inherentìn being demands,
produces, the beyond. Levinas is not, as we stated at the open"ing of this
essay, a simple Platonist. His account of transcendence iì noi one of
worlds (be it two, fewer, or more), and it is at no point an account of

27 C.f. Totalí4t and Infínity, gIV, E. Transcendence and Fecunditv.
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degraded perfection. Levinasian transcendence is rather a temporal
transcendence-the transcendence of a future never to be made present.
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Adrian Johnston: Prolegomena to Any Future
Materialism, Valume I

TIMOTHY M. HACKËTT

Review of Adrian Johnston, Prolegomena to Any Future Materialism,
Volume I: The Outcome of Contemporary French philosophy (Evanston
Northwestern University Press, 2013), Pbk. pp. 280.

Whlle Zi\ek\ Ontology uncovers the materialist kemel of Kantian and

post-Kantian idealism, Outcome exposes the disavowed idealist tendencies

òf contemporary French materialism. Johnstonb 'immanent critique' of
Lacan, Badiou, and Meillassoux shows that they fail on their own terms to
develop a materialism that is truly robust, atheistic, and materialist: (1) a

robust materialism wouÌd sufficiently account for subjectivity without
reducing it to an epiphenomenon in the manner of eliminative materialism;
(2) an authentically atheist materialism would be purged of all repressed

religiosity and safeguarded against the 'spiritualist obscurantism' of
philosophical idealism; (3) a genuinely materialist materialism would be

not merely contemplative or speculative but instead engaged with
empirical sciences that study concrete (material) entities' According to
Johnston, the failure of Lacan, Badiou, and Meillassoux to provide such a

materialism stems from their reliance on mathematical formalism (and

idios¡mcratic rationalism) and their shared anti-naturalism, e.g., their

antipathy toward biology and neuroscience.

Johnston begins The Outcome of Contemporary French Philosophy

with a discussion of the challenge of secularising materialism. The titÌe is
an allusion to Friedrich Engels's essay, ludwig Feuerbach and the

Outcome of Classical German Philosophy. Johnston seeks to recover the

spirit of Engels's and Lenin's poÌemics in which they 'expose and critique

a number of t...1 efforts to disguise and pass off idealist notions as

materialist concepts' (13-14). He takes it as a given that any materialism

worthy of the name must also be atheistic, and he bemoans the fact that

even contemporary materialism has been infected by the post-secular tum
in continental philosophy. He appropriates Lacan's Lenin-style critique of
eighteenth-century French materialism (à la Sade, Diderot, and la Metirie),

which allegedly represents the basic philosophical paradigm of modern

natural science. Lacan argues that materialism has not yet been genuinely

secularised insofar as matter comes to assume the attributes traditionally
predicated of God (e.g.,'eternality','indestructibility','omnipotence',
ètc.). In short, materialism remains 'religious' insofar as it rehashes the

religious belief in the existence of the 'big Other', albeit in the figure of

Nature or Matter. Adopting this Lacanian insight, Johnston articulates a

formula for a genuinely atheistic materialism: 'there is just a weak nature,

and nothing more. All that exists are heterogeneous ensembles of
less-than-fuIÌy synthesized material beings, internally conflicted,

hodgepodge humbles of elements-in-tension-and that is it' (37). Badiou
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Adrian Johnston's The Outcome of Contemporary French phitosophy is
the first volume of his yet to be finished trilogy prolegomeno to eny
Future Materialism. Outcome represents an attempt at ,clearing the
ground' within contemporary philosophy for Johnston,s .transcendental

materialism', which he will develop in the rest of prolegomena. volume II,
AWeak Nqture Alone, will provide the necessary conditions ('at the level
of metatranscendental substance') and volume lII, Substance olso as
Subject, will provide the sufficient conditions (at the level of
transcendental subj ectivity) for his philosophy.

Johnston's critique of contemporary materialism in outcome focuses
on Jacques Lacan, Alain Badiou, and euentin Meillassoux. He treats them
as 

_ 
forming a philosophical lineage, with Badiou formulating a

mathematical ontology faithful ro the late Lacanian thesis, 'the big other
does not exist,' and with Meillassoux's speculative rearism bolstering
Badiou's attempts at an (anti-Kantian) asubjective transcendentalism. Like
Badiou and Meillassoux, zií,ek is also one of Johnston's 'fellow travellers,
in transcendental materialism and so his 2009 book, Zii,ek,s Ontology, can
be read as a sort of companion piece to this first volume of prolegómena.
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and Meillassoux also develop materiaÌist ontologies ,in light of the
nonexistence of Being as the totality of the One-All,, however, Johnston
argues, they lapse into spiritualist obscurantism when it comes to providing
an immanent ontogenetic account of the subject.

Johnston points to sJ.¡rnptoms of .the return of the religious
repressed' (92) in his rigorous textual analyses of Lacan, Badiou, and
Meillassoux. In the case of Lacan, Johnston focuses on the problem of
phylogenetic 'archaic heritage'in Freud's metapsychological speculations.
His aim is to question Lacan's prohibition on investigations into the
historical origins of language and any'thing that precedes the
symboìic-linguistic. Lacan points out that speculations about preverbal
structures - with respect to both phylogenetic ancestry and ontogenetic
infancy * represenr a methodologically fraught artempr to app.oaih the
real from within the conditioned confines of the syrnbo[c òrder. The
pre-symbolic (phylogenetic) real is not only epistemologically inaccessible
but also an object that 'lends itself to organized deliriums'.11n addition to
the problem of retrospective fantasy of origins, Lacan also rejects what he
takes to be the dererminist and essentiaÌist assumptions in evolutionary
anthropology, as in Ernst Haeckel's thesis that 'ontogeny recapitulates
phylogeny'. Lacan does not deny determinism per se, but he artliulates lt
in terms of structuralism instead of naturalism. Indeed, according to his
notion of the parlêtre, the individual as a speaking being undeigoes a
process of denaturalisation in his (traumatic) entry into the symboüJorder,
whereby he is overwritten by signifiers and becomes ineducible to his
original genetic constitution. while Lacan's ideas regarding the ,subject of
the signifier' are essential to Johnston's transcendental mãterialist iheory
of subjectivity, he takes issue with Lacan's foreclosure of pre-symbolic

listory, especially in the phylogenetic sense. Drawing on ìh. work of
DanieÌ Lord Smail, Johnston notes that Lacanians suffer from a
'Judeo-Christian hangover', a term referring to the narrow framing of
human history 'according to the short chronology of sacred, or Moíaic,
history.'2 Lacan's use of religious rhetoric -..g.,;in the begi'ning was the
Word' and the 'Holy Spirit'- draws him dangerously close noi only ro

1 Jacques Lacan, 'Le symbolique, l'imaginaire et le réel' in Des noms-du-père, edited

!{{1gU1e.s-eUrn Miller (2005), p. 27. paris: Édiüons du Seuit,, quoted in Jo'hnston,
PAFM Vol.1, p.65.

2 Daniel Lord Smail, on Deep History and the Brain. Berkeley: university of
California Press. (2008), pp. 3-4, quored in Johnston, ?AFMUol.l,p.7L
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linguistic idealism but also spiritualist obscurantism. In addition, Lacan
problematically appropriates the Christian notion of creation ex nihilo in
his discussion of the supposedly cause-less imrption of the symbolic order.

In the forthcoming volumes of Prolegomenz, Johnston will focus on
phylogenetic and ontogeneiic questions regarding the pre-s¡.'rnbolic in
order to give Lacanian metapsychology a materialislnaturalist foundation'

According to Johnston, unintended vestiges of religiosity also

remain in Badiouian materialism. Johnston begins by discussing Badiou's

Lenin-sJyle distinction between 'democratic materialism' and the
'materialist dialectic'. The former, as Johnston notes, is 'wholly
compatible and thoroughly complicit with the socioeconomic order of late

capitalism' (89). Its presupposition, according to Badiou, is that 'there are

only bodies and languages', while in the materialist dialectic, 'there are

only bodies and languages, except that there are also truths.'3 Although he

endorses this distinction in principÌe, Johnston takes issue with Badiou's

concept of truth insofar as he grants truth only to the purely formal
sciences like mathematics, while dismissing empirical sciences like
biology and neuroscience as inadequately formalised/conceptualised and

as bordering on pseudoscience. Johnston worries that 'lBadiou] risks
uncritically ceding the entire ground of the life sciences to democratic

materialism's biopolitical scientism' (90). As Johnston notes, Badiou
inherits his antinaturalism directly from Sartrean existentialism, which he

attempts to slmthesise with Althusserian structuralism: the result is a

mathématised ontology of Being as the non-All combineci with a theory of
evental subjectification. 'The subject of the event' is where Johnston

detects the persistent problem of religiosity in Badiou's purportedly

immanentist and materialist ontology. He notes, 'Without an explanation

and delineation of the biomaterial conditions of possibility for the genesis

of a more-than-biological subject of evental truth, Badiou is left with
obscurantist religious language,'as per his'persistent use of the

theologically saturated signifier "grace"' (92). Johnston stresses that the

life sciences and neuroscience are no longer reductive in the way that

Badiou believes but are in fact now reflective of diaìectical materialism.

Johnston further suggests that 'the sciences of the body, properþ
understood, are presently pointing to what could be called an edstential
materialism,' (91) given that they indicate a fundamental indeterminacy in

3 Alain Badiou, Logiques des mondes: Lëte et I'événement, 2. Paris:

Seuil, (2006), pp. 12-13, quoted in Johns|on, PAFM Vol.l, p. 90'
Édidons du
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human nature compatible with the idea that existence precedes essence.
Johnston prefers to forge an alliance with the natural sciences in the battle
against religion as he believes that 'despite Badiou himself repeatedly
trumpeting the "death of god" as supposedly brought about [...] by
Cantor's infinitization of infinity itself, it will take more than mathematics
to kill (the idea of) God once and for all' (101).

Like Lacan and Badiou, Meillassoux's materiaiism represents a
Lenin-style assault on religious metaphysics and Kantian-styie idealism.
Johnston credits him with overcoming the 'short chronology of sacred
history' with his focus on ancestrality. Meillassoux,s ontology of
'hyper-Chaos' seems to draw the most radical conclusions from the
Lacanian thesis that the big Other does not exist. His argument for the
'necessity of contingency' builds on Badiou,s appr:opriation of the
Cantorian conception of infinity and relies on a radical rejection of the
principle of sufficient reason. Like Lacan, he regards the notion of creation
ex nihilo in radically atheist terms. Meillassoux is close to Kant in his
rejection of the God-Substance of pre-Kantian dogmatic metaphysics,
however, like Badiou he is vehemently opposed to the idealist moiif of
epistemological finitude, which he blames for the new fideism in
'post-secular' continental philosophy, That said, Meillassoux goes on to
develop a 'divinology', in which he denies absolutely the existence of the
etemal God, yet argues that it is impossible to refute the future possibility
of a God that may come into existence by way of creation ìx nihilo.
Divinology denies the être of God as per traditional metaphysics, yet it
allows -for the future peut-être of God. This is indeed ì 

-paradóxical

reversal of the notion of creation ex nihilo, which theology uses to;ustify
faith in God the creator. Meillassoux paradoxically jusiifies faith ln the
possibility of God the Created. Johnston ìaments the fact thar
Meillassoux's demolition of post-Kantian fideism gives way to a
speculative messianism that could bolster the anti-materiaiist and
post-secular strands of contemporary thought. He also laments
MeilJassoux's assumption that atheism 'inevitably results in the "impasse,,
of "despair" as "sadness, tepidity, clmicism and ihe disparagement oi what
makes us human"',4 and he compelling argues that tt,teillaisoux,s naffow

4 Quentin Meiìlassoux, 'Appendix: Excerpts from L'inexistence divine,, Translated by
Graham Harman in Quentin MeíIlassoux: phitosophy ín the Making, by Graham
Harman, I 75-238. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University press, (2011), p-. 23i, quoted
in Johnston, PAFM Vol.1, p. I99.
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divinological focus on the inextinguishable possibility of a God-to-come,
instead of the infinite other possibiìities, betrays a certain wishful-thinking.
Johnston is particularly harsh in his critique of Meillassoux, but he is keen

to show that his divinoiogy is not a complete aberration from the

materialist lineage beginning with Lacan. Indeed it is a s¡.'rnptom that can

be traced back to the anti-naturalist and formalisvneo-rationalist
tendencies in contemporary continental materialism.

Johnston remarks that Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Mao 'must be

roÌling,around in their graves', given the less than unequivocal stance

against'religiosity among their materialist heirs. For his part, Johnston

endorses dialectical materialism with critical modifications. He
approvingly notes that dialectical materialism is non-mechanistic in that it
'admits a bidirectional flow of causal influences between matter and mind'
and it is non-eliminative in that it acknowledges a meaningful distinction
between matter and mind. Howeve¡ Johnston notes that dialectical

materialism remains a 'naÏve' realism insofar as it 'fails to include and

account for the place of the role of the mental observer of the nonmental

object facts and realities [...]' (152). Thus dialectical materialism remains

very much susceptible to Kantian critique. Agreeing with ZiZek, Johnston

states, 'one cannot be an authentic materialist if one presupposes the being

of a mind distinct from matter without delineating the material production

of this very distinction itself' (152). Johnston argues that materialism has

to provide a 'metatranscendental' account of the immanent genesis of the

transcendental distinction berween mind and matter (or, Thought and

Being). Badiouian and Meillassouxian speculative realism represents an

attempt to sumount transcendental critique and to embarrass Kantianism

by aligning it with the supposediy absurd solipsism of Berkeleyan

metaphysical idealism. Although their post-dialectical materialism avoids

nalve realism, they nevertheless fail to provide a robust account of the

ontogenetic emergence of the mind, or, 'more-than-material subject'

(Johnston's term). Not only are the 'transcendental materialist' efforts of
Lacan, Badiou, and MeilÌassoux insufficiently robust, but, Johnston argues'

they also harbour problematic ideaìist tendencies.

Following Badiou, Johnston notes that Lacan provides important

resources for steering materialism betlveen the Scylla of scientism and the

Charybdis of obscurantism, however, he also endorses Badiou's objections

to the Lacanian tendency toward'linguistic idealism', i'€.,'an
antimaterialist, macro-level idealism of the symbolic order' (17). That said,
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Johnston goes on to show that Badiou's and Meillassoux's efforts to avoid
both Lacanian idealism and naïve realism lead them to lapse into absurdity
and to rely on obscurantist notions. Furthermore, he argues that deep
vestiges of anti-materialist idealism remain in Badiou and Meillassoux.

Badiou's ontology is avowedly Platonist, by which Badiou means
that the mathematics he employs is not merely a finite discursive construct
fabricated by the human mind, but rather that it touches on the Real, or
being qua being. Johnston poinrs out rhat the defence of Badiou,s
materialism along these lines confuses materialism with metaphysical
realism. Badiouian mathematics may be ontologically real but this does not
make it eo ipso material. Johnston suggests that Badiou's 'justifications for
equating ontology with mathematics [...] rest, at least in certain respects,
on [,..] Heidegger's notion of ontological difference,, and he challenges
'the very possibility of simultaneously being a marerialist...and...
accepting a clear-cut distinction between the ontological and the ontic,
(81,-2), noting that a materialist should be suspicious of Badiou,s pure
ontology of being qua being. Johnsron goes òn ro argue that Baãiou
ultimately fails to step out of Kant's 'long shadow, in his rwo-pronged
attempt to develop a non-subjective transcendentalism and a
non-transcendental subjectivity. Badiou,s talk of spatiotemporal
appearance of worlds before or without a subject purportedly lapses into
absurdity and his ungrorutded notion of the ,compter-pour-un'- i.e,, the
transcendental condition/operation by which the pure multiple of being qua
being is constituted as a structured appearance - remains mired in
speculative obscurantism. (Badiou himself suggests that counting-for-one
is akin io the transcendental unity of apperception minus the self-cõnscious
subject). Moreover, Badiou's ,immanentist, account of the
'transubstantiated' 'subject of the event' seems no more genuinely
materialist than Kant's account of the subject, insofar as it relies on
obscure spirituai notions like 'grace' and 'fidelity' and not on naturalistic
ontogenetic explanations.

Johnston reads Meillassoux's speculative realism as an attempt to
fumish Badiou with what the latter needs in order to .onst*.t u
transcendentalism 'purified of all Kantian and/or idealist traces of an
invariably accompanying subjectivity' (g). In Johnsron's view, Meillassoux
not only falls short in this regard, but he also 'implicitly contests Badiou's
claims to be an uncompromising, fuìl-fledged materialiit' (g) insofar as his
speculative realism depends on discoveries in the natural sciences, which
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in Badiou are not granted the ontological dignity of formal mathematics.

Meillassoux's 'arche-fossil' argument serves both a critical and a

transcendental function. This argument is the heart of Meillassoux's
'Leninist' strategy of reducing all idealisms to the 'absurdity of a

Berkeley-style solipsism' and forcing them into a comparison with
ridiculous Christian denials of discoveries in palaeontology, geology, and

astrophysics. Second, Meillassoux uses this argument to construct a

metatranscendental account of ancestral space-time as the necessary

conditiqn for the transcendental. However, Johnston poilts to some

problems with Meillassoux's argument. First he notes that he has no

argument on rational grounds against an 'absolutization of the correlate',

as in absolute idealism, the implication being that Meilìassoux's invocation
of Berkeleyan solipsism sidesteps the challenge of post-Kantian idealism

in Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel. Meillassoux himself endorses a

neo-rationalism that entertains wild 'logicaÌ possibilities' that are prima

facie no more tenable than the solipsism of absolute ideaÌism. This

becomes clear in Meillassoux's ontology of hyper-Chaos, which Johnston

describes as a 'rationalist ontologization of Hume's empiricist

epistemology of causaliry' (161). Johnston shows how Meillassouxian

contingency is unable to explain why reality and experience are not

radically unstructured anarchic flux (i.e., the problem of frequentialism)

and he argues that Meillassoux unwittingly veers close to Leibnizian

rationalism, despite his rejection of pre-Kantian metaphysical necessity

and the logical principle of sufficient reason. Johnston takes him to betray

the spirit of dialectical materialism in repeating the (pre-Kantian) motif in
anti-empirical rationalist metaphysics of conflating logical possibility with
ontological possibility. Johnston uses Hume to argue that Meillassoux's

radicafcontingency is ultimately unreasonable and no less absurd than the

idealist philosophies he mocks. Finally, Johnston criticises Meillassouxian

hyper-chaos for ,reviving the originalìy religious notion of creation ex

nihito' lfOZ¡. This is important for Johnston as he wishes to distinguish his

'genetic transcendentalism' (borrowing from Schelling, Hegel, and Lacan)

from Meillassoux's idea of genesis ex nihilo, which responds to the 'hard
problem' of how life and consciousness emerge with the non-explanation

of hyper-Chaos.
Johnston suggests in passing that Badiou's and Meillassoux's

'non-Hegelian assaults on Kantianism [...] ultimately fail' (9)' Reading

Outcomõ in conjunction with ZiZel<f Ontology, we can assume that he
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thinks that Badiou's and Meillassoux's emergentist accounts of the subject
fail because they also do not proceed along Hegelian and Schellingian
lines. Emergentist ontologies, like those of Badiou and Meillassoux,
attempt to advance beyond dialectical materialism, which itself fails to
adequately overcome naiVe duaÌism. However, because of their
anti-naturalism, Johnston charges, emergentist accounts in Lacan, Badiou,
and Meillassoux risk lapsing into spiritualist obscurantism. Johnston's
transcendental materialism represents an attempt to reconcile a materialist
monist ontology with a 'genetic transcendentalism'. ln Z¡iekS Ontology,
he constructs a speculative ontology (on the basis of Ziù.ek's
amalgamations of Kant, Schelling, Hegel, and Lacan) that outlines 'the
immanent genesis of the transcendent'. Johnston distinguishes his own
position from Spinoza-style dual-aspect monism, which allows for
epistemological dualism (unlike eliminative materialism) but stilÌ denies
'ontological heft' to at least one of the aspects. He contrasts rhts in Z,¡ÈekS
Ontology with William Hasker's notion of 'emergent dualism', which
stipulates that the mind emerges out of the brain and achieves relative
independence, and that the emergent mind and the originary brain
reciprocally influence one another. This is important for Johnston,s attempt
to develop a naturalist emergentism as a foundation for dialectical
materialism. In Outcome, Johnston says in passing that his position can be
characterised as an 'emergent dual-aspect monism', wherein both aspects
'enjoy the heft of actual existence [...]'(180). Yet, as he acknowledges,
Johnston's attempt to accourlt for the genesis of the 'transcendental'- i.e.,
the domain of subjectivity, which, as in Kant, fumishes the
possibility-conditions for experience - is not the same as the
cognitive-neuroscientific account of the emergence of consciousness. It
remains to be seen in the forthcoming volumes how Johnston will
reconcile his conception of subjectivity (via his amalgamation of German
idealism and Lacanian metapsychology) with models of the brain-mind
relationship taken from cognitive neuroscience and analytic philosophy of
mind. This project of forging a rapprochement between transcendental
philosophy and the contemporary sciences is an enormously tall order and
it is not yet clear how he will make good on his plan to provide the
'sufficient conditions of possibility' for subjects by means of contemporary
science while 'preserving' (in rhe sense of Aufhebung) the subject. We
know that Johnston rejects the motif of 'embodied subjectiviry, (as in, e.g.,
Merleau-Pontian phenomenology), but his recurrent references ln
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Outcome to 'more-than-material' subjectivity still do not tell us much

about what conception of subjectivity is at issue here. If we look to his

i,¡Zel<f Ontology, we can assume that Johnston will continue to defend a

Hegelian conception (with Lacanian modifications) of subjectiviry as

dynamic negativity cotetminous with self-sundering substance, but we
might expect to see in his forthcoming project the emergence of a

significantly different conception of subjectivity. If so, given that Johnston

is a subtle dialectical thinker, we can expect that it will involve an

Aufhebltng of his previous ZiZekian amalgamation of German idealism and

Lacanian metapsychology.
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ldealism and Emergence: Three euestions for
Adrian Johnston
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Either: 1) the subject which emerges is a being that 'immanentìy

transcends' matter insofar as the human animal achieves an

ontological structure that 'goes beyond' the mechanical,

chemical, and organic structures of the natural world. Such a
subject would be distinct from nature and yet wholiy dependent

upon nature as its material origin. (This, I take it, is the manner

in which Hegel remains a post-Kantian philosophe¡ unabashedly

dedicated to a robust conception of freedom, but equally

copmitted to eÌucidating how Spinozist substance immanently

becomes this subjective freedom.)

Or: 2) the subject which emerges from material nature is

transcendental subjectivity, responsible for conditioning the

world for possible objective experience. Such a transcendental

subjectivity would not be identical to the cognising individual
(empirical subject), but would rather define the very structure ol
the world as rationally organised, i.e. consisting of substances,

causes and effects, etc. It follows that prior to the emergence of

this transcendental subjectivit)¡, natue would not only lack

individual subjects or a class of subjects, but it would lack all

rationality as such.

In the postface to the first volume of his Prolegomena to Any Future

Materialism, Johnston writes, 'Perhaps rewriting ltranscendental
materialisml as "transcendent(al) materialism" might be more appropriate

and accurate.'1 Such a label would indicate that Johnston is 'deliberately

play[ing] with the erroneous but oft-made equivocation between the

iruñt..nd.ntul and the transcendent''2 But it isn't clear to me what novel

conception of subjectivity results from playing with the transcendental/

ftanscèndent distinction, and in fact, this play seems to only collapse the

difference beftveen the two.
Allow me to retum to options (1) and (2) above in order to draw out

this point. If (1) subjectivity emerges from substance as an 'immanent

transiendence', then Johnston is right to demand that philosophy provide

both an ontogenetic ond phylogenetic account of this subjectivity. But if

1 Ailrìan Johnston, Prolegomena to Any Future Materialism, Volume I: The Outcome

of contemporary French Philosophy (Evanston: Northwestern university Press,

2013), p. uB.
2 rbid.

Adrian Johnston is one of the most exciting voices in contemporary
philosophical debates regarding the relationship between the material
world and mind, or what Johnston calls 'more-thã'-material subjectivity,.
Despite the fact that Johnston ordinarily uses the term ,idealism, in a
pejorative_ manner (preferring, for his own project, the tabel
'transcendental materialism'), he draws heavily upon-German idealism in
an effort to defend his account of the emergence^of subjectivity. In what
follows, I raise three questions for Johnston,, n..' mãterialism, all of
which stem from a concem for the relationship between German idealism,
Naturphilosophie, and conceptions of emergence.

I. Transcendental Subjectivity

Johnston's transcendental materialism aims to elucidate the manner in
which subjectivity emerges from matter. But in what sense is ttris emerlent
subj ectivity tr qn s c end ental?

- It should go without saying that Johnston,s .transcendental, 
must be

understood in light of his insistence that his materiarism necessariry
incorporates aspects of Kant's critical turn. But how are ," to und".rtund
the Kantian heritage within Johnston's transcendental materialism?
Johnston does not simply inverf Kant,s transcendentaf phitosophy, such
that mauer becomes the transcendentar field for an emerg.g ,iu:..i.
Rather, Johnston sees materiar nature as the 'metatranscenãen"ta| piane
from which rranscendentar, subjectivìty arises. How then mighi we
understand the transcendental nature of this subjectivity?

As I see it, the following are the two most basic ways one might
understand the notion of an emergent subject:
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(2) transcendenfal subjectivity, i.e. reason os such, is emergent, then a
further explanation of such emergence is in order, namely, a logogenetic
acconnt of how the rational strucnrring of the cosmos itself arises from a
pre-rational ground. In other words, the emergence of transcendental
subjectivity cannot be reduced to phylogeny, bur must be thought of in
terms of logogeny or logogenesis.3

Although (1) the immanenrly rranscendenr subject and (Z)
transcendental subjectivity are logically distinct and therefore require
logically distinct genetic accounts, one can certainly think of them as
coinciding and thereby tie logogeny to phylogeny. One might think, for
example, that at a particular moment in the evoÌuiionary development of
the human brain, human being transcends the merely organic realm and in
doing so the worìd becomes rationally organised for the first time via the
emerging transcendental subjectivity corresponding to emerging empirical
subjects. According io this perspective, prior to the emergence of the
human species, nature is entirely without determination (i.e., without
substances, causes and effects, etc.), since the transcendental subjectivity
which structures the world only arises with the emergence of human
beings, and, moreove¡ only þr human beings. This interpretation of the
emergence of subjectivity is based upon a psychological reading of Kant,
and for that reason it has absolutely nothing to do with the fundamental
insight of idealism, that being is rational. Furrhermore, by making the
rational structure of the world dependent on human thought, this poiition
undermines its own efforts to describe the emergence of subjectivity, since
this pre-rational emergence must lack all rational structue. It iJ worth
mentioning here that Johnston's suggestion to write transcendental
materialism as 'transcendent(al) materialism' invites reading his project
along these lines, but I would be surprised if this weré Johnstón's
intention, particularly considering his objections to Meillassouxian
hyper-chaos,

3 It should be clear that I use the rerm'logogenesis'to mean something very different
from its ordinary sense in schelling scholarship, i.e. a philosophicaì mlethoá whereby
reason comprehends nature in successive categorial stages. cf. Hermann Kringð,
'Die Konsrruktion in der phiìosophie: Ein Beitrag zu schellings Logik der Natur'-in
Aspekte der Kultursoziologie: Aufsätze soziologie, philosoph-íe, Althropotogie und
Geschichte der Kirche zum 60. Geburtstag von Mohammed Rassem, edl Justin
stagl (Berlin: Dieter Reimer, 1982). I employ the term 'logogenesis' to signify the
actuaì genesis of rationality as opposed to a philosophica mãttro¿ of constrictión.
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Let us consider another possible interpretation of the emergence of
subjectiviry with reference to emergent subjects (1) and (2) above. What if
both the immanently transcendent subject and transcendental subjectMty
indeed emerge, but their geneses do not coincide? It is possible to
conceive of the emergence of reason as prior to the emergence of human

beings (or, for that matter, prior to the emergence of organic life). I believe

something like this is at work in the thought of the late Schelling. In the

Munich lectures On the History of Modern Philosophy, Schelling

considqrs how the world became rational:

The whole world lies, so to speak, in the nets of the

understanding or of reason, but the question is how exactly it got

into those nets, since there is obviously something other and

something more rhan mere reason in the world, indeed there is
something which strives beyond these barriers.a

It is important to note that, for Schelling, the world does not become

entangled in reason because of a particular or generic existence; the

genesis of reason is distinct from (and more fundamental than) the

potentiation of nature into spiritual life. As we saw above, if logogeny and

phylogeny coincide, then prior to the emergence of human spirit, nature

must lack oll rationality-an anti-idealist position Schelling rejects even in

his latest lectures. That nature itself 'lies in the nets of reason' is therefore

not due to the development of the human brain, but to an ontological event

more fundamental than the emergence of the human species. From this

perspective, the emergence of the transcendental is distinct from the

ãmeigence of that being (or species) which immanently transcends nature.

Whether or not the late Schelling sees this genesis of reason as occurring

in time is not important here. What matters is that Schelling raises the

question about the genesis of structure without conceiving of this structule

as dependent upon human subjects'
These aie the rwo basic ways one might see the emergence of

transcendental subjectivity, either with a species of immanently

transcendent' beings or before the emergence of such beings' From a

Hegelian perspective, both of these accounts of the emergence of

subjectiviry are deeply flawed, because they each depend upon a

4 F.W.J. Schelling, On the Hístory of Modern Philosophy, trans. by Andrew Bowie

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 147.
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distinction between a pre-rational ground and rational existence. Whether
the transcendental is seen to arise wi¿h or before the emergence of
empirical subjects, the very notion that the transcendental has a pre-history
means there is some originary nonrational truth of being which reason
cannot access. In this way, any genetic account of reason is caught within
a logic of essence, presupposing a gap between an iruational essence and a
rationai appearance-a gap that is overcome, according to Hegel, in the
logical transition from essence to the concept. Thus, in terms of (1) and (2)
above, Hegel rejects any account of (2) the material genesis of the
transcendental, instead focusing on how reason, in its self-extemaìity, i.e.
nature, immanently becomes flilÌy-fledged reason, i.e. spirit, an ontological
process we might associate with (1) 'immanent transcendence'.

Johnston is generally sympathetic to Hegel's critique of essentiaÌist
logic, and therefore I would assume that Johnston would likewise reject
what I have called 'logogenesis' as worthy of philosophicaÌ thought. But in
order to dismiss any notion of 'logogenesis', it is not enough to go along
with Hegel's critique of essentialism. It is olso necessary to commit to the
idealist notion, shared by Hegel and ScheÌling, that being itself is rational
prior to any human experience. And here is where Johnston's use of the
term 'transcendental' becomes not only terminologically confusing but,
potentially, conceptually problematic: If Johnston refuses anything like a
'logogenesis', then he must be committed to the Hegelian idea that
material nature has always been (self-)conditioned for possibìe experience,
and hence there can be no account of the emergence of transcendental
subjectivity-the aim of transcendental materialism.

But perhaps when Johnston speaks of the emergence of
transcendental subjectivity he does not lìave in mind the emergence of
reason as such, but merely the particular way in which human beings
understand the world. If this is Johnston's intention, his project might bJa
relatively straightforward inversion of transcendental idealism after all.
Indeed, Johnston might have in mind a philosophical system wherein
nature, rational in itself, conditions the possibility of subjectivity. The
young Schelling developed his system along these lines in his break with
Fichte, and, interestingly, Schelting remains committed in these early years
to incorporating an account of transcendental subjectivity r.vithin this
inverted Fichteanism. According to Schelling, it is only because spirit
emerges from the dynamic processes of nature that the philosopher can
develop a system of transcendental idealism, i.e. a system which deduces
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how nature is produced for a subject, this iatter production (the production

of nature as cognisable) being ontologically dependent upon the former
(the production of spirit from nature). On this account, the naturaÌ

emergence of the subjecl makes possible the philosophical standpoint of
transcendental ideaÌism, hence Schelling's insistence that the philosophy of
nature grounds fianscendental idealism.s

Of the various possibilities I have considered here, this early

Schellingian perspective seems closest in spirit to Johnston's

transcendental materialism. If this assessment is fair, then the following
point remains essential: What is the difference between nature as cognised

by the transcendental subject and nature as described by the philosopher of
nature? Schelling believes it is possible to ground transcendental idealism

in speculative physics, because nature is already rational, prior to reason's

fullest expression in human being. One convincing way of grounding the

uniquely human form of reason in nature, therefore, is to take up the stance

of absolute idealism and interpret being as ldea, whether the ldea is

unfolded through intellectual intuition (ScheÌling) or logic (Hegel). How
does Johnston's materialist perspective assess this standpoint of absolute

idealism? And what philosophical methods does transcendental

materialism employ which might access the determinations of nature that
underlie the natural objects conforming to the categories and intuitions of
transcendental subj ectivity?

II. Hegel contra Schelling

That Schelling, more so than Hegel, remains committed to some

conception of the 'transcendental' at key moments in his philosophical

development raises the question of Schelling's role in Johnston's proposal

for a new materialism. Despite Johnston's self-identification as a neo-

Hegelian, I think there are important ways in which Johnston's project

appears far more Schellingian than Hegelian in spirit.

I believe Johnston is absolutely right to ally himself with Hegel in
constructing a contemporary philosophy of emergence. Indeed, if we want

to discuss the history of philosophy in terms of problems and solutions, it

5 See 563 of Schelling's Allgemeíne Deduktíon des dynamíschen Prozesses oder der

Kategorien der Physik as well as On the True Concept of Philosophy of Nature (p.

7 in the present issue) for some of the clearest expressions of Schelling's position of
this period.



200 PIi 26 (201.4)

is fair to say that Hegel comes closer than anyone to 'solving' the
nature-spirit problem of post-Cartesian philosophy when he (along with
Schelling) describes spirit as erierging from nature. However, for Hegel,
such emergence is not historical; historical emergence is confined to the
goings-on of spirit. This is not to say that nothing happens in nature for
Hegel, but rather that nothing philosophically interesting happens in
nature.6 To be sure, 'the very stones cry out and raise themselves to
spirit.'7 But from the perspective of philosophical reason, the Aufuebung
of inorganic matter into life is a logical Auftebung. There is nothing
philosophically significant, on Hegel's view, to the notion that inorganic
matter organises itself in such a way that life emerges in time; likewise for
the emergence of the human soul from the animal. Thus, while Hegel
provides a spectacular account of the ontological dependence of
subjectivity on the material world, he does not conceive of a

natural-historical emergence of the subject.
Throughout Schelling's thought, howeve¡ we find descriptions of a

far more historically active nature, and by the Berlin lectures of the 1840s,
Schelling is absolutely clear that the negative philosophy of mere
onto-logical movement must be supplemented with a positive philosophy
of actual becoming. Schelling, far more than Hegel, is the idealist
philosopher concerned with the historical organisation of matter into
more-than-material subjectivity. Of course, for Schelling-unlike Hegel-
the emergence of spirit from nature depends upon nature,s
seIf-potentiating activity rather than its impotence, and perhaps herein lies
Johnston's commitment to Hegel's brand of Naturphilosophie. But
bracketing questions about nature's potency or impotence, it is worth
asking: how will Schelling fit into rhe second and third volumes of The
Prolegomena to Any Future Materialism given the fact that he surpasses
Hegel in granting nature a philosophically relevant history?

6 See, for example, 9249 and the Zusatze to 5339 from the Encyclopaedia. Hegel's
I,V'erke, Volume 7: Vorlesungen i)ber die Naturphilosophie als der Encyclopddie der
philosophischen Wssenschaften im Grundrisse, Zweíter Tei1, ed. Karl Ludwig
Michelet (Berlin: Duncker and HLrmblor, 1842), pp. 32-33, 43I-442; Hegel's
Philosopy of Nature, Part Two of the Encyclopaedia of the phítosophical Sciences
(1830), trans. byA.V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford Universiry press, 1970), pp.20-22,
278-285.

7 Zusatzto 9247, Ibid., p. 24; p. 15.
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III. Atheism

It is well known that the late Schelling incorporates significant aspects of
Christian orthodoxy into the 'positive philosophy' meant to surpass

Hegel's system. Although Engels's whoÌesale rejection of the late

Schelling is in many ways preposterous, the Marxian scepticism

concerning rhe particular form of religious language in the positive

philosophy (e.g., the conception of God as the Herr des Seyns) is fully
justified. But the elements of Christianity found within German idealism

are by no means exhausted in Schelling's Berlin lectures' The entire

tradition of German idealism-Hegel's idealism included-is Christian

through and through, containing thoughtful interpretations of revelation,

the fall, and the Holy Trinity. And yet Johnston's neo-Hegelian project

fLurdamentally rejects any materialism which is not uncompromisingly

atheistic, such that-as far as I can tell-any philosophical reflection on

'grace' or 'the holy' is dismissed as a 'regression' to spiritual

obscurantism.
Of course, atheist neo-Hegelianism has a long intellectual history

and my third question for Johnston is, in part, directed to the neo-Hegelian

tradition from which his transcendental materialism draws inspiration. ln
particrìlar, I wonder if this tradition's commitment to atheism-and its
ãpparent blindness to subtler monotheisms-does not prevent Johnston

from seeing just how far Hegel's system goes in describing emerging

structures of being. As I understand them, both Schelling and Hegel-far
more nuanced in their engagement with religion than, for example, Marx
and Freud-interpret the divine life as emerging in the historical

community of a people, a people ontologically dependent upon a\
impersonaÌ natural world. By my lights, this is neither simply atheistic nor

a lãpse into a dogmatic, tlvo-worlds Christianity, but falls under a third
category which Johnston's spiritualisVmaterialist binary fails to
acknowledge.

I believe Johnston's failure to acknowledge this third option may

have significant consequences for his project' ln Adventures - in

Transcendental Materialism, Johnston pits his neo-Hegelian materialism

against neo-Spinozism, the latter being represented primarily by
Althusserian and Deleuzian streams of thought. Broadly speaking,

Johnston sees this contemporary battle as one between a reductionist

materialism (Spinoza-Deleuze) and a\ emergentist materialism (Hegel-
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Lacan-ZiZek). But if we consider tlte Pantheismusstreit which sets the
stage for Hegel's own critique of Spinoza, it becomes apparent that certain
features of Hegel's anti-Spinozism are missing from Johnston's critique of
neo-Spinozism. In particular, we should recall that Jacobi identified
Spinozism not only with fotalisrn and nihilism, but with qtheism as well.
Does Hegel's immanent critique of Spinozist substance not aim to
overcome all three of these supposed outcomes of Spinozism? If so, then
utilising Hegeiian dialectic in an aggressively anti-religious manner is not
only questionable on hermeneutic grounds, but it thwarts Johnston's own
effort to overcome Spinozist tendencies in contemporary thought, since
one of these tendencies is the dismissal of all things theological in the
name of immanence'.

Of course, Hegel does not champion a Christianity of the bad
infinite, in which God is eirher posited in anorher world or relegated to the
'beyond being'. Hegel's God is the rruly infinite life which is norhing other
than the spirit of the human community, an ontological process depicted in
religious, pictorial thinking as the divine kenosis and subsequent
resurrection of Christ. Hegel's God is therefore not a transcendent being,
but an image of an immanent, infinite process emerging from sheer
finitude, not entirely unlike the manner in which subjectivity emerges from
substance. Why then, from a Hegelian perspective, should philosophy limit
the discourse thar might desoibe this emergent spirit to biological,
psychological, and poìitical terminology?

My hunch is that Johnston's fidelity to Baconian empiricism leads
him to reject any phenomena that cannot be investigated to some extent by
the natural scientist. But this seems one-sidedly empiricist for a
neo-Hegelianism of the subject. After all, Hegel's Lectures on the History
of Philosophy identify fvyo seminal thinkerJof our modern era: Francis
Bacon, for his commitment to a scientific method which allows thought to
extract truths from Íhe externalisz of nature; and Jakob Böhme, the
theosophist who bequeaths to modem thought-despite his
unphilosophical method-profound truths about the inwardne.sr of spirit.
For Hegel, no manipulation of the natural world will reveal the ontological
determinations of such inwardness. But that is not to say that the
philosophy of spirit shoLrld be pursued in the absence of a philosophy of
nature. Rather, the philosophy of inwardness should þllow the philosophy
of externality, because it is the immanent movement of nature ltself from
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which determinations of the inner spirit, such as Böhmean personality,

emerge.
It seems that for Johnston, religious language is necessarily bound

up with some form of anti-materialism, and therefore any serious

cornrniÍnent to materialism entails rejecting religious language. In a debate

with ZiZek, Johnston expresses this commitment to materialism while
acknowledging that such a commitment risks collapsing the depth of being

into a flat ontology. Johnston writes, 'I would rather my materialism fall
flat thafr be three-dimensional in [a] non-materialist manner.'B Johnston

deserves praise, not only for his sincere reservations about supernatural

language, but for acknowledging the risk that accompanies this preference,

i.e. the risk of constructing a materialism without depth in order to guard

against immaterialism. I wonder, however, if Johnston also sees any merit
in taking the other risk, i.e. the risk of speaking, as Hegel does, of God.

Such a risk involves maintaining a language of the infinite without
forgetting that such an infinite is entirely dependent upon finitude:

'God himself is dead' it says in a Lutheran h¡.'rnn, expressing an

awareness that the human, the finite, the fragile, the weak, the

negative are themselves a moment of the divine, that they are

within God himself, that finitude, negativity, otherness are not

outside of God and do not, as otherness, hinder unity with God.s

B Ailrian Johnston, Adventures ín Transcendental Materîalísm: Dialogues with

Contemporory Thinkers (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2014), p' 148.

g Hegel,s werke, voÌume 12.. vorlesungen über die Philosophie der Religion, second

uolu-., ed. D. Philpp Marheineke (Berlin: Duncker and Humblot, 1832), p' 253;

Lectures on the Philosophy of Retigion, volume III: The Consummate Religion, ed.

Peter Hodgson (Berkeley and Los Angeles: university of california Press, 1985), p.

326.
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Transcendentalism in l-legel's Wake: A Reply to
Timothy M. Hackett and Benjan'lin Berger

ADRIAN JOHNSTON

] would like to begin by expressing my sincere gratitude to both Timothy
M. Hackett and Benjamin Berger for their illuminating and serious
engagements with some of my recent work. I found both Hackett's and
Rerger's reflections upon my labours, especially their questions and
challenges, thought provoking and productively stimulating. It is a real
pleasure to be read so carefuìly and well.

Given the different characters of the two essays to which I am
responding here-Hackett's is more of a sympathetic reconstruction of the
first volume or Prolegomena to Any Future Moterialism (pAFJlf) while
Berger's is more of a critical assessment of transcendental materialism-
my reply will be slightly weighted in the direction of answering the queries
and objertions posed by Berger. However, Hackett justifiably cails bn me
for further clarification of ceriain aspects of The 

-Outcome 
of

Contemporary French Philosophy through providing previews of the
yet-to-appear second two volumes of the pAFM trilogy (A Weak Nature
Alone and substqnce AIso qs subject). I indeed wiil spônd time doing so.
Moreover, I also will employ some of Hackett's accurate observations
regarding my ideas in the course of addressing Berger.

Before fulfilling Hackett's request for a contextualisation of pAFM,
voL I in relation to vo1s. II and III, a number of his remarks indicate that I
should supply some additional specifications apropos my relationship with
the tradition of dialectical materialism (specificátions along rhese same
lines also can be found in, for instance, my most recent boo( Adventures
in Tr onsc endental Moterislism : D ialo gues w ith c ontemp or ary Thinker s
1201'41). First, I consider dialectical materialism, starting withkarl Marx
and rriedrich Engels, itself to be a continuation of p'.w.i. sctreling's and
G.w.F. Hegel's post-Fichtean turns, with the Schellingia' and Hãgehan
critiques of ImmanueÌ Kanr's and J.G. Fichte's subjectìvisms ut .'ãl ur,
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correlatively, Schelling's and Hegel's defences of more materialist,

natualist, and realist positions (in the guises of their objective and./or

absolute idealisms, especially as involving their non-reductive,
anti-mechanistic philosophies of nature). In particular, I interpret Hegel's
post-Spinozistic metaphysical program, announced in the preface to the

1807 Phenomenology of Spirit, to think 'substance also as subject' (with
me taking this slogan as the title o1 P'AFM, VoI. I1.1) as the key precursor of
the first of Marx's eleven 'Theses on Feuerbach' (and this whether Marx
was aware of this anticipation or not). I construe this thesis of 1845, less

renowned than, albeit of equal importance with, the famous eleventh

thesis, as implicitly laying the foundations for both historical and

dialectical materialisms by explicitly identifying and problematising

'contemplative' materialisms (i.e., those of history hitherto, from the

ancient Greek atomists through Baruch Spinoza and the eighteenth-century

French materialists and up to Ludwig Feuerbach himself, as neither

historical nor dialectical).
In both Hegel's Spinoza critique and Marx's Feuerbach critique,

what renders a materialism satisfactorily non-contemplative, in the

language of Thesis One, is its willingness and ability to include within
itself an account of subjectivify as immanent-yet-irreducible to the material

domains covered by the natural sciences of physics, chemistry and

biology. Such agency, in its interlinked theoretical, practical, and

socio-historical dimensions, arises and stays inseparable from its physical,

chemical, and organic grounds (as an aside, I would assert, in line with
Schelling, Hegel, Marx, and Engels, among others, that a categorically
anti-naturalist materialism is not really materialist strictly speaking).

Nonetheless, with Getman idealist and Marxist arguments against

reductivism in the background, materially emergent subjects come to
achieve powers of self-determination independent of determination by the

natural substances out of which they initially emerge (both

phylogenetically and ontogenetically). Moreover-this additional twist is
crucial-these individual and trans-individual subjective strata, as

more-than-materially-natural transcendences-in-immanence vis-à-vis

material nature, come to enjoy powers of, as Analytic philosophers of mind

would put it, 'downward causation' over their original, pre-existent

substantial bases (Hegelians, Marxists, and Lacanians speak of this in
terms of 'conCrete universals', 'real abstractions', and 'Structures that march

in the streets' respectively). In other words, the denaturalised subjects
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generated out of natural substances both are to be non-reductively included
within any thorough materialist ontology of the substantial as well as
reciprocally come to affect and perturb nature from an 'extimate' (intemally
extemal, intimately exterior) position within it (to resort to another bit of
Lacanese with topological connotations). Atl of this is essential to a
post-conte[lplative materialism (i.e., 'any future materialism', as per the
title of my trilogy), one taking on board some of the momentous insights of
the overlapping orientations of German idealism and Marxism.

In relation to the preceding and returning to Hackett,s comments on
my positioning with respect to certain past materialisms, I put forward
transcendental materialism as fundamentally faithful to dialectical
materialism, as a rwenty-first century permutation of the latter. Indeed, I
elsewhere trace transcendental materialism's origins back to the 17g6
'Earliest System-Program of German Idealism' of debated authorship
(Hegel, Schelling, and Friedrich Hölderlin being leading candidates) but
clearþ pointing toward the philosophical trajectories of both Schelling and
Hegel. Hence, I identi{y transcendental materialism as ,the latest system-
program of German idealism'. Contextualising the mature Hegel's
substance-also-as-subject agenda as an offshoot of this 1796 system-
program, I view Marxian-Engelsian non-contemplative materialism, itself
arguably a descendent of this same Hegel, as a major extension of the
post-Fichtean program first foretold in Hölderlin,s I7gS,über IJrtheil und
seyn' ('on Judgment and Being'). I situate transcendental materialism in
this historical lineage.

Hackett hints that I am not a convinced dialectical materialist per se.
The above stipulations about dialectical and transcendental materialisms
aside, Hackett's sense here is far from entirely inaccurate. In fact, there are
two basic manners in which my transcendental materialism takes its
distance from Marxist (particularly Engelsian) dialectical materialism-
and this despite my deep solidarity with and fidelity ro rhe much-maligned
Engels of Anti-Dühring, Dialectics of Nature, and Ludwig Feuerbach and
the outcome of classical German philosophy. The title of ppçtw, vol. I is
a nod to Engels's Ludwig Feuerbach and ?AFM, vol. 1r devotes a sizeable
amount of space to discussing Engels and his disputed soviet legacy, this
primarily non-westem tradition being another casualty, along ùth what
Alain Badiou and slavoj ZiZek identify as 'the idea of communism', of the
late-twentieth-cenrury collapse of Really Existing Socialism.
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That noted, first, I consider the interpretations both criticai and

slmpathetic of Hegel, Schelling, and German idealism articulated by
Marx, Engels, and many of their followers (such as V.I. Lenin) to be, on
multiple points, inaccurate or plain wrong. Without getting sidetracked by
going into the details of this here, suffice it for the time being to say that
my reconstruction of German idealism (and Marxism's persistently fraught
relations to it) is quite different from the picture of 'classical German
philosophy' furnished by many Marxists, Marx and Engels included.
Second (and as is elucidated in PAFM, Vol. I), I judge Engels and his
Soviet âescendants as having lapsed into the indefensible lop-sidedness of
massively overemphasising the seamless continuity of interconnectedness

weaving together all leveÌs and layers of realities non-human and human
alike. Especially with what becomes orthodox, doctrinaire dialectical
materialism under J.V. Stalin (i.e., his infamous 'diamat'), the Engelsian
cunent, whose 'rational kernel' I nevertheless seek to salvage and

reactivate, minimises or negates altogether the discontinuities, gaps,

ruptures, and splits arguably of a piece with any robust theory of strongly
emergent subjectivity in its autonomy and irreducibility (for the simplistic
worldview of diamat, such a theory wouìd be nothing more than a strain of
the pathological ideology of bourgeois individualism). Like Jean-Paul

Sartre, Badiou, and Zizek, I believe that macrostructural determination is

never so total and absolute as to leave no elbow or wiggle room for the

sorts of subjects of concern to the idealisms of Marx's and Engels's great

German philosophical predecessors.

As regards Hackett's demands for clarifying previews of PAFM'

Vols. II and III I already have provided such outlines in two recent

interviews (with Peter Gratton in the on-line joumal Society and Space

[2013] and with Graham Harman on the website of Edinburgh University
Press [2014]). However, Hackett voices some specific concerns to which I
should speak here. To begin with, he wonders what precise conception of
the subject will be defended throughout the rest of the PAFM trilogy'
Basically, I advocate on behalf of a Kantian/post-Kantian view of the

transcendental subject as an autonomous, spontaneous, and self-
determining agency constitutively involving reflexive and recursive

structures and dynamics-with, as Lacanian theory indicates, many of
these structures and dlmamics being unconscious (and not exclusively

[selflconscious, as a plethora of readings of German idealism incorrectly
assume or assert). Additionally, and by contrast with many Anglo-
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American Analytic philosophers of mind, I an preoccupied more with the
natural emergence of sapience and Ìess with that of sentience (the latter
being the 'hard problem' of conscious qualia obsessed over by many
Analltics participating in debates about the mind-body relationship). As
with the 'Spinozism of freedom' pursued differently by both Schelling and
Hegel (as well as, more recently, versions of this sought after by the later
Sartre, Badiou, and ZiZek;, my ambition is to formulãte what õannot but
appear, on first glance, to be a paradoxical juxtaposition of opposed sides:
on the one hand, a materialist, quasi-naturalist ontology acknowledging the
sorts of (over)determination associated with Mardsm, psychoanalysis, and
the natural sciences; and, on the other hand, an anti-reductive theory of
transcendental subjectivity enjoying self-relating independence.

Hackett evinces special scepticism about whether a defence of the
transcendental subject is even an option for a materiaiist, such as myself,
who grants a foundational legitimacy in accounts of who and what human
beings are to neurobiology and cognitive science. Obviously, this touches
upon a gargantuan set of issues historical, philosophical, and scientific. I
have dealt with a number of these at length and in detail throughout much
of my extant work (as have ZiZek and Catherine Malabou too). In the
present context, I will restrict myself to observing that Hackett's sense of
incompatibility between the transcendental and the natural-scientific, a
sense he shares with many others (including people on both sides of the
Analytic-Continental divide), tacitly rests, in no small part, on an image of
materiaÌ nature as a substantial Totality of efficient-causal relations within
which each and every entity and event is exhaustively integrated and put in
its dictated place (by Spinoza's God, Laplace's Demon, and the like).

One of the main tasks executed in A Weak Nature Alone (pAFM,
Vol. I\ is the jointly philosophical, psychoanalytic, and scientific
debunking of the pictures of 'strong nature' underìying the incompatibilist
intuitions expressed by Hackett. The 'weak nature' referred to in its dtle (a
phrase taken from Hegel ldie Ohnmacht der Naturl) is the ontological
zero level of material substance(s) as a monistic, factical groundless
ground lacking the causal-deterministic 'strength, of a Nature as a One-All
endowed with airtight uniformity and wholeness (in addition to Hegelian
and Marxian historical-theoretical tools, ?AFM, Vol. II also deploys
resources from, among other sources, Freudian-Lacanian metapsychology,
'kludge' models of the human central nervous svstem, John McDowell;s
'naturalism of second nature', and the Stanford Sihool of the philosophy of
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science in the service of an uncompromisingly materialist diminishing of
the purported commanding powers of the natural). Although these

'weaknesses' of nature as ttnder- or in-determinations within it are far from
being themselves sufficient conditions for the type of transcendental
subjectivity I seek to preserve within the constraints of a materialist
ontology-PzlFM, VoL Iil deals with these sufficient conditions-they are,

nonetheless, absolutely necessary conditions. That is to say, if nature were
not weak quo under/in-determining in specific crucial fashions (i.e., if
nature , instead were 'strong' quo totally, flatly deterministic without
exception via efficient causal laws), then it would not be possible for
autonomous, spontaneous agency immanently to emerge out of
natural-material being alone (in Hegelese, for subject an und für sich to
surface within substance en sich). Paraphrasing Kant, by limiting nature's
determinism, I leave room for the subject's freedom (albeit very differently
from Kant's transcendental idealist manoeuvres along these lines in both
his theoretical and practical citical philosophies, the Third Altinomy most
famously).

I suspect that Hackett's doubts about the ultimate compatibility
between any kind of naturalism (including my quasi-naturalism of nature

as, in Lacanian jargon, a 'barred Real') and transcendentalism are

historically motivated by his awareness of the fact that Kant, as the

founder of transcendental approaches, insists upon a Newton-influenced,
although idealism-qualified, picture of nature. Not only does Kant tether

transcendental philosophical tactics and strategies to the anti-realist,

anti-materialist metaphysics of transcendental idealism-his basically
Newtonian vision of nature in the Critique of Pure Reason, one he

awkwardly tries to hold onto in the Crifique of the Power of Judgment

despite his reflections on biological matters pulling him in directions away
from it, dictates an anti-naturalist conception of free, self-determining

subjectivity (it is no accident that the thirò Critique becomes so invaluable

to Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Schelling, and Hegeì, especially in their
different nature-philosophical efforts). Therefore, any successful naturalist

challenge to Kant's notion of nature (one he himself arguably already

begins to sense the pressure of in his third Critique) will go a long way
towards allaying the concerns voiced by Hackett. The seventeenth- and

eighteenth-century notions of nature Kant adheres to in his own distinctive
way, despite subsequent advances in the natural sciences having rendered

them inaccurate and obsolete, have not disappeared from intellectual,
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cultural, and socio-economic landscapes. Diverse (and even incompatible)
vestiges and descendants of them survive, for instance, amidst partisans of
extreme reductivisms and eliminativisms, biopolitical ideologues, priests of
the almighty gene, soldiers and merchants of the pharmaceutical industrial
complex, and entrepreneurs, however petty, of the eco-friendly, organic,
holistic, etc. Transcendental materialism has many enemies amongst the
living as well as the dead.

Although this seems less likely to be in the background of Hackett,s
worries, the baseline consensus about 'transcendental arguments' amongst
Analytic philosophers (in their sub-disciplines of episremology, phitosophy
of mind, and Kant scholarship) is that, when all is said and done, rhese
essentially (try to) function as decisive refutations of Cartesian-
Berkeleyan and/or Humean scepticism. Analytics generally agree that
transcendentalism ultimately consists in argumentative manoeuwes
wherein one's starting premise is something even a sceptical interlocutor is
willing initially to acknowledge (for example, thar there is experience,
language, belief, etc.); the transcendentalist arguer then reverse-engineers
one or more necessary conditions for this premise being the case, with
these thus inferred conditions of possibility for the premise amounting to
transcendental necessities initially unaclflowledged by the sceptic but
supposedly now immune to the sceptic's doubts. This agreement amongst
Anal¡ics about what transcendental arguments are partly rests upon a
historical nanative according to which Kant's overriding purpose, in the
first Critique specifically and his transcendental apparatus generally, is to
refute Humean scepticism (and, to a lesser extent, Cartesian-Berkeleyan
scepticism, as in the lirsf Critique's 'Refutation of ldealism').

Kant here, as in other instances, demarcates a boundary between
Analytic and Continental orientations. Apropos transcendentalism,
Anaþics interprer the Kantian legacy through the historical lens of Kant,s
relations with pre-Kantian philosophies of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries (those of René Descartes, George Berkeley, and David Hume,
among others). Continentalists, by contrast, are more influenced by
modifications of Kant's critical-transcendental turn coming into effe¿t
already during his lifetime with the advent of post-Kantian German
idealism d la Fichte, schelling, and Hegel. These different historical foci
make a huge philosophical difference to what one takes to be the scope
and sense of 'the transcendental'. First and foremost, the epistemologiial
anxieiies animating Anal¡ic conversations about transcendental arguments

ADRIAN JOHNSTON 211

stem from an acceptance of early modern versions of the distinction
betlveen subjective mind and objective world. Paraphrasing Hegel, the
figure of the sceptic invoked by Analytics is far from sceptical enough

insofar as this figure dogmatically takes for granted an elementary
metaphysical worldview centrally involving a type of subject-object
distinction that ought to be called into serious question. One lowest
conìmon denominator amongst Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel is, through
their shared critiques and rejections of Kant's thing-in-itself and alleged
two-wo¡lds rnetaphysics, precisely a profound problematisation of Kantian
and early modem, pre-Kantian ways of distinguishing between mind and

world, subjects and objects. An upshot of this is that Continentalists
engaged with transcendentalism, from the post-Kantian Getman idealists
through today, are not dominated by the modest, narrow epistemological
agenda of refuting the (insufficiently sceptical) Cartesian-Berkeleyan and

Humean scepticisms kept alive in the Analytic tradition. If, like me, one

fundamentally accepts late modern dialectical-speculative arguments

undermining (if not liquidating altogether) the early modern subject-object
dichotomy lying at the root of Analytic discussions of transcendentalism,
then one should feel far less nervous and inhibited with respect to the

manoeuvre of combining the transcendental with the material.
I now will shift my focus to Berger's queries and criticisms apropos

transcendental materialism in general. To start with, Berger, like Hackett,
pushes me to specify the exact construal of transcendental subjectivity
with which I operate in my framework. In the context of responding to
Berger, I can and should add to what I already indicated about this in
response to Hackett that my not-entirely-anti-Kantian transcendentalist
theory of the subject is one significantly shaped by the 'primacy of the

practical' interpretation of transcendental idealism pioneered by Fichte
(and differently elaborated by Schelling, Hegel, and even Marx). In a

somewhat heterodox manner, I, like a few others, construe the

primacy-of+he-practical reading of Fichte as entailing that he is not the

solipsistic anti-realist, a sort of post-Kantian Berkeley, he often is seen as

being. Fichte's emphasis on subjective spontaneity, coupled with his
repudiation of Kant's separation benveen phenomenal objects-

as-appearances and noumenal things-in-themselves, historically clears

paths to Schellingian and Hegelian objective/absoÌute idealisms' This
distinctive Fichtean emphasis also points precisely in the direction of a
project seeking to think the immanence of the reflexive and recursive
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dSmamics of self-determining subjective negativity to a one-and-only lone
plane of existence. Such a project already is heralded in the
aforementioned'Earliest System-Program of German ldealism'.

In the wake of German idealism, I aim to accomplish something
similar, albeit taking into account a number of developments interverfng
between the early-nineteenth and early-twenty-first centuries, particularly
Marxist historical and dialectical materialisms, Freudian and Lacanian
analysis, and numerous advances in the natural sciences. Of course,
claiming that there is a stream of continuities between post-Kantian
idealisms and transcendental materialism requires, among other things,
problematising depictions of the German idealists as spiritualist
subjectivists rabidly hostile to an)'thing materialist, naturalist, and/or realist
(ZiZek and Frederick Beiser, for example, both do stellar jobs demolishing
these sorts of depictions). As Hackett notes, my 2008 booX Z¡Zekf
Ontology: A Transcendental Moterialist Theory of Subjectivity, following
ZiZek himself, attempts to uncover (proto-)materialist moments within the
texts of Kant, Fichte, Scheìling, and Hegel. Some of my more recent
writings go further along these lines, especially with respect to Hegel. In
addition rc Adventures in Trsnscendentol Materiolism and PAFM, VoIs. II
and II1, two recent essays aìso strive to substantiate both historically and
philosophically these links berween German idealism and transcendental
materialism: one entitled "'Freedom or System? Yes, please!": How to
Read Slavoj Zií,ek's Less Than Nothing: Hegel and the Shadow of
Díalectical Mqterialism'to appear in the volume Repeating Z¡Zek edited
by Agon Hamza and forthcoming from Duke University Press; and another
entitled 'Where to Start?: Robert Pippin, Slavoj ZiZek, and the True
Beginning(s) of Hegel's System' just published in a special issue on
'Critique Today' of the on-line journal Crisis and Critique edited by Hamza
and Frank Ruda. These speak to many of Berger's reservations apropos
my appropriations from this pivotal stretch of the history of philosophy.

Relatively early in his essay, Berger posits an exclusive disjunction
upon which many of his subsequent questions and objections rely.
BeÌieving he has detected an ambiguity plaguing my post-Kantian-style
genetic transcendentalism of emergent subjectivity, he tries to force me to
choose between what he presents as two separate, incompatible
characterisations of such a subject as transcendental: either, one, this
subject as a transcendence-in-immanence qua an emergent phenomena
grounded in, yet autonomous from, physical, chemical, and organic
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nature(s); or, two, this subject as the active set of possibility conditions for
the very establishment of a categoricalìy and conceptually structured and
knowabÌe reality, including 'nature' itself. As some German scholars are

fond of commenting (not without a smidgen of national pride), any
philosophical exchange of the past two centuries, if pushed far enough,

sooner or later boils down to the altemative 'Kant oder Hegel' (as was true
for the prior history of philosophy up through early modemity with the
choice between 'Plato or Aristotle'), And, of course, the dilemma Berger
poses fpr me essentially attempts to present an either/or between Kant and

Hegel:'either an anti-realist, anti-materialist, and anti-naturalist primacy of
the theoretical in which a subjectivist transcendental idealism partitions a

subject-dependent phenomenal sphere of formed objects from a

subject-independent noumenal expanse of formless things (i.e., Berger's
Kantian second option); or, a realist, materialist, and quasi-naturalist
primacy of the practical in which a non/post-subjectivist absolute idealism
speculatively envisions a single 'rationally' structured reality to which both
subjects and objects belong like the parts of an organic whole (i.e.,

Berger's Hegelian first option).
Were I simply to accept Berger's Kant-oder-Hegel dilemma exactly

as he formulates it, I obviously would favour the Hegelian first option.
However, both Hegel, on my understanding of him, and I reject this as a

false dilemma. Why and how? My explanation for the uncompelling
artificiality of this forced choice might best get underway by turning to a

distinction omnipresent throughout HegeÌ's systematic philosophy, namely,

that between the 'in itself' (an sich) and the '(in and) for itself' (lan und) für
sich). In very broad terms, the Hegelian passage from the substantial to the
subjective involves a shift from the an sich to the on und für sich. For
Hegel's absolute idealism, one of the instances of this movement is the

transition from lVctur to Geist, from substance-in-itself as the natural to
subject-for-itself as the spiritual. The latter includes within itself the

sublated natural that has become in and for itself through being known by
concept-mongering, more-than-natural subjects.

Before proceeding fuither, I want to highlight three crucial points

made by Berger with which I concur. First, I think he is quite right to
maintain that 'reason' (Vernunft) as per Hegel's absolute idealism pre-exists

the transcendental subjectivity of Kant's subjective idealism. This is
because pre/non-subjective actuality is, for Hegel, already in itself
(independently of the 'for itself' of knowing subjects) configured according
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to the dialectical-speculative logic of extra-mental concepts, categories,
ideas, and notions as themselves objectively real (in addition to them as
subjectively ideal if and when these become mentally known). Second, and
related to the preceding point, Berger correctÌy recognises that Hegel
would dismiss the later Schelling's 'nature in the nets of reason' talk as
reintroducing an already sublated and surpassed Kantian-type form-content
dualism in which 'nature' is reduced to being no more than an unknowable
'formless lump' like Kant's thing-in-itself in being held apart from 'reason'
as form(ing). Third, I agree with him that onrogeny and phylogeny, on the
one hand, and 'logogeny' (a.k.a. 'logogenesis'), on the other hand, do not
coincide. The genetic emergences of mindedness and like-mindedness
indeed are separate matters from, although not unrelated to, the very
genesis of the objectively real forms of the Real an sich (i.e., absolute
idealist concepts and categories as pre/non-mental). On these points,
Berger and I see eye to eye.

However, to refer back to Berger's dilemma, there is a big
difference, albeit as part of a Hegelian (and also Schellingian)
dialectical-speculative identity-in-difference, between the rationality of the
Real in itself and this 'same' rationality in and for itself. In other words,
there is a far-from-negligible distinction for Hegel between, on one side,
formed reality as not (yet) thought or known (although knowable at least in
theory thanks to its inherent structuration) and, on another side, this reality
as cognised by thinking and knowing subjects immanent yet irreducible to
it. In the context of this exchange with Berger, one can conceive of the
preceding in connection with the trajectory from the reality of natural
substance in itself to the idealiry of spiritual subject in and for itself. The
wide category of the latter (i.e., subjectivity als Geisr) contains within
itself, as certain of its instantiations, aspects of Kant's transcendental
subject both theoretical and practical (as attested to at various moments in
the Phenomenology of Spirit, Science of Logic, Encyclopedia of the
Philosophical Sciences, and Elements of the Philosophy of Right, namely,
all of Hegel's mlgnum opera).

Despite seriously disagreeing with Pippin's extremely Kantian
reconstruction of Hegel's philosophy, I believe Pippin justifiably draws
attention to the enduring (although heavìly qualified and modified) role of
the unity of apperception of the first Critique's 'Transcendental Deduction'
within the architecture of Hegelian Wissenschaft (he and I being at odds
about the exact nature and scope of the B-Deduction,s background role
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therein). Thus, in this vein, I would assert that Kantian-style transcendental
subjectivity qua possibility condition(s) for actual knowledge, whether
'Ìogical' or 'real' (with logik and Realphilosophie as the two major
components of the Hegelian System as Encyclopedia), continues to fulfil
an indispensable function in Hegel's mature philosophy. The 'subject' of
the post-Spinozistic Absolute 'substance also as subject' could be said to
be the operator making possible the transition from the in-principle
knowability of the Absolute in itself to the in-fact knowing of the AbsoÌute
in and , for itself (as Absolute knowing including within itself the thus
knowing subject). If I am correct that the cognitive unity of an

apperceiving subject, with its network of concepts and categories, is an

unavoidabÌe mediator between the Absolute an sich and an und für sich,
then Berger's forced choice between Kantian or (ostensibly) Hegelian

altematives loses its force, falling away as a false dilemma precisely on
Hegelian grounds. Contro Berger, Hegel's post-Kantian (rather than
pre-Kantian) immanent critiques of Kant lead to a sublation als Aufhebung
(instead of sftaightforward negation without reserye or remainder) of
subjectivist transcendental idealism (as anti-realist, anti-natualist, and

anti-materialist) in and through absolute idealism (as realist,
quasi-naturalist, and peculiarly materialist-and, at the same time,

non-dogmatic quo post-critical, arrived at by passing through, and not
bypassing, the strictures of Kant's epistemological Critique).

Admittedly, even the more Kantian transcendental facets of
Hegelian subjectivity can and should, by Hegel's lights, be significantly
supplemerted in a non-Kantian fashion by an absolute idealist account of
the (onto)logical, physical, chemical, organic, anthropological,
phenomenological, psychological, Iegal, moral, political, social, cultural,

and historical (pre)conditions for configurations and operations like the

unity of apperception and deontological moral agent of pure practical
reason. My heterodox materialist extensions of Hegelianism focus first and

foremost on the natural and biological preconditions for the emergences of
more Kantian (and Fichtean) dimensions of transcendental subjects (hence

my recurrent talk of a 'meta-transcendentalistn' of substance in relation to a

transcendentalism of subject, that is, the objective possibility conditions in
real being for the genesis of the subjective possibility conditions of icleal

thinking/knowing). To address Berger's either/or once more, just because

Hegel-the following often holds for Schelling too-does not consider the

transcendental subject d la Kant's subjectivist idealism to be the ultimate,
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unsurpassable ground zero of rcaliIy überhoup¿ does not mean for him that
this subject is unimportant or non-existent altogether. I will return to some
of these contentions later when addressing Hegel's rapport, raised by
Berger, with Francis Bacon specifically and empiricism generaÌly.

Related to the above, some of Berger's wording of the second
Kantian option of his dilemma raises the historically and philosophically
tricky topic of the connections between transcendental and empirical
subjectivities. Based on what I already have said above about Kant
or/versus HegeÌ, and without getting bogged down in interpretive details
with respect to various permutations of the transcendental-empirical
couplet (to borrow a Foucauldian tum of phrase) in Kantian and
post-Kantian German idealism, I will limit myself here to suggesring that
there is a transcendental dimension of subjectivity distinct from both (to
quote Berger) 'the cognising individual (empirical subject)' as well as 'the
very structure of the world as rationally organised'. Not only, as I have
indicated, is this the case for Hegel-a fuller appreciation of Kant's first
Crítique and his larger philosophical corpus reveals that Kant also would
object for a number of reasons to a complete conflation of the autonomous,
spontaneous agency of his transcendental subject with the formed realities
of theoretical reason it is responsibÌe for forming (such a collapse would
preempt the very possibility of the sequel Critique of Practical Reason).

Berger is wrong to suggest that one must decide between two, and
only two, mutually exclusive choices: either the transcendental subject of
subjectivist transcendental idealism or an empirical self. Put differently, I
would maintain against Berger that a transcendental theory of subjectivity
(along with a certain transcendentalism more broadly) is far from
impossible without the two-worlds metaphysics of Kant,s idealism. Any
consistent Hegelian (and members of certain species of the Schellingian
genus) ought to hold the same position; An already formed
naturaUsubstantial reality an sich comes to know itself an und für sich if
and when it intemally generates out of itself cognising subjects equipped
with suitably, satisfactorily articulated logical (qua dialectical-speculative)
matrices of categories and concepts-with such subjects as possibility
condiiions for knowing that are themselves neither directly identical with
the formed reality of nature/substance (as per Berger's construal of
Kantian transcendental idealism) nor merely non-transcendental.
Moreover, a handful of Analytics (including epistemologists, philosophers
of mind, and Kant scholars) contributing to the previously mentioned
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evaluations of (Kantian) 'transcendental argument5'-some names I have in
mind are Quassim Cassam, Arthur Collins, Michael Friedman, Paul Guyer,

Ross Hanison, Rae Langton, McDowell, Jay Rosenberg, Jonathan Vogel,
and Kenneth WestphaÌ-likewise explore and defend the feasibility of
Kantianism/transcendentalism without transcendental idealism as Berger
understands the latter. In fact, the bulk of Kant scholarship for decades has

been eager to distance Kantian Critique from any two-worlds metaphysics,
thereby also inadvertently bearing indirect witness to the strength of
Fichte'ç, Schelling's, and Hegel's criticisms of these metaphysical
elements of Kant's transcendental idealism. Of course, on the more recent
Continental side of things, Badiou's .Logics of Worlds (2006), a soruce of
inspiration for me as a transcendental materialist, is an example of an

attempt to fuse a transcendentaÌisrr with a materialism (although, in
PAFM, VoI. I, I reach the considered verdict that Badiou fproductively]
fails in this endeavour).

I wish now to turn my attention to the knotted issues of logogeny,

religion/theology, and empiricism-versus-rationalism raised throughout the
rest of Berger's paper. As noted earlier, I agree with Berger that logogeny,

the genesis of the 'logical' as the form of already structured
non/pre-subjective reality, is a separate matter from either phylogeny or
ontogeny. Berger seems to suspect either that I would repudiate the very
notion of logogeny altogether or that I would denigrate it as of little to no
philosophical interest. Neither suspicion is warranted.

As with Hegel's Naturphilosophie on my reading, transcendental
materialism d la the PAFM tllogy is preoccupied with solving the riddle of
what and how natural substance must have been and be in light of the fact
that it has produced out of itself denaturalised subjects. For Hegel and

countless others past and present (including myself and numerous non-, or
even anti-, Hegelians), the realms of the organic appear to be the special

zones of mediation in and through which this denaturalisation of nature

embodied and epitomised by human beings transpires. A consequence of
this is that I have remained focused thus far on biology, rather than
physics, chemistry or the cosmology and astrophysics that would need to
be drawn upon by a materialism concemed precisely with the problem of
logogeny.

Given my anti-reductive, anti-eliminative commitments as a

post-contemplative materialist inspired by historical and dialectical
materialisms, I indeed would resist attempts to dissolve the life-scientific
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details relevant to my concerns in the PAFM trilogy into physical,
chemical, and/or cosmological bases. That is to say, my privileging of
biology over other natural sciences in a materialist theory of subjectivity is
philosophically principled. Some of these principles come to the fore with
particular sharpness in an ongoing debate betwe en Ziiek and me centred
on the relations between philosophical materialism and scientific
naturaìism (the three chapters of the second part o1 Adventures in
Trqnscendental Materialism are instalments from this debate). My
prioritising of things biological likely explains why Berger anticipates that
I would rubbish or downplay ùe matter of logogeny. However, doubting
that logogeny is directly relevant specifically to my account of the subject
is different from denying either its existence or philosophical attractions.

Perhaps, several years down the road (and certainly only after
completing PAFM, I will take up the difficulty of logogeny from a
transcendental materialist perspective. Berger's suggestive musings on this
definitely encourage and entice me to think about doing so. My neglect of
physics, while principled in connection with a theory of subjectivity, is
neither principled nor necessarily permanent apart from such a theory.
Were I to take up this topic, my Hegelian-style philosophical intuitions
initially would incline me to begin with hrurches about the genesis of logos
as involving a dialectical-speculative simultaneous co-emergence of (and
co-determination between) form/structure and contenlmatter. That said, I
have multiple reservations about and objections to the kinds of pictures of
logogeny Berger evidently prefers, especially those of a late-Schellingian,
rationalist-theosophical sort.

At the close of his intervention, Berger wonders 'if Johnston also
sees any merit in taking...the risk of speaking, as Hegel does, of God.'I
can state bluntly that I see little virtue and much vice in such talk. Before
explaining and justifying this blurt statement, it oughr to be noted that
Berger's mention of Hegel here is of a piece with a prior assertion of his
according to which German idealism is 'Christian through and through'.
This assertion is, at best, a massive oversimplification of the ambivalent
multidimensional, and volatile relations with Christianity specifically aná
religion generally maintained differently by Kant, Fichte, Schelling, and
Hegel; at less than best, it is simply false. Setting aside the complicated
cases of Kant and Fìchte-schelling and Hegel clearly are the two German
idealists monopolising the concerns shared between Berger and me in this
context-only the very late, Berlin-era Schelling of the 'positive
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philosophy', the antiHegeiian theosophical mouthpiece of the conservative

Prussian authorities, perhaps could be described justly, albeit stiil with
certain caveats, as 'Christian through and through' (and setting aside such

attempts as those of Manfred Frãnk, Jürgen Habermas, and ZiZek to
rehabilitate the later Schelling in the service of secular leftisms). Contrary

to popular myth, it is not the Hegel of the 1820s who is an apologist for
reactionary Prussia, but, instead, the Schelling of the 1840s, summoned to
Berlin by the Prussian govemment precisely in order to 'stamp out the

dragon,seed of Hegelianism'. Additionally, the early Schelling, first more

Fichtean and then more Spinozist, of the philosophies of nature and

identity overtly revolts against the Protestant theology taught to him,
Hegel, and Hölderlin at the Tübinger Stift (with Hegel and Hölderlin
similarþ rebelling). And, the middle-period Schelling of such works as the

Weltalter drafts (1811-1815) is too unorthodox and eclectic in his

cherry-picking from Christianity and other traditions to qualify as

thoroughly, recognisably Christian in any standard manner.

In the case of Hegel's rapport with Christianity, the complications

multiply further. Starting with such youthfirl writings as The Positivity of
the Christisn Religion (1795-1796,1'800), The Spirit of Christianity and
Its Fate (1798-1799), and Fairh and Knowledge (1802), a tense, uneasy

reÌation to his religious/theological background is a thread of consistency

running through his otherwise shifting, non-traditional stances vis-à-vis
this monotheism over the entire course of his lengthy intellectual itinerary.

Similarly, I would remind Berger that Hegel's invocations of 'God'

(especially in Spinoza's wake) are notoriously ambiguous-so much so

that, ever since the 1830s and the fragmentation of the Hegelian school

into left, centre, and right wings, just about every possible construal of the

(ir)religious nature of Hegel's philosophy has been upheld, from seeing

him as an orthodox Lutheran to discerning within his teachings an

especially virulent, insidious atheism. Quite recently, there is even the

ZiZekian reading (presaged by Feuerbach, G.K. Chesterton, and Emst
Bloch) according to which Hegelian-style Christianity is nothing other than

'the religion of atheism', religiosity's own immanent critique and

self-subversive overcoming of itself. At a minimum, all of this illustrates

how and why Berger's sweeping characterisation of German idealism en

bloc as ostensibly Christian to the core is, if nothing else, much too quick

and easy.
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Berger: also brings up the Pqntheismusstreit triggered in 1785 by
F.H. Jacobi's deployment of the figure of Spinoza. Refering to my
revisitation of Hegel's Spinoza critique with an eye to its contemporary
relevance (in the first part of Adventures in Trqnscendental Materialism),
Berger attempts to problematise my religion-free version of Hegelianism
by arguing as follows: Jacobi's Spinoza is an atheist; Hegel seeks to leave
Spinoza behind; Therefore, Hegel seeks to leave atheism behincl. There are
several fatal flaws with this syllogism. To begin with, Hegel hardly accepts
the Jacobian interpretation of Spinoza as completely accurate historically
and philosophically. And, as I am at pains to emphasise and elucidate in
Adventures in Trqnscendental Mqterialism, Hegel, as the thinker of
sublation par excellence, is a post-Spinozist in both senses of the prefix
'post-', namely, both as moving beyond by breaking with (i.e., discontinuity
as cancellation/negation) as well as moving forward by advancing with
(i.e., continuity as preservation/elevation). As with the German word
'Aufhebung', whose spontaneous dialectical-speculative logic is operative
in Hegel's reading of Spinoza's philosophy (and of the history of
philosophy overall), the ambivalent convergence of opposites condensed in
the prefix'post-'is a perfect incarnation of the non-one-sidedness Hegel
always aspires to achieve. Hence, contrary to any impression to the effect
that Hegel tosses everything Spinozistic overboard, his philosophy, as he
himself maintains any philosophy worthy of the name must, begins with
Spinozism (aÌthough it does not, as Jacobi insists any self-consistent,
consequent philosophy does sooner or iater, end with Spinozism). In
particular, Hegel's 'substance also as subject' agenda central to
transcendental materialism, an agenda which I trace back to 'The Earliest
System-Program of German Idealism' and show to be a guiding red thread
across the full arc of Hegel's mature philosophy (as shown in Adventures
in Transcendentql Mqterialism, PAFM, VoIs. II and I1I, "'Freedom or
System? Yes, please!"', and 'Where to Start?'), cannot be grasped properly
without appreciating his profound debts to Spinoza's anti-transcendent
immanentism and corresponding idea of infinity as the identity-in-
difference of the infinite and the finite (with the difference between the
infinite and the finite being a difference internal to the infinite itseìf).
Hegeì's problem with Spinoza's immanentism is not its insistence on
immanence, but on a specifically subjectless immanence entailing
exhaustive natural-causal determinism and an inexplicable gap between the
appearing of finite attributes/modes and the being of infinite substance.
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What is more, during the period of their youthful friendship, Hegel soaks

up a largely positive assessment of a non-Jacobian Spinoza from his
post-Tübingen contact and collaborations with Schelling in the late 1790s

and early 1800s (not to mention also from Hölderlin possibly as far back
as their Tübingen days together as seminary students).

Additionally, on my reconstruction of Hegel and his 'system-
program', the Hegelian complaint about Spinozistic atheism (as per Jacobi)

is not that Spinozism is irreligious, but that it is, in a way, not irreligious
enough, to be more exact, an insufficiently heterodox sublation of
historicãlly established monotheisms. With the benefit of hindsight
provided by my earlier noted recasting of Marx's first thesis on Feuerbach

as itself a variant of 'substance also as subject', one defensibly could
contend that Marx's criticisms of Feuerbach's contemplative materialism

echo, however wittingly or not, Hegel's difficulties with Spinoza's
purported atheism. Incidentally, one should recall that, before Jacobi, the

contemplative-yet-militant materialists of eighteenth-century France drew
inspiration from Spinoza read as an atheist, determinist, fatalist,

materialist, and naturalist-something well known to Hegel, Feuerbach,

and Marx. Anyhow, to reinforce the parallel I am in the course of
establishing here, just as Hegel considers all genuine philosophy as starting

from the standpoint of Spinozism (qua immanentist monism at odds with
traditional theologies of transcendence), so too does Marx deem it
necessary for a viable post-contemplative (i.e., historical and./or

dialectical) materialism to be arrived at specifically in traversing, and not
skirting around, the 'fiery brook' (Feuerbach)' As I observed previouslSr,

simiÌar dynamics also structure the crucial Kant-Hegel relationship.

For Marx, Feuerbach's essentialist 'human nature' etemally
transcends actual socio-historical humans and, with its accompanying

naturalistic reductivism, nevertheless sustains a partiaÌly justified

anti-materialist backlash against the shortcomings of a contemplative

materialism leaving no real space whatsoever for various phenomena

associated with subjectivity broadly characterised. Thus, from Marx's
perspective, Feuerbach is unknowingly and secretly complicit in propping

up dualistic idealisms both religious and metaphysical with his inadequate,

fáulty materialism. Likewise, for Hegel, Spinoza's 'Nature' (a.k.a. 'God'

qua natura naturans) is a contemplative construct that, as such, fails

explicitly to include subjectMty within itself as demanded by the strictures

of Spinoza's own immanentism of the true infinite-hence this
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immanentism's susceptibility to the dialectical immanent critique of it
carried out by Hegel. The One-All of Spinoza's infinite substance as a
TotalityMhole, as later with Feuerbach's (human) nature, is covertly
transcendent in its implicit exclusion of the contemplating subject qua
reflective, reflexive position, one situated within the finite attributes and
modes of a temporal/historical existence, from which any and every
philosophy/theory is constructed. Moreover, as the historical reception of
Spinozism amply testifies via both the French Enlightenment and Jacobian
counter-Enlightenment, this contemplative naturalism, like Feuerbach's
naturalistic materialism, provokes and feeds anti-materialist, anti-naturalist
reactions, usually of mystical, spiritualistic types (such as, in Hegel's
conjuncture, Jacobi's Protestant Pietism, Friedrich Schleiermacher's
theology of religious feeling, and much of contemporaneous
Romanticism). Well before the 'Theses on Feuerbach', the Phenomenology
dwells upon these d¡mamics of disavowed complicity and dependence
between a partly Spinoza-inspired secular Enlightenment and its sundry
discontents (in this 1807 text's sections on 'Faith and pure insight' and 'The
struggle of the Enlightenment with Superstition' rnder the heading of
'Self-alienated Spirit. Culture'-related reflections are to be found
throughout Hegel's corpus). Basically, Hegel's attitude to such standard
theism-versus-atheism disputes is well expressed by Lenin's 'Both are
worsel' I will return to this last point at the end of my intervention when
adding fuither stipulations about transcendental materialism's disposition
toward religion and related matters.

My philosophical reasons as an atheistic materialist for not 'speaking
of God' are not unrelated to my exegetical/historical reconstructions of
German idealism. These reasons are both theoretical and practical. On the
theoretical side, I consider the epistemological problematisations of the
idea of God by the 'TranscendentaÌ Dialectic' of Kant's first Critique and
associated texts-for me, Kantian Critique must be worked through and,
as a point of no retum in the history of philosophy, cannot plausibly be
circumvented in silence-to undermine severely this idea as per the
monotheisms of established religions and rational theologies. In this same
vein, if epistemologically inesponsibìe God talk is permitted, then any and
every philosophical probÌem is exposed to being lazily conjured away,
without actually being resolved, by supernaturalistic hocus-pocus,
seemingly made with smoke, mirrors, incantations, and gesticulations to
vanish into the pseudo-profound depths of a mystical, incense-scented fog.
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Furthermore, transcendental materialism is a post-critical (instead of
pre-critical) materialism reckoning with these Kantian epistemological
challenges in conjunction with a commitrnent to a naturalism entailing
recognition of the checks and restrictions imposed by the methods and
results of the natural sciences. As such, I consider the questions around
logogeny posed by Berger to be open ones best addressed primarily by
physicists, astronomers, and cosmologists. At least within the present

historical situation, such empirically informed investigations into the

origin(s) (or lack thereof) of the physicaÌ universe (again, I will touch upon

Hegel's relations with empiricism and things empirical soon) are both more

epistemologically justifiable as well as more intellectualiy promising than

any purely apriori, non-empirical musings about the genesis of formed

bodies and structured realities. In particular, Scheìling, unlike Hegel, too
often permits himseÌf cavalierly to thumb his nose at Kantian Critique,

freely helping himself to the magical powers of a mysterious intellectual

intuition allowing supposedly direct knowing access to the root creative
powers of all creation itself. Against Berger's Schellingian leanings, I
would largely replace Schelling's theosophical myths about logogeny with
a Hegelian-style phiÌosophical engagement with today's natural sciences

dealing with the enigmas of the ultimate sources of material existence'
Such a Hegel-inspired engagement definitely would not be

tantamount to a capitulation to the likes of Stephen Hawking. I mention

Hawking specifically not only because he trumpets the ostensible'death of
philosophy'from a pro-science (as opposed to, for instance, Heideggerian

and./or postmodemist) standpoint, but also because he is a natural scientist

who, through his work in theoretical physics and cosmology, has

contributed to investigations into logogeny. Although, unlike Berger, T

basically more or less would prefer Hawking's to Schelling's general

manner of approaching the mystery of logogeny, the former's
anti-phiÌosôphical sentiments are dubious to the point of indefensibility. In
the spirit, although not the letter, of Hegel's Noturphilosophie-I would be

the first to admit, as I believe Hegel would too if he were alive today, that
many of its empirical, scientific details are now obsolete and incorrect-I
would assert con¿ro someone like Hawking that science invariably and

inevitably relies (or, at least, should rely) upon philosophy: for the

non-empirical conceptual and categorial grounds of its thinking both
theoretical and methodological; for creative inspirations for its research

programs; for the productive cross-fertilisation of one or more of its
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branches or sub-branches with fields beyond the natural sciences
themselves; for situating itself in connection with histories, politics,
cultures, societies, ethics, and the like; ancl, for speculatively exploring
both intra- and inter-disciplinary future possibilities stemming from but
exceeding what is cunently accepted as present-best aposteriori
knowledge.

If philosophy is dead, so too is science; if the latter is alive, so too is
the former. Nonetheless, especially as regards the topic of logogeny, a

theoretical philosophy (i.e., a metaphysics quo integrated ontoÌogy and
epistemology) entirely divorced from science is indeed as good as dead,
and certainly deserves to die. To speak like a more Kantian McDowelì,
without vivifying empirical frictions, speculation becomes a frictionless
spinning in a spooky, ghostly void. Contrary to Berger's anticipations, I
neither categorically dismiss the notion of logogeny nor belittle it as of no
philosophicai import whatsoever. However, unlike him, I consider it
preferable in the contemporary circumstances of knowledge to tilt the
balance between philosophy and science apropos logogeny in a direction
favouring the priority of scientific over philosophical investigations inio
this area.

Connected to the preceding, Berger's essay also brings up the
interpretive difficulties of Hegel's positioning vis-d-vis both the empirical,
experimental sciences as well as the rationalism-empiricism conflict so
central to Kant and his early modern predecessors. Like Kant (i.e., as a
conscientious post-Kantian), Hegel cannot be pigeonholed as either a
rationalist or an empiricist, despite more often than not being identified by
friends and foes alike as essentially a rationalist. The reasons for the
persistent misidentification of Hegel's philosophy as a rationalism are too
numerous and complex to go into here. Some of them have to do with the
four-centuries-old philosophical divide geographically marerialised by the
English Channel. The Anglo-American Analytic tradition, born partly out
of vehement hostility to a certain (caricature of) Hegel, has its roots in
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century British empiricism. For this tradition,
depicting Hegel as a rationalist usually is seen as helping to discredit him.
The Franco-German Continental tradition is, historically speaking,
primarily an outgrowth of seventeenth-century Continental rationalism.
Moreover, French philosophers steeped in rationalism-centric retellings of
the history of philosophy have exerted a pronounced influence over the
past sixty-plus years of Continental philosophy both in and beyond
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Europe. With these historical leanings of the land of Descartes and Nicoìas

Malebranche-this is part of why Gilles Deleuze's discovery of Hume is

such an unconventional revelation for him and also lies behind the

neo-rationalism of the mid-rwentieth-century French epistemologists and

structuralists-French or French-inspired readings of Hegel, including

even very sympathetic ones, are prone to downplay, obfuscate, or blot out
altogether Hegel's more positive assessments of and relations to the early

modern empiricists. If, as Berger proposes, I err in the direction of
overemphasising the more empiricist sides of Hegelian philosophy, I
knowingly mn this risk so as to counterbalance the chronic

underemphasising of these sides in both the antipathetic and supporlive

historical receptions of this philosophy. Any answer to the question'What
would Hegel do?' always should involve the combating of 'one-sidedness'

(a damning word constantly employed by Hegel throughout his writings).
Both PAFM, Vol. /1 and 'Where to Start?' underscore how and why

both Kant and Hegel openly celebrate the grandeur of Bacon as the British
empiricist founder of modern scientific method. With reference specifically
to Bacon's stress on the active role of the subject as experimenting

scientisi in the production of knowledge of nature, Kant honours him as a

towering precursor of the critical 'Copernican revolution' and its

transcendental idealism. Hegel, in characteristically playing off Kant
against himself, treats the productive powers of Baconian subjective

activity not as a predecessor (as such inferior, however imponant also) of
Kant's transcendental unity of apperception' Instead, by Hegel's lights,

Bacon's conception of such apperceiving is superior to Kant's in being

realist and naturalist, thoroughly immanent to this one-and-only material

world (i.e., not hemmed in within the confines of the two-worlds
metaphysics of transcendentaÌ idealism). Obviously, this Hegel is a

forefather of the transcendental materialist theory of subjectivity. As I
substantiate in my debate with Pippin and the second volume of the

Prolegomena, Hegel's appropriation of the B-Deduction in the third book
('The Doctrine of the Concept') of the Science of Logic and elsewhere is

one inflected by a partly Bacon-inspired insistence on rethinking the

subject of the transcendentaÌ unity of apperception independently of
transcendental idealism. Similarly, and in terms of Hegel's philosophical

disposition toward empirical sciences, I must content myself in the present

limited space with referring to passages such as paragraph 246 of the

Encyclopedia (in the introduction to the Philosophy of Nature).
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Before touching upon my objections to invoking God at the level of
practical philosophy-the past six paragraphs are elaborations of my
theoretical-philosophical objections to this-I feel obligated to gloss what
might be described as Hegel's potentially embarrassing 'Darwin problem',
as it were (something hinted at by Berger). My sense of this obligation is
due both to my just-defended emphasis on the importance of empiricism
and the empirical sciences for Hegel as well as to my earlier mentioned
focus on post-Darwinian biology from a (neo-)Hegelian angle. To cut a

Iong story short-much ink already has been spilled on this problem
haunting Hegelians to this day-I interpret Hegel's Naturphilosophie such
that his apparently unqualified pre-Darwinian denials of the very
possibility of evolution (as per the likes of Jean-Baptiste Lamarck) are to
be understood as expressions of his stiìI, to this very day, quite far from
illegitimate efforts to walk a fine line between, on one side, pre-modern
and non-scientific hylozoism, pantheism, and vitalism (d 1o Aristotle,
Spinoza, and/or Schelling) and, on an opposed side, modern scientific
atomism, determinism, and mechanism (ô la Isaac Newon, Pierre Simon
Laplace, and Kant, among others). In his Philosophy of Nature, Hegel's
Vernunft-Ievel finessings of the continuities and discontinuities between
the physical, the chemical, and the organic are motivated by profound
dissatisfactions with both sides of this opposition. On Hegel's assessment,
hylozoism-pantheism-yitalism emptily sees subjectivity everywhere and
atomism-determinism-mechanism blindly sees it nowhere (at least nowhere
within nature itself). Once again, in Leninist fashion, both forms of
one-sidedness are worse to Hegelian dialectical-speculative reason.

From my exegetical perspective, Hegel's ruling out of the reality of
evolutionary processes in nature is based on the following syllogistic
reasoning: One, early-nineteenth-century standards of scientificity for the
natural sciences remain dominated by eighteenth-century atomism-
determinism-mechanism; TWo, this atomism-determinism-mechanism
either denies the actuaì existence of the structures and d¡mamics proper to
organic life generally and human life specifically or (as illustrated in the
section on 'Observing Reason' in the Phenomenology) is utterly powerless
to explain them properþ in its own terms (with Hegel's models of life
being deeply and directly indebted ro Kanr's 'Critique of the Teleological
Power of Judgment' in the third Critique); Therefore, three, an
early-nineteenth-century natural science quo science of evolutionary
processes in nature either denies the actual existence of the structures unà
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dynamics proper to organic life generally and human life specifically
(treating everything as reducible to lifeless matter) or is utterly powerless

to explain them properly in its own terms (implicitly or explicitÌy positing

an unexplained, miraculous leap from lifeless matter to living organisms).

Either way, such an evolutionary 'science' would be doomed from its
inception immediately to refute and defeat itself before it could get going

anywhere at all; its 'scientific' commitments to atomism-detetminism-
mechanism always-already analytically abort its supposed object, life,
before this object even can be born and begin to 'evolve'.

If I am right that this is Hegel's reasoning, then a re-envisioning of
nature satisfactorily threading the needle between the Scylla of hylozoism-
pantheism-vitalism and the Charybdis of atomism-determinism-
mechanism, a re-envisioning to which he himself substantially contributes
in the Philosophy of Nature, indeed would allow for ideas of evolution in
senses different from the confused notions of it Hegel harshly condemns

(not without good reasons, as I hope to have shown just now). My concept

of 'weak nature', articulated both historically and philosophically in P'AFM,

VoI. Il and indebted to Hegel (along with Marxism, psychoanalysis,

Anal¡ic philosophies, and the sciences up to their cunent cutting edges),

implies that today's natural sciences (raised to the dignity of their Notions,

as Hegel would say) reveal themseìves to harbour spontaneous dialectical

materialist tendencies capable of giving both the efficient causes of
mechanism and the final causes of teleology their respectful dues'

Arguably like Hegel, I aim to comprehend without pre/non-scientific

mystifications how natu¡e itself happens intemally to have eventuated

through its own evolution in denaturalised and (self-)denaturalising beings

who nonetheless still, for all that, remain fuìÌy immanent to an Otherless

nature. And, although Hegel entertains what now with the benefit of
post-Darwinian hindsight, look to be indefensible views regarding natural

history-both in this case and others, I am anlthing but a brittle
all-or-nothing dogmatic defender of Hegel and German idealism clinging
rigidly to each and every letter of their historical texts-he advocates the

reality of a natural history in a very crucial and precise way: To the extent

that human beings, including their spiritual als geistige existences both as

singular subjects and trans-generational collectives, are outgrowths of
nature still continuing to be internal to it, human history in fact is natural

history the history written by and reciprocally overwriting in tum a

self-denaturalising nature. To think otherwise is erroneously to make of
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Hegel's Natur-und-Geist pair a dichotomy of the sub-rational,
sub-speculative understanding (Ver stond).

Prior to sketching the justifications for my atheism at the level of
practical philosophy, the preceding three paragraphs naturally lead into me

responding to Berger's suggestions to the effect that my transcendental

materialist brand of neo-Hegelianism is, in actuality, a crypto-
Schellingianism. Berger is not without warrant in suggesting this (if
nothing else, both Schelling and Hegel are post-Fichtean objective/
absolute German idealists possessing their own philosophies of nature). To

begin with, I owe a great deal ø Zäek and, in Z¡Zet<'s Ontotogy,I myself
suggest that he is perhaps, at least in certain fashions, more of a

Schellingian than a Hegelian, his self-identifications as the latter
notwithstanding. What is more, I would concede to Berger that Schelling is

a source of inspiration for transcendental materialism, and this in two
ways: First, his conflict ontology of a nature plagued from within by inner
antagonisms and tensions between clashing forces and impulses, an

ontology to be glimpsed in such earþ texts as 1798's On the World Soul
and 1799's First Outline of a System of the Philosophy of Nature, is, along
with Hegel's Ohnmacht der Natur, a forerunner of both Freudian-Lacanian
psychoanalysis as well as my'weak nature alone' (I already signal this in
my treatments of ScheÌling in ZiÈek's Ontotogy); Second, Schelling's
delicate, although unstable and ursatisfactory, balancing acts between
philosophy of nature and transcendental philosophy, attempted
intermittently ftom 1797 through roughly 1802 (and particularly prior to
his 1801 public break with Fichte), strive toward a goal shared between
him, Hegel, and myself, namely, a conceptualisation of the objective reality
of nature able to accommodate within itself the subjective reality of
ineducibly more-than-natural dimensions of autonomy. Later, in
Schelling's IB09 Freiheitsschrift, this morphs into the Jacobi-defying
project of thinking 'system' also with 'freedom'. Incidentaìly, any Spinozism
of freedom is a pointed retort to Jacobi's contention that one must choose
betvyeen either the Spinozism of systematic reason or the freedom of a

sqlto mortqle.
Despite these concessions to Berger, I nevertheless continue to

perceive myself as more Hegelian than Schellingian. Of course, Schelling
is notorious for being an extremely mercurial thinker. His intensely
Protean character is not undeserving of Hegel's later accusation that he
was guilty of conducting his philosophical education on the public stage.
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Given this, the exercise of tryrng decisiveiy and definitively to criticise
Schelling is akin to the attempt to nail JelÌo to a wall, as Bill Clinton once

famously remarked about the Chinese endeavour to erect a Great Firewall
against unmitigated flooding by the global Intemet (since then, recent

history thus far has not been terribly kind to Cìinton's prediction of this
fuiility). Correspondingly but inversely, the flip side of this coin is that,
given the inconsistent mass of claims and arguments made by Schelling

over the six decades of his intellectual itinerary everybody (and, hence,

nobody,really) can be shown to be at least partly 'Schellingian', whatever

that might be.
These cautionary observations made, I will run the risk of a few

generalisations regarding Schelling in order to clarify why I do not accept

Berger's depiction of me as a closet Schellingian. First and foremost, even

the early Schelling, with his rationalistic, formalistic constructions and

deductions, is overall much too Spinozistic for my tastes (I would refer

again to my contemporary reactivation of Hegel's Spinoza critique in
Adventures in Transcendental Materialism). I deem Iain Hamilton Grant's

Spinozistic-Deleuzian reconstruction in Philosophies of Nature After
Schelling of Schelling's first decade of philosophising (1794-1804) largely
(although not totally) accurate-and this to Schelling's detriment insofar as

it makes him all the more vulnerable to Hegel's wounding barbs about'the
night in which alt cows are black'. For dialectical-speculative reasons, the

Verstand-type distinction of Spinoza, Schelling, and Deleuze belween the

productivity o1 natura naturans and the products of nqtura naturata (llke
the Heideggerian 'ontological difference' belween ontological Being and

ontic beings) appears to me to be too neat and clean both philosophically
and scientificaìly. Directly stemming from this, I see the periodic winning
out in Schelling's thought of a mystical, pantheistic 'hen kqi pan' ò la both
Spinozism and Romanticism to be slmptomatic of an underlying failure
ever truly and properly to achieve the Hegelian thinking of 'substance also

as subject'. Furthermore, and again by unfavourable contrast with Hegel,

Schelling's post-HöÌderlin, nature-philosophical version of the Spinozism

of freedom oscillates between two equally dissatisfactory poles, those of
either the panpsychism of a Fichtean subjectivity writ large in the guise of
Spinoza's God/Nature or a Spinozistic pantheism in which subjectivity and

everything (apparently) finite is swallowed wholesale into the flat,
monochromatic abyss of a formalised One-All of Absolute Identity/
Indifference. Essentially, Schelling shows himself to be trapped between,
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in his own terms, one-sidedly dissolving philosophy of nature into
transcendental philosophy (panpsychism) or vice versa (pantheism). It is
Ieft to Hegel, particularly in his mature systematic Encyclopedia, to
establish a Spinozism of freedom authentically fulfilling 'The Earliest
System-Program of German ldealism', one stepping off Schelling's erratic
see-saw and attaining a genuine equilibrium between the objective and the
subjective, the natural and the spiritual. The vast bulk of my German
ideaÌist loyalties lie with this Hegel rather than Schelling.

My last words on this occasion with respect to Schelling before
concluding this response to Hackett and Berger will be answers to
Berger's queries about whether and, if so, how Schelling features in the
forthcoming two voÌumes of PAFM. As I remarked several paragraphs ago,
the chapters on Schelling in i,¡íekS Ontology already provide indicarions
of the Schellingian pre-history to the tanscendental materialism also at
stake in my trilogy-in-progress. However, AWeak Nqture Alone (P,AFM,
Vol. II) does not weave Schelling's work into its narrative, preferring
instead to push off from Hegel's Naturphilosophie for reasons spelled out
above. But, there probably will be some additional engagement with
SchelÌing in Substance Also as Subject (PAFM, Vol. Il\. In particular, I
anticipate discussing him therein in three respects: first, his influences on
nineteenth-century science and medicine as well as foreshadowings of
psychoanalysis; second, his Spinozistic excesses as susceptible to yet
more Hegelian and post-Hegelian criticisms; and, third, his later Hegei
critiques as failing to hit their mark. Apropos this third point, 'Where to
Start?' anticipates my pro-Hegelian counter-offensive against the late
Schelling's anti-Hegeìian distinction berween'positive' and'negative'
philosophies.

I finally come to the practical-philosophical commitmenrs rendering
me averse to various things divine. These are more socio-political than
anything else. I maintain fidelity to much of what is essential to the Left
Hegelian and Marxist ideology critiques targeting both the institutional and
intellecnral realities of religions and theologies. Therefore, I confess to
having trouble flirting with rhetoric associated with those who provide a
haven (and heaven) for child molesters, a bully pulpit for misoglmists and
homophobes, a gospel for rapacious capital, a megaphone for cheerleaders
of war crimes, and, on the whole, one whopper of a massive apology for a
miserable status quo. Furthermore, the Lacanian thesis of the big Other's
non-existence (Le grand Autre n'existe pcs) and its philosophical-political

ADRIAN JOHNSTON 231.

extensions by Badiou and Ziiek, all of which entail an especially rigorous
atheism both in theory and practice, are integral to my own thinking (as

such texts of mine as i,¡ùek\ Ontology, Badiou, Ziùek, and Politicol
Transformations: The Cadence of Change [2009], and PAFM, VoL I
already reveal). Additionally, from SchelÌing through Søren Kierkegaard,
Martin Heidegger, and onward up through the present, history exhibits an

undeniable correlation, if nothing more, betlveen a Romantic-style
religiosiry and cultural/socio-political conservatism or even worse
right-wi4g deviations (particularly in the German-speaking world of the
past two-hundred-plus years).

To take the most extreme exampÌe, I assume a middle position

belween those who portray Heidegger's Nazism as a direct expression of
his philosophy and those who depict it as an unfortunate Ìapse entirely
unrelated to his not-explicitly-political thinking. As expìained in the final
chapter of Adventures in Trqnscendental Materislism, although I think it
untenable to maintain that any theoretical ontology necessarily and

straightforwardly points to one and only one practical poìitics as its unique
complemenlpartner, I also think that theoretical ontologies push,

sometimes quite powerfully, in certain practical-political directions rather

than others. For me, the mixtures of Pietism, Romanticism, Spinozism, and

mysticism swirling through Schelling throughout his career from start to
finish strongly nudge him eventually towards the politically reactionary

Christianity of his twilight years (and, unlike Berger, I do not consider
Engels's scathing assessments of Schelling's Berlin lectures to be without
merit). Through Hölderìin, Schelling, and a selective reading of the

post-Kantian idealists, Heidegger inherits this tainted philosophical-

political legacy. Whether the German nationalism of the Napoleonic Wars,

the anti-semific Burschenschaften, Prussia under Friedrich Wilhelm III, or
National Socialism, a dark, disturbing thread of parallels seems to
intertwine insufficiently dialectical specuÌations with an obscurantist bent,

ones caught up with the anti-Enìightenment post-secularisms of the past

two centuries, and tumblings into the pits of the far Right (the later Georg

Lukács's The Destruction of Reason is worthwhile reading on this score).

As the preceding suggests, I seriously doubt that alÌ of this can be chalked

up to mìre coincideñðe alone.
I wish to conclude this intervention by adding some supplementary

twists to the matter of atheism as parsed by Berger in relation to both
Hegel and me. I agree with Berger's claim, conveyed through, for instance,
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his references to Jakob Böhme's influence on later German idealism, that
Hegel cannot be labelled an atheist without further significant
quaÌifications. However, I am convinced that Hegel's Wrnunft-Ievel
sublation o1 the Verstand-level opposition betweèn religion and atheism
results in a new type of atheism (instead of a more sublime or sublimated
Protestantism or Romantic-style Christian mysticism, or even a

wooly-headed, impossible fudge between the religious and the irreligious).
His ruthless, unflinching dialectical destructions of metaphysical realisms,
transcendences, immortalities, and their ilk leaves nothing behind for the
sustenance of traditional believers (Bruno Bauer makes this case rather
well in 1841).

Nonetheless, as with Marx's subsequent breakthrough to a
post-contemplative materialism (as non-mechanistic, non-reductive,
historical, and dialectical), Hegel already arrives at a neq unprecedented
atheism unshackled from the Geisfless dogmas of those simply
substituting an all-powerful Nature for the old God of the faithful. With
both Hegelian atheism and Marxian materialism, a conìmon ambition is to
explain, rather than just explain away, everything (seemingly) 'spiritual'
(for instance, mindedness, like-mìndedness, the historicaì, the social, the
superstructural, and so on). Both struggle to acknowledge and do justice to
topics and phenomena truically dominated by spiritualisms, dualisms, and
the like without, for all that, ceding an inch of immanentist grourd to any
sort of anti-realist, anti-naturalist subj ective idealism.

In this shared Hegelian-Marxian spirit, transcendental materialism,
although unwaveringly atheistic, is far from being so in mechanistic,
reductive, or eliminative fashions unwilling and unable to recognise and
account for everything that at least appears to be (relatively) autonomous
vis-d-vis the natual and./or material. As alÌuded to above, I, like a number
of others past and present, see the Nature-with-a-capital-N of scientistic
monisms and determinisms (whether Spinoza's natura naturons, Laplace's
Demon, or whatever else along these lines) as a mere substitute for the
religious God, with the powers of the latter directly transferred without
noteworthy modifications to the former. Such traditional materialisms and
naturalisms rely upon yet another version of the Lacanian grand Autre,
hence failing truly to be atheistic in continuing to beÌieve and have faith in
an all-embracing Almighty (as the first chapter of The Outcome of
Contemporary French Philosophy shows, Lacan implicitly calls for the
secularisation of materialisms that remain theistic despite fself-]deceptive
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appearances to the contrary-for them, it very much is the case that 'God

is unconscious').
Hence, my'weak nature aÌone'(i.e., 'There is just a weak nature...

and nothing more,' as I phrase this ontological axiom in PAFM, Vol. I) is
doubly atheistic: First, it is atheistic in the standard, familiar manner

signalled by the adjective 'alone', namely, in asserting, along with
established varieties of materialism and naturalism, that nothing

supernatural exists over and above nature quo physical and physically
grounded, existences; Seconcl, it is atheistic in a more radical fashion

signalled by the adjective 'weak', namely, in denying to this one-and-only

nature the divine attributes of inescapable, irresistible omnipotence and

all-determiÍring, uninterrupted unity. This second, more radically atheistic

dimension of my position is also, as I explained much earlier here, what

allows for a non-reductive reconciliation between, on the one hand, a

materialism of an under-determining substantial immanence and, on the

other hand, a transcendentalism of a self-determining subjective

transcendence-in-immanence coming to be precisely in and through the

breathing room of these cracks of under-determination. Again, this is
nothing other than a new Spinozism of freedom as the latest

system-program of German idealism. As necessary (albeit not sufficient)

conditions for autonomous reflexivities and recursions independent of

direct control by the bump-and-grind efficient causal mechanisms

governing most natual realities, lone nature's weaknesses mean that

ñature does not foreclose in advance the possible emergences out of itself

of denaturalised subjects. Whereas the strong Nature of classical,

pseudo-atheistic materialisms and naturalisms is really just a monotheistic

bod in disguise, my weak nature alone is a de-divinised baseless base

(and, unlike the deism of the Enlightenment compromising between

Christian theology and Newtonian mechanics, not only is there the obvious

difference of my Godless 'alone'-the 'nature' remaining in my picture is

anything but a synchronised clockwork machine unfailingly functioning

acàording to a lawful, preordained harmony). Again by contrast with the

omnipotent and omniscient parental/paternal divine of monotheisms, the

weakness of my nature is akin to that of the feebleness, neglectfulness, and

bìindness of parents unable and unwilling to keep their offspring under

their control and thwart their unruly children's rebellions. The preceding

should help further illuminate, in response to Berger, why I do not and
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cannot, as a matter of fundamental philosophical intuitions and principles,
have recourse to anything godly.

Ard yet, as with Hegel and Marx, my atheistic apparatus, unlike
what is usually called 'atheism', does not rnreservedly sweep away
everything religious in toto. Instead, as with Hegelian Naturphilosophie
and Mardan dialectical historicism, it preserves a place for the
experiences and sensibilities typically associated with more 'spiritualistic'
mindsets. It works to demonstrate how a non-reductive, non-mechanistic,
and non-eliminative naturaÌism of a lone weak nature (as susceptible to
self-denaturalisations) makes for a materialism both allowing and
accounting for phenomena traditionally dear to anti-materialist idealisms.
This account is not only socio-historical, but also metaphysical, with
historical and dialectical materialisms ultimately resting on presupposed or
posited metaphysical foundations.

What is more, I go a step further along these lines and
counter-offensively turn the tables on the religiously inclined. To cut a long
story short-what follows is a condensed recapinrlation of the closing
section of a forthcoming essay of mine entitled 'Psychoanalysis and
Philosophy: A Transcendental Materialist Engagement with Freud and
Lacan'to appear as a chapter in the Handbook of Psychoanalysis for the
Social Sciences and Humqnities edited by Anthony Elliott, Jeffrey Prager,
and David Radford-the birth of empirical, experimental modern science
with Bacon and Galileo Galilei all too often is portrayed as resulting in
'disenchantment', namely, the purging from the image of worldly being of
all things supernatural and the 'enchantment' they allegedly foster. From
this perspective, the profane scientific liquidation of everything held sacred
by various religious dogmas (i.e., gods, souls, afterlives, theodicies, and so
on) brings about a general cultural crisis of purposelessness and
valuelessness, aìlegedly throwing out the baby of 'meaning' with the
bathwater of superstition. From Kant's late-eighteenth century, with the
German Pietists and Romantics, through today, the territories of European
philosophy have remained continually well-populated with advocates
pleading for an anti-scientific, post-secular 're-enchantment' of existence as
a desperately needed counter-thrusi against a spiritual wasteland of
nihilism whose steady expansion is said to be driven by the natural
sciences, their technologies, and their pervasive influences on cultures and
societies (interestingly, Jacobi is the individual responsible for introducing
the term'nihilism' into the vocabulary of Continental philosophy).
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Transcendental materialism rejects the assumptions and parameters

of this false dilemma still brandished by backward-looking, idealistic

neo-Romantics and neo-Luddites, who are profoundly religious whether

overtly or covertly, consciously or unconsciously. If enchantment in the

forms of awe-inspiring sublimity and wondrous creations are what is

desired, then is not science in a way more enchanting than the most

mystical of religions? How really miraculous are the miracles executed by

an anthropomoiphised God when compared with the most (seemingly)

banal occ¡rnencés in the physical universe of the natural sciences? To take

the instance of a single human birth, how incomprehensibly incredible is

the divinely dictated incarnation of one soul in one body by comparison

with this identical event viewed as the outcome of the infinitely

improbable meeting, not arranged by any heavenly guidance whatsoever,

of ì utque spermãnd a unique egg (with the improbabilities condensed

within tÈis encounter vertiginously multiplying: these two persons

procreating, these two persons having been born themselves, the human

iace having arisen and tãken shape as it did, the planet earth and the solar

system having crystallised as they did, and on and on" ')? For many

ihristians, a- Iiving person, for example, represents part of God's

pre-established, top-¿iro plan for the entirety of spatial and temporal

creation, itself a manageable total organisation governed by sensible,

reasonable final causes ãccording to which each and every thing has its

proper assigned place and purpose. By contrast, for the sciences as

interpreted and appropriated by transcendental materialism, a living person

is a staggeringty untit<ety singularity who, despite the overall statistical

odds agãlnst this, nonetheless'miraculously' hascome into being'

úiewed from vantage points fumished by such diverse fields as

theoretical physics and evolutionary biology, the anthropomorphising

picture-thinking of theologies is nowhere near imaginative enough to

ämbrace mucñ of creatioì. The manners in which this constrained

cogitating strains to grasp the this-worldly habirually hurl whatever is

.onfrontðd into a monochromatic abyss of the divine. The pre-Cantorian

infinite of religions is insufficientÌy infinite. The miraculousness of their

miracles is minuscule next to the brute fact of the spatio-temporal

existence of any matter whatsoever. To embellish upon a cliché, scientific

truths are indeéd far, far stranger than religious fictions. Referring once

more to the topic of Ìogogeny as broached by Berger, cosmological

inquiries into this matter informed by such disciplines as quantum physics
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and sting theory are virtually guaranteed to be incaiculably, immeasurably
weirder and more fantastic than anything dreamed up along these lines in
the past by armchair-bound theologians and rationalist metaphysicians-
and this in addition to the non-negligible virtue of such scientific inquiries
actually being epistemologically justifiable and defensible. Wonder is as

much the product of science as the prompt for philosophy. At the same
time, it is a source of difficulties and disturbances for religion.

Within my framework, the ideas of science do not inevitably result
in the affects (and effects) of nihilistic disenchantrnent. One of the many
important lessons of psychoanalysis is that apparently automatic and
self-explanatory connections between ideas and affects are, in truth,
anlthing but natual and necessary. That said, the 'enchantment' of
incamate existence science potentially can bring about is not equivalent to
that associated with religion hitherto. My materialism is neither
disenchanting nor (re-)enchanting as these altematives are defined and
characterised by those who typically tend to invoke this distinction; it
ought to be noted that those who do almost always are promoters of
(re-)enchantment. As I have explicated above, transcendental materialism,
as a contemporary extension of Marxian historical/dialectical materialism,
takes the invaluable lesson of Marx's first thesis on Feuerbach in particular
to heart. It thus avoids repeating reductivists' and eliminativists' fatal
mistake of brushing aside and leaving behind what thereby become
unexplained leftovers nourishing and sustaining idealist reactions against
the understandably felt poverty of materialist outlooks. Therefore, I strive
to advance an account of more-than-material constellations and processes
formulated nonetheless in accordance with the strictest materialist
commitments and without the slightest bit of suneptitious spiritualist
cheating. At the same time, the picture of the sciences d la transcendental
materialism surpasses religions when measured by the standards of
sublimity as amazingness, incredibleness, wondrousness, and the like.

Enchantrnent is too precious to leave its lights under the baskets of
non/anti-scientific religions and theologies. The verso of this recto is that
scientific atheism is too valuable to be left to garden-variety atheists,
whether Julien Offray de La Mettrie and Baron D'Holbach or Richard
Dawkins and Christopher Hitchens. As per my transcendental materialist
tarrying with the Weltanschøuung of the natural sciences, the
science-revealed accidents, contingencies, fragilities, improbabilities,
rarities, and vulnerabilities marking life in general and human life in
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particular, sources of purportedly disenchanting (and depressing) nihilism
for science's my'riad, variegated enemies, are transubstantiated into
enlivening sparks of appreciation, astonishment, and even, sometimes,

adoration. Transcendental materialism not only refutes the charge that

science devalues life-it vigorously strikes back with the reciprocal

accusation that science's religious adversaries are neither willing nor able

to value it nearly enough.
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New Roman font.

Accepted submissions will be printed fi'om the electronic cop.v supplied'

References and notes should be given in the form offootnotes, and book titles

should be italicised.

Footnote retèrences shoultl conform to the st,vle of the f'ollowing examples:

Immanuel KanI, Critique of Pttre Reason, trans' b.v Norman Kemp Smith

(London: Macmillan, 1929), hereafter CP,R'

Gilles Deleuze, Foucauh (Paris: Minuit, 1986),p.24.
Daniel W. Conway, 'Genealogy and Critical Method', in Nietzsche, Genealogt,

History, ed. by Richard Schacht (Berkele,v: Universiq' of Califotnia Press,

19e4), pp. 318-33 (P. 320).

David SedÇ, 'The St.ucture of Epicurtls' On *ature' , Cronache Ercolanesi,4

(rs74).89-92 (p.90).

In general, submissions should follorv the guidelines outlined infhe MHR4 Style

Gãcte,2a edition (London: Modem Humanities Research Association, 1996)'

o

'[A]s nothing that is not appearance can be an object of experìence, it follows that the

understanding can never go beyond the limits of sensibility with¡n which alone objects are given to
us, lts principles are merely rules for the exhibition of appearances; and the proud name of ontology,

which presumes to supply, in a systematic form, different kinds of synthetic o prlorl knowledge of

things in themselves [...] must be replaced by the more modest name of a mere analytic of the pure

u nd e rstand i ng.'

Ka nt, CPR A246- A247 / B3O3 -8304

'... they did not observe the Iproper] order of philosophizing. For they believed that the divine

nature, whìch they should have contemplated before all else (because it is prior both in knowledge

and in nature) is last in the order of knowledge, and that the things which are calìed objects ofthe
senses are prior to all.'

Spinoza, Ethlcs, I lpL0s

Ihe Cr¡t¡que of Pure ReÕson mâkes it clear that there is no place for systems such as Spinoza's in the

new order inaugurated by Kant's transcendental phìlosophy. Yet ever since this interdiction,

philosophies that sìtuate themselves in a broadly post-Kantian tradition have repeatedly turned to

Spinoza to develop a var¡ety of ontological, hermeneutic, and political systems. Focuslng on

Spinoza's metaphysical thought, the 27th volume of Pli invites papers that explore the various ways

in which Spinoza's own system can be used to counter or accommodate Kantian strictures to

ontology, as well as the ways ¡n which Spinoza's conception of properly ordered philosophy

influenced the broad sweep of metaphysical Spinozisms to have emerged after Kant, while

themselves being systems far-removed from pre-Critical Rational¡sm.

List of suggested topics can be found on http://plijournal.com/calls-for-papers/

a

ïhe deadline for submission is 17th January 2015.



Centre for Research in Philosophy and Literature

Founded in 1985, Walwick's interdisciplinar'¡' Centre for Research in Philosophy, l,iterature and the
ALts (CRPLA) blings together scholals rvolking in a wide lange of disciplines in or<lel to promote
research across Philosoph¡', the Flumanities and the Arts. The departments associated lvith the
Centre's activities include Philosophy, English and Compalative Litelar';' Studies, French, Gelman,
Italian and Histoty ofAtt. The CRPLA both aims to reflect the interdisciplinarl, research intelests of
members working in all of these fielcls and to encourage productive dialogue across these areas.
Previousl¡' known as the Centle for Research in Philosophy and Litelatule, which had a long and
distinguished histor1,, the CRPLA has lecentll'expanded its focus to include the Arts. The relaunching
of the Centre in 2007 unde[ this new title reflects both a lenewed commitment to its well-establishecl
interest in the intelface between philosophical and literary disciplines and an extension olthat interest
explicitly to ìnclude the atts. In its ner.v folm, the CRPLA will provide a unique forum fol the
exchange of research expeftise and for cross-depaftmental enquirl into the intersections between
philosoph¡', literature and the arts. Its goal is to promote philosophical reflection on and in these

subject aleas, while drawing on the expertise of subject specialists to put pressure on philosophical
assumptions that might otherwise pass unquestioned in the 'philosophl of art,' 'philosophy of
litelature' etc. The intended upshot is genuinely inteldisciplinar;, r-esearch that poses new questions,
proposes new theories and even methodologies that would not have arisen within any ofthe separate
subject domains, left to theil own devices and methodological assumptions.

The CRPLA has an active programme of events that promote cross-disciplinaly research, including
lectures, colloquia, and major international conferences; these events run throughout the ¡'ear; details
can be found in the curlent programme, available on our website. Our annual programme ofevents is
supplemented by the contlibutions of distìnguished visiting scholals. Previous visiting scholars
include Judith Butler, Stanley Cavell, Daniel Conway, Drucilla Cornell, Michel Deguy, Jacques
Denida, Rosalyn Diprose, Robyn Ferrell, Manfled Frank, Rodolphe Gasché, Geoffrey Hartman,
Geofftey Hill, Frank Kermode, Sarah Kofman, David Klell, Julia Kristeva, Jean-Francois Lyotard,
Nuno Nabais, Christophel Norris, Martha Nussbaum, Paul Ricoeur, Edward Said, John Sallis, George
Steiner, Gianni Vattimo and Marina Warner.

Study and Research Opponun¡ties

ln association with the Department of Philosophy, the Centre runs a one-year taught MA in
Philosophy and Literature. On this programme students take two special interdisciplinary courses in
Philosophy and Literatule, two coulses from philosophy and two fiom literature. Students also write a
disseltation on an agreed topic. Members ofthe Centre are also activel,v involved in teaching on the
Undergladuate Deglee in Philosophy and Literature. There is also a specialist Doctoral Proglamme in
Philosophy and Literature associated with the Centre. Potential applicants may also wish to consult
the list of membet's of staff associated with the Centre. For furthel details regalding these courses
please consult our website.

The Centre also welcomes visits by academics from other institutions, either as visiting scholars o¡ on
a more informal basis. Those wishing to visit are invited to contact the Programme Difector, Eileen
John (a.e.john@warwick.ac.uk).

Contact

Our website can be found at: http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/philosophy/research/phillit/.

The Centte's office is located in the Department of Philosophl', in the Social Studies Building
(52.70). Queries by email may be addlessed to the Centre's sectetary, Stacey Heslop
(s.d.heslop@walwick.ac.uk).

i:
ira

tii
,f

Visit the Pli Website:

ww\i/.pl¡¡ournal.Gom

The recently upgraded P/l website now offers:

a Full contents listings from Volume 5 onwards.

Free downloadable PDF files of past volumes that are now
out of print (vols. 6 - 13). Currently available volumes will be
added as free PDF files when printed stocks become
exhausted.

a

a Full details regarding how to purchase P/l


