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One central question which has plagued studies of Wagner’s Ring for over a century is
“What philosophy does the Ring espouse?” “Is the Ring Feuerbachian or
Schopenhauerian?” is a question that has been echoed in works by some of the most
famous scholars of Wagner, including Theodor Adorno and Carl Dahlhaus. But by
searching for the philosophy only in the different versions of Briinnhilde’s farewell we
ignore the overall moral-philosophical progression which leads to their respective end-
points, espoused not only by both philosophers but by their predecessors as well. Rather
than asking the either/or question, this study examines the philosophical tradition of the
Enlightenment and German Idealism to identify a moral-philosophical progression that
was common to the writings of Feuerbach, Schopenhauer, and ultimately, Wagner. The
first part of this study elucidates the four stages of this progression (leading from selfish
living to self-sacrifice) and describes its various manifestations prior to Wagner. The
remaining parts of the study examine Wagner’s own presentation of this “Moral
Progression” (as I shall call it). The second part analyzes his prose writings up to and
through the composition of the Ring libretti. The final part deals with his use of the

progression in the Ring libretti and the music of the Ring with a particular focus on the



character of Wotan and the music associated with him. Prior to my analysis of the Ring
itself, the final part traces the shifts in Wotan’s character from the early drafts of Das
Rheingold and Die Walkire to the final version of the Ring, showing his development
from Byronic hero, to Faustian figure, and finally, to embodying the four stages of the
Moral Progression itself through his character development over the course of the four
Ring operas. If the Ring has a central message, then, it is to be found in Wotan’s re-

enactment of the moral life advocated by Wagner and his philosophical predecessors.
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General Introduction

Richard Wagner’s affinity for the philosophy of Arthur Schopenhauer is well known.
It has been said that after he read Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung in the fall of
1854, Schopenhauer’s ideas appeared in almost everything he presented for
publication.! What is remarkable, however, is that Wagner’s writings, and Der Ring
des Nibelungen in particular, apparently channelled Schopenhauerian thought before
he had read Schopenhauer, at least if we are to believe Wagner on the subject. In his
letter to his friend August Rockel of August 23, 1856 he wrote:
I must confess that only now have | really understood my own works of art
(i.e. grasped them conceptually and explained them rationally to myself), and
| have done so with the help of another person [Schopenhauer], who has
furnished me with conceptions which are perfectly congruent to my own
intuitions.?
Gutman corroborates this sentiment: “Many of Wagner’s characters were disciples of
Schopenhauer before their creator grasped the doctrine guiding their steps.” % Onthe
subject of the Ring, Wagner described Schopenhauer as the “keystone” for the proper
understanding of his poem. What was this “keystone”; i.e., what was the central point
of Schopenhauer’s philosophy for Wagner that convinced him that he had always
been a Schopenhauerian and had intuitively been writing the Ring according to this

precept? In Wagner’s letter to Liszt of December 16, 1854, he describes it as “the

final denial of the will-to-live.” “[Schopenhauer’s] principal idea, the final denial of

! Among other places: Bryan Magee. The Tristan Chord. (New York: Henry Holt, 2000), 138.

? Selected Letters of Richard Wagner. trans. and ed. Stewart Spencer and Barry Millington. (New York:
W.W. Norton and Company, 1988), 358.

® Robert Gutman. Richard Wagner: Man, Mind, Music. (New York: Harcourt Brace Janovich Inc,
1968), 117. see also: Ronald Taylor. Richard Wagner: His Life Art and Thought. (New York: Taplinger
Publishing Company, 1979), 125. “Schopenhauer gave him the intellectual key to an understanding of
his emotional and spiritual situation.”



the will-to-live, is of terrible seriousness, but it is uniquely redeeming.”® Perhaps it is
this idea, according to Wagner Schopenhauer’s “principal idea,” that corresponds to
the keystone of which he spoke.

But, then, whose will-to-live is denied in the Ring? This question is also
easily answered. In the March 29, 1878 entry in Cosima’s diary, she quotes Wagner
lamenting Schopenhauer’s lack of interest in his work saying:

It does not say much for Schopenhauer that he did not pay more attention to

my Ring des Nibelungen. I know of no other work in which the breaking of a

will (and what a will, which delighted in the creation of a world!) is shown as

being accomplished through the individual strength of a proud nature without
the intervention of a higher grace, as it is in Wotan. Almost obliterated by
the separation from Brunnhilde, this will rears up once again, bursts into
flame in the meeting with Siegfried, flickers in the dispatching of Waltraute,
until we see it entirely extinguished at the end in Valhalla.’
Recollecting the time soon after his first reading of Schopenhauer in his Mein Leben
he described himself as being “greatly shaken” upon rereading his poem after reading
Schopenhauer, and finding that “Only now did I understand my own Wotan.”®
Clearly, it was in Wotan’s denial of the will-to-live where he found the similarity
between his and Schopenhauer’s thinking.

But is this enough to be “greatly shaken”? Or was it merely in the end of
Gotterdammerung where Wagner saw a similarity between Schopenhauer’s thinking
and his own? The Dutchman, after all, also desires his own end, and yet Wagner does

not seem to have been “greatly shaken” over the connection between the Dutchman

and Schopenhauer’s philosophy, or at least does not write with the same shock on the

* Selected Letters of Richard Wagner, 323. See also: Robert Donington Wagner’s Ring and its Symbols.
(New York: St. Martins Press, 1974), 102. “Wagner believed that he had found, in Schopenhauer, a
philosophy to fit his intuitions. Schopenhauer’s ‘explanation of the universe’ is summed up by Wagner
in this letter [to Réckel of 23 August, 1856] as depending on ‘the high tragedy of renunciation, the
deliberate, reasoned, ultimately necessary negation of the will, in which alone is salvation.” Wagner
felt that he had always intuitively ‘discerned the nature of the universe itself in all its conceivable
phases and had recognized its nothingness’ ... The ‘necessary negation of the will’ is indeed the main
intuitive theme of the Ring.”

® Cosima Wagner’s Diaries. ed. Martin Gregor-Dellin and Dietrich Mack. trans. Geoffrey Skelton.
(New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich Inc, 1980), 11 52.

® Richard Wagner. My Life. trans. Andrew Gray. (New York: Da Capo Press, 1992), 510.



subject of the connection; so this shock must have stemmed from more than a
similarity of his characters in their end results. What is special about Wotan?

Before we can answer this question we should consider the words of another
writer, who after reading Schopenhauer’s Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung’ found
that he was brought to “a more meaningful understanding of himself.” That man was
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe. Upon receiving a copy of the book from
Schopenhauer, Goethe read it “with an intensity Ottlie had never seen in her father”;
telling her that many of its ideas were ones he had felt and shared and that the work
“brought him to a more meaningful understanding of himself.”® Now the problem of
Schopenhauerian thought in reference to his time makes itself apparent. Despite the
fact that Wagner and Goethe were living in the same Germany at the beginning of the
19" century, nearly a century divides the beginning of Goethe’s writing his first
sketches for Faust from Wagner’s completion of his Ring, and yet they both had
similar reactions upon reading Schopenhauer. Even Feuerbach, who in Wagner
scholarship is usually put in opposition to Schopenhauer in the role of optimist, is
complimentary towards Schopenhauer’s philosophy in a posthumously published
fragment, Zur Moralphilosophie, and after writing it, he too dons the mantle of

pessimist along with Schopenhauer.’

" In general, in Part | of this study | will be using the English translations of philosophical works except
in specific cases of terminological usage such as Notwendigkeit in Chapter 11 “Summary of the
Zeitgeist”, and so shall be referring to this work of Schopenhauer’s by its English title The World as
Will and Representation [Bd. 1, 1818/19. Bd. 2, 1844] and citing it from the translation by E.F.J.
Payne in two volumes. (New York: Dover Publications, 1969). The issues behind meaning and
translation that are ever-present in Wagner studies thanks to both Wagner and Ellis (See Part 11,
Introduction) are not nearly as present in the translations of the works discussed in Part I. Though there
certainly are questions of meaning, | feel confident that using the English translations in this section
will not detract from the overall comprehensibility of the subject, and that including the German, Latin,
or French, as the case may be, would not add, in most cases, any meaningful degree of
comprehensibility. For better or worse, | have included the capitalizations of nouns when quoting the
translations of others, though | will abstain from that practice in my own writing.

& Wolfgang Wittkowski. “Goethe, Schopenhauer, und Fausts SchluBvision” Goethe Yearbook 5 (1990):
233-268, 233.

® Houston Stewart Chamberlain. Richard Wagner. [1895] trans. G. Ainsle Hight. (Philadelphia: J.P.
Lippincott Company, 1897), 150.



Schopenhauer, who is distinguished from all German speculative
philosophers by his directness, clearness, and preciseness, rejects the empty
moral principles of other philosophers, and has designated sympathy as the
foundation of morality.'°
It must not merely be the concept of “negation of the will” that drew these two artists
to Schopenhauer’s thinking, but rather the latter’s ability to summarize the thought of
the time, possibly even to simplify it to its most transparent core, through clear and
comprehensible writing. Wagner, along with Feuerbach and others, cited and praised
the clarity of Schopenhauer’s writing. In his Mein Leben, Wagner paraphrased the
English critic John Oxenford’s experience with German philosophy both before and
after reading Schopenhauer as a typical reaction and one with which he had sympathy:
[H]is [Oxenford’s] obscure but unconvinced respect for German philosophy
had been attributed to its utter incomprehensibility, as represented most
recently by the works of Hegel. In reading Schopenhauer, on the other hand,
he had suddenly realized that it had not been his dim-wittedness but rather the
intentional turgidity in the treatment of philosophical theories which had
caused his bafflement."*
So the key point is not necessarily that Schopenhauer’s work was vastly different
from that which had come before — the doctrine of the negation of the will, as
Schopenhauer duly noted, goes back to antiquity™® — but that Schopenhauer was able
to typify some basic aspect of the post-Enlightenment Zeitgeist present in writings on
philosophy; or to put it another way, he offered a clear representation of the thinking
behind the post-Enlightenment philosophical ‘horizon of expectations.” The opposing

viewpoint on the influence of Schopenhauer on Wagner becomes clearer: it is not that

Wagner was channelling Schopenhauer or necessarily became a convert to

19 Carl Griin. Ludwig Feuerbach in seinem Briefwechsel und Nachlass: so wie in seiner
Philosophischen Charakterentwicklung (Heidelberg: C.F. Winter’sche Verlagsbandlung, 1874), 294.
' My Life, 509.

12 Others like Roger Hausheer date Schopenhauer’s ideas from the more recent tradition. “In the
entirety of his [Schopenhauer’s] writings there is arguably not a single substantial idea that is not
derived from, directly or indirectly, Fichte and Schelling.” See: Roger Hausheer. “Fichte and
Schelling” in German Philosophy Since Kant. ed. Anthony O’Hear. (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1999), 2.



Schopenhauer’s philosophy, but that Schopenhauer became a vessel or a title for a
philosophy that Wagner had held all along; as he did also for Goethe.'* What are the
characteristics of this philosophical Zeitgeist which John Oxenford, Wagner, and
Goethe felt that Schopenhauer was able to elucidate and clarify?

One of the earliest attempts to summarize the philosophical Zeitgeist of the
time in question was made by Friedrich Nietzsche and is simultaneously invaluable
and questionable. Nietzsche held not only that the philosophy of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, but all of Western moral philosophy, was based on the principle
of the negation of selfishness or luxury, what Nietzsche termed: décadence. His
premise was that Western thought since antiquity has been based on the notion of
binary oppositions. The least moral was associated with the concept of decadence;
therefore, to find the most moral one must examine the concept of décadence in order
to discover its opposite: not-décadence, or self-renunciation which is now, as the

opposite of selfish décadence, equated with morality.** So then to discover the

13 See among others: Hugo Dinger. Richard Wagners Geistige Entwicklung. (Leipzig: Verlag von E. W.
Fritzsch, 1892), 331. “Der Pessimismus und Individualismus, den er von Schopenhauer empfing, war
ihm nur ein Mittel ethischer Einsicht, mit demselben vollzog er nur eine Korrektur seiner
Anschauungen und deren Methode.” Or Ernest Newman. A Study of Wagner. (New York: G. P.
Putnam’s Sons, 1899), 222. “For surely one has only to read that poem with one’s eye open to be
convinced that Wagner was labouring under the most pathetic delusion when he thought that he was
contributing anything of the slightest value to the store of the race. It is quite unnecessary for his
disciples to take such infinite pains to prove that he was a Schopenhauerite before he ever read a line of
Schopenhauer. That is just the trouble; he had already certain vague innate notions as to renunciation
and redemption, and Schopenhauer, so far as Wagner could understand him, simply gave a support to
these notions. He took the philosopher up not because of his own interest in philosophy, but because of
his interest in his own ideas.” Or for a similar but more recent sentiment see: Joachim Kéhler. Richard
Wagner: The Last of the Titans. trans. Stewart Spencer. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2004),
420 “Wagner, too, continued to appeal to Schopenhauer as his authority right up to the end of his life.
But there remains the question whether he really meant Schopenhauer whenever he referred to the
philosopher by name. Inasmuch as no other contemporary was as showered with praise as
Schopenhauer, doubts seem to be in order. Why did Wagner appeal to him so often when he normally
concealed the source for his ideas? What is the significance of the fact that, unlike other writers, he
lauded Schopenhauer to the skies? Why, in this one particular case, did he renounce his claim to
absolute originality and independence, a claim on whose altar he otherwise sacrificed every other
victim? The reason why he proclaimed his dependence from the rooftops lies in the simple fact that no
such dependence existed. Wagner had not helped himself to another’s ideas, as was generally the case,
but had merely poured the wine of his own ideas into new bottles. It was his own thoughts that seethed
beneath the Schopenhauerian label.”

1 Jonathan Dollimore. Death, Desire, and Loss in Western Culture. (New York: Routledge, 1998), 231.



characteristics of morality, one had simply to reverse all of the characteristics of
décadence. But as Nietzsche noted, this does not discover what is moral, but only
illustrates further characteristics of décadence:

It is a self-deception on the part of philosophers and moralists to imagine that

by making war on décadence they therewith elude décadence themselves.

This is beyond their powers: what they select as an expedient, as a

deliverance is itself only another expression of décadence — they alter its

expression, they do not abolish the thing itself.*®
In other words, nothing, including morality, can exist as a mere negation of a thing,
but must exist as an affirmation, a notion which would be taken up by the modernists
and post-modernists of the twentieth century to come, most clearly perhaps in
Bertrand Russell’s critique of language.

The result is that Nietzsche holds the “Schopenhauerian” concept of self-
renunciation to be a central tenet of Western moral philosophy. But he did not always
feel this way. While he was still under the influence of Schopenhauer and Wagner he
wrote his third Untimely Meditation “Schopenhauer as Educator.” This work
separates philosophy as a whole from Schopenhauer’s philosophy by giving
Schopenhauer sole credit for looking upon self-renunciation as an ideal state to be
attained:

But there is a kind of denial and destruction that is the effect of that strong

aspiration after holiness and deliverance, which Schopenhauer was the first

philosopher to teach our profane and worldly generation. Everything that can
be denied deserves to be denied; and real sincerity means the belief in a state
of things which cannot be denied, or in which there is no lie.*

It is a follower and believer in Schopenhauer that is writing these words. In the

context of this Untimely Meditation, we can see that when Nietzsche eventually

rejected Schopenhauer along with his rejection of Wagner, he found that

1> Friedrich Nietzsche Twilight of the Idols. [1888] trans. R.J. Hollingdale. (Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1968), 34. See also Jonathan Dollimore Death, Desire, and Loss in Western Culture. 231.

' Friedrich Nietzsche. Untimely Meditations “Schopenhauer as Educator” [1874] trans. R.J.
Hollingdale. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 153. (slightly altered)



Schopenhauer’s philosophy was ultimately no different from the rest of Western
philosophy. Now he saw this basic tenet of self-renunciation, previously belonging to
the great Schopenhauer alone, in all Western philosophy and so was able to reject
Western philosophy as a whole via his rejection of Schopenhauer.

When Nietzsche abandoned the notion of dialectics, he revealed the
predominance of binary oppositions as a flawed tool with which to reveal the nature
of the world; a flawed tool whose use was rampant particularly in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. So Nietzsche revealed two elements of the Zeitgeist: the world
is viewed in terms of binary oppositions, and the ultimate goal of morality is the
negation of the will or self-renunciation.” We can observe the notion of the binary

opposition between self-renunciation and selfishness appearing in moral philosophy

" In Nietzsche Contra Wagner [1877-1888] he follows the position that the world cannot be reliably
understood using binary opposition to the point where he rejects the possibility of knowing anything
reliably at the present time and rejects the Enlightenment drive to know: “And as for the future, one
will hardly find us again on the paths of those Egyptian youths who endanger temples by night,
embrace statues, and want by all means to unveil, uncover, and put into bright light whatever is kept
concealed for good reasons. No, this bad taste, this will-to-truth, to ‘truth at any price’ this youthful
madness in the love of truth, have lost their charm for us: for that we are too experienced, too serious,
too gay, too burned, too deep. We no longer believe that truth remains truth when the veils are
withdrawn - we have lived enough not to believe this. Today we consider it a matter of decency not to
see everything naked, or to be present at everything, or to understand and ‘know’ everything. Tout
comprendre - ¢’est tout mépriser. (To understand all is to despise all).” (taken from: The Portable
Nietzsche. trans. Walter Kaufmann. (New York: The Viking Press, 1968), 682.) The irony is that this
notion of not being able to know everything was common in the eighteenth and nineteenth century at
the height of the Enlightenment. So Nietzsche was not the only one to assume that his age was beyond
the naive idea that it was possible to know and define everything. Thomas Mann speaks of the
nineteenth century in similar terms. “We of today, preoccupied as we are with tasks that are uniquely
new and challenging, have no time and little inclination to deal justly with the epoch that is fading into
history behind us (the so-called ‘bourgeois’ epoch); we look upon the nineteenth century as sons look
upon their fathers — full of criticism: and this is as it should be. We shrug our shoulders both at its
belief — which was a belief in ideas — and at its unbelief, which is to say its melancholy brand of
relativism. Its liberal faith in reason and progress strikes us as faintly amusing, its materialism all too
neat and clear-cut, while its confidently monistic view of the world now seems extraordinarily
shallow.” Thomas Mann. “The Sorrows and Grandeur of Richard Wagner” [1933] in Pro et Contra
Wagner, trans. Alan Blunden. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985), 92.

In fact, a belief in “being beyond the naive notion, held by the previous generation, that all things were
knowable”, is another common element of the Zeitgeist. Hume was rebelling against the same
‘knowability’ in this regard as Nietzsche and Mann, and his Treatise, which will be discussed in the
following section, shows that rebellion. In fact though, Nietzsche, Mann and Adorno were themselves
trapped in the same set of ideas they believed they were breaking away from, and the problem was they
did not realize it.



and most critiques of the Ring from Wagner’s own to the present.'® That being said,
Nietzsche avoids discussing a specific path from one to the other that typifies this age,
though he does offer the bookends of the path by revealing the opposition between
them.

Adorno and Horkheimer take Nietzsche’s critique of Enlightenment in a
different direction in their joint venture Dialectic of Enlightenment. Like Nietzsche,
they take several aspects of Schopenhauer’s philosophy to typify all Enlightenment
thinking, e.g., “Happiness contains in itself truth. It is essentially an outcome. It
reveals itself in transfigured suffering.”*® This notion of finding happiness, or at least
contentment, through suffering reminds us particularly of Schopenhauer.

But the problem with looking to this work for a definitive outline of the
Enlightenment period and its Zeitgeist is it takes as a given that Enlightenment
philosophy was not only the source of Totalitarianism, but that Totalitarianism was its
inevitable necessary result, and thus that the ideas behind it must, by definition, be
fundamentally flawed. Like Nietzsche before them, they explain how the view of the
world and the self through the lens of binary opposition instilled false knowledge and
further selfishness rather than true self renunciation. Rather than starting from
antiquity, they lay the blame for no longer considering the world in green but in black
and white, to paraphrase Goethe, on Fichte’s shoulders. He was the one who first

abandoned the notion of the completely unknowable noumena, which Kant was

'8 Edouard Sans describes the contradiction in the heart of Wotan as symbolic of the contradiction
present in the heart of the world as “this combat without mercy between the two essential tendencies:
selfishness and renunciation.” Edouard Sans. Richard Wagner et la Pensée Schopenhauerienne. (Paris:
Editions Klincksieck, 1969), 148. Ronald Grey’s chapter “The German Intellectual Background” from
The Wagner Companion. ed. Peter Burbidge and Richard Sutton. (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1979), 34-59 through his analysis of Kant, Hegel, and Feuerbach explains that the philosophy of
the late 18" and early 19" centuries centers around binary oppositions.

9 Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer. Dialektik der Aufklarung in Theodor W. Adorno:
Gesammelte Schriften. ed. Rolf Tiedemann (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp Verlag Frankfurt am Main,
1986), 111, 81. “Glick aber enthélt Wahrheit in sich. Es ist wesentlich ein Resultat. Es entfaltet sich
am aufgehobenen Leid.”



hesitant to do, and simply divided the world into a binary opposition of black and
white mathematical clarity into | and not-I:

Enlightenment has put aside the classic requirement of thinking about thought

— Fichte is its extreme manifestation — because it wants to avoid the precept

of dictating practice that Fichte himself wished to obey. Mathematical

procedure became, so to speak, the ritual of thinking.?°

Ultimately, despite some excellent analysis on the subject of mythology and
the role of knowledge and enlightenment in the self’s coming-to-be,** theirs is a
flawed search in that, like Nietzsche and Mann before them, they look on philosophy
of the nineteenth century as the previous generation which needs to be corrected, not
as a period of thought per se. They cannot escape their connection to this period and
do not try to do so. Their analysis, then, ends up being a critique rather than an
objective outline of the common thoughts of this period; the basic necessity in
forming an “horizon of expectations.” As Mann said, “we look upon the nineteenth
century as sons look upon their fathers — full of criticism: and this is as it should be.”??
This intimate connection, accompanied by the desire to correct rather than elucidate
that embodies the early twentieth-century discussions on nineteenth-century thinking,
is too subjective to be the basis of anything approaching an objective analysis of the
philosophy of the period. The search for a Zeitgeist—‘horizon of expectations” rather

than focusing on the faults of the systems of philosophy, must bypass these analyses

and focus as objectively as possible on the period, or at very least, as Dahlhaus said in

% Adorno and Horkheimer. Dialectic of Enlightenment. trans. John Cumming (New York: Continum
Publishing Company, 1972), 25. See Note 17 above for the similarity with Mann and Nietzsche in the
idea of the failure of dialectic-based knowledge to hold any truth.

21 One particularly useful notion is that fear is a catalyst for searching for knowledge or enlightenment
which finds its way into Jungian psychology among other places and plays a role in the forthcoming
analysis. Peter Ackermann offers a thorough study of Enlightenment from the perspective of Adorno’s
and Horkheimer’s Dialectic of Enlightenment and the Ring in his Richard Wagners “Ring des
Nibelungen” und die Dialektik der Aufkldrung that goes into further detail regarding Adorno’s
conception of Enlightenment and the influence of that conception. See: Peter Ackerman. Richard
Wagners “Ring des Nibelungen” und die Dialektik der Aufklarung (Frankfurt am Main: Verlegt bei
Hans Schneider, 1981).

22 See: Note 17 above.
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speaking of the time distance which enables scholarship of Wagner to look beyond
the for and against dichotomy of the early twentieth century, “with the historian’s
detachment.”

One of the first studies to attempt this kind of analysis was Jacques Barzun’s
Wagner, Darwin, and Marx. Barzun was searching for just this commonality in the
nineteenth century and found it in the notion or process of becoming. He noted that:

To the Germans particularly — Hegel, Schopenhauer, Schelling, and Fichte —
we owe the establishment of the basic evolutionary notion that Being is
Becoming and that fixity is an abstraction or an illusion.?
The acceptance of change is the crucial common point. It might seem overly general,
but with this examination of the period we have the first detached objective analyses
of the principles behind eighteenth- and nineteenth-century philosophy. From this
first step others follow, and expand on this notion of change.

Mark Roberts shows that the age could be viewed in terms of a renewed
stoicism.** The modern age, by which is meant the Enlightenment, involved a shift,
probably due to the ever-increasing middle class and technological advancements,
from changing the will to adapt to the situation, to adapting the situation at the behest
of the will or for individual happiness. The post-Enlightenment reaction, based
primarily on the failures of the previous generation to achieve their aims, could be
viewed then as a movement against this futile self-centered thinking or as a return to
stoicism. Roberts highlights certain elements of stoicism which apply to this new age:
1. There is a seeming impossibility of happiness when the supply of goods is less than
the demand for them. This brings competition with others, and leads only to
“disastrous conflicts.” 2. The realization of this truth, that the hope for fixed happiness,
to use Barzun’s terminology, upon obtaining goods is impossible, leads to an altering
of the will not for new wants, but for what is immediately present; in other words:
“We are living in the best of all possible worlds”; Voltaire’s Pangloss is justified. This

enables one to have a detachment from the concerns of the world and treat every

28 Jacques Barzun. Darwin, Wagner, Marx: Critique of a Heritage. (New York: Doubleday Anchor
Books, 1958), 52.

 Mark Roberts. The Tradition of Romantic Morality. (New York: The Macmillan Press, 1973), 63. In
this context he is speaking primarily of British and not specifically German philosophy, but this notion
is applicable.
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event equally. 3. As the will only wills for what already exists, the will in fact can be
viewed as no longer functioning or willing for nothing: thus, want is abandoned.”®
Meyer Abrams bases his view of the progression inherent in the Zeitgeist in
the terms of German philosophical Universalgeschichte, primarily focussing on
Schiller, Hegel, Holderin, and Goethe, which he views as mimicking the cyclic path
of man seen in the Bible. He outlines a three-stage process where man leaves and
then returns to nature/God, but with an understanding and appreciation for it
[nature/God] that would have been lost to him had he never left in the first place:

A number of these thinkers [German philosophers of eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries] adapted the Christian fable of a lost and future paradise
into a theory which neatly fused the alternative views of human history as
either decline or progress. This they accomplished by representing man’s fall
from happy unity into the evil of an increasing division and suffering as an
indispensable stage on his route back toward the lost unity and happiness of
his origin, but along an ascending plane that will leave him immeasurably
better off at the end than he was in the distant beginning.?
His three stages then include 1. unity with nature/God followed by 2. independence,
though suffering from the lack of union with something greater, and then completed
by 3. reunion with nature/God, but this time it is a willed reuniting on the part of man
with the higher power, as opposed to the unification with nature/God felt in the distant
beginning but which was present without his choice. This last stage is described by
Abrams very loosely as a sublime state of happiness, but he does not offer a means to
achieve this state.

Frederick Beiser in his work The Romantic Imperative offers a more specific
look at the period Abrams discusses, the Frihromantik, paying closer attention to
what these authors assumed would be necessary in order to achieve the final fusion
with nature/God, that being first and foremost the achievement of an ideal society

according to Aristotle’s definition, a community of equals aiming at the best possible

life. [Politics V1] Such a society would be bound by a universal love of mankind and

25 H

Ibid., 37-8.
% Meyer Abrams. Natural Supernaturalism: Tradition and Revolution in Romantic Literature. (New
York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1971), 201.
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all of nature alike. But the failure of the revolutionaries in France offered a lesson to
their German counterparts: the mob is incapable of achieving this type of state. So
rather than aim at political revolution, their goal became to enlighten the people or
Volk, and prepare them for this ideal state. The answer lay in aesthetics.

The events in France made them [the young Romantics including Schelling,
Schlegel, Novalis etc...] fear that a revolution would result in incurable
anarchy and strife, and hence they insisted on the need for gradual
evolutionary change from above... it was not possible to expect these [high
ideals of the Republic] in Germany, given the low level of education and the
slow progress of the enlightenment in most territories of the empire. The
fundamental political problem facing the young romantics was therefore plain:
to prepare the German people for the high ideals of a republic by giving them
a moral, political and aesthetic education... It is in the context of this
reformism that we must place the young romantics’ aestheticism. They gave
such enormous importance to art mainly because they saw it as the chief
instrument of Bildung, and hence as the key to social and political reform. If
the people were to be prepared for the high moral ideals of a republic, then it
would be through an aesthetic education, which would be the spearhead of the
new social and political order.?’

Three influential sources for the young Romantics were: Aristotle, particularly
his conception of aesthetics and drama as seen in the Poetics; Lessing, who Heinrich
Heine viewed as the “literary Arminius who liberated our theater from foreign
domination” and whose commentary on Aristotle’s Poetics found in his Hamburg
Dramaturgy is one of the central works for the romantic school;”® and by extension
Schiller, especially his Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Man which elucidated
these ideas of Lessing.

The central difference between the young Romantics and the traditional
followers of the Enlightenment is their stances on the employment of feeling vs.
reason in creating a moral being. The young Romantics felt that passion or the faculty

of feeling was the way moral behavior is learned or instilled via an aesthetic education,

%" Frederick Beiser. The Romantic Imperative: The Concept of Early German Romanticism.
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2003), 49.

% Heinrich Heine. The Romantic School and Other Essays “The Romantic School” [1836] The German
Library 33 ed. Jost Hermand and Robert Holub (New York: Continuum, 1985), 13-4.
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while the Enlightenment thinkers believed morality was achieved through suppressing
feeling in favor of the faculty of reason. Aristotle opened the path to viewing feeling
as something necessary in his discussion of apprehending drama in the Poetics. Both
he and Lessing offer a binary opposition in drama between narrative and dramatic
action. Narrative is the tool of history and one of the tools of the chorus in Greek
tragedy. By its nature, it appeals to reflective reason, while dramatic action, as seen
in tragedy, is meant to arouse the feelings — particularly pity and fear — through its
action “wherewith to accomplish its catharsis of such emotions.”® Aristotle
specifically alludes to this hegemony of the faculty of feeling in his discussion of
drama towards the end of the Poetics: “Its [Drama’s] reality of presentation is felt in
the play as read, as well as in the play as acted.”*® These lines of Aristotle which
explain both a catharsis that takes place in the audience or reader upon experiencing
the drama, and the general appeal of drama to a specific faculty of feeling are in
essence the notions behind the Romantic Movement.

But it was left to Lessing to clarify Aristotle’s catharsis. To Lessing, a
dramatic performance is now a moral education, something by which, through
observation, the passions are purified into virtuous habits. He elaborates:

And since according to our philosopher [Aristotle] each virtue has two

extremes between which it rests, it follows that if tragedy is to change our

pity into virtue it must also be able to purify us from the two extremes of pity,
and the same is to be understood of fear. Tragic pity must not only purify the
soul of him who has too much pity, but also of him who has too little; tragic

fear must not simply purify the soul of him who does not fear any manner of
misfortune but also of him who is terrified by every misfortune, even the

 Aristotle. “Poetics” The Complete Works of Aristotle ed. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1984), I1. 2320 Ch.6 1449 b1 24-28 and “Hamburg Dramaturgy” [1767] from
Selected Prose Works of G. E. Lessing edited by Edward Bell. trans. H.C. Beasley and Helen Zimmern
(London: George Bell and Sons, 1890), 416. (Torquato Tasso in his Discourses on the Art of Poetry
also addresses this difference, deriving from Aristotle, between narrative poetry and dramatic action i.e.
heroic poems, and how the sublime work of art will include minimal narrative poetry while allowing
the audience to experience the dramatic action. For this reason he is critical of Ariosto in his Third
Discourse, among other places in the work, for including too many passages of Narration in his
dramatic works.

% Ibid., 2340 Ch. 26 1462 al 16-17.
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most distant and most improbable... Tragedy is intended to nourish and

strengthen the feelings of humanity; it is to produce a love of virtue, a hatred

for vice[.]**
Further, Lessing explains that this education is intended for even the basest, least
educated audience and so offers the hope for the Frihromantiks of an artwork that can
educate humanity as a whole.

Even the dramatic author, if he lowers himself to the mob, lowers himself

only in order that he may enlighten and improve the mass and not to confirm

them in their prejudices or in their ignoble mode of thought.*
Schiller furthers many of the concepts discussed here by Lessing but fuses them with
Kantian philosophy. His work will be discussed in detail in Chapter 5 below.

The hope the Frihromantiks nourished for obtaining an aesthetically educated
populace was that a great work of art will one day come along which will bring the
people out of their stupor and make them ready for a new age.*® It should be a work
of art that mythologizes the plight of man in the modern age, and leads him, and
vicariously humanity as a whole, to a better moral existence. Beiser summarizes this
as follows:

What had been given to early man on a naive level — moral and religious

belief, unity with nature and society — had been destroyed by the corrosive

powers of criticism; the task now was to recreate it on a self-conscious level
through the powers of art. Art could restore moral and religious belief

%! Gotthold Ephraim Lessing. “Hamburg Dramaturgy” Selected Prose Works of G. E. Lessing ed.
5dward Bell. trans. H.C. Beasley and Helen Zimmern (London: George Bell and Sons, 1890), 421-2.
Ibid., 236.
% This notion is looked down upon in Thomas Mann’s essay in Pro et Contra Wagner, “The Sorrows
and Grandeur of Richard Wagner” 92. “Yes indeed: grandeur that is at once sceptical and passionate —
fanatical even — in its pursuit of truth, and that can find a fleeting happiness, without creed or religion,
in surrender to the transient moment of consuming beauty; and a statue to the moral exertions of the
age would need the physique of an Atlas, tense and straining in every muscle, like a figure by
Michelangelo. What enormous burdens they bore in those days, epic burdens in the ultimate sense of
that momentous word — which is why one should think not of Balzac and Tolstoy, but of Wagner too.
When the latter wrote to his friend Liszt in 1851, solemnly outlining his plans for the Ring, Liszt
replies from Weimar in these terms: ‘Go to work and apply yourself with utter singleness of mind to
your task. If you need a brief, let it be the one that the cathedral chapter of Seville gave to the architect
commissioned to build their new cathedral: “Build us a temple such that future generations will say the
canons were mad ever to undertake such an extraordinary work” Yet there the cathedral stands!” Now
that is the nineteenth century!”
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through the creation of a new mythology.** It could regenerate unity with
nature by ‘romanticizing’ it, that is, by restoring its old mystery, magic, and
beauty. And it could re-establish community by expressing and arousing the
feeling of love, which is the basis of all social bonds, the natural feeling
joining all free and equal persons.®

Beiser here uses “naive” in the sense of immediate, instinctive, and natural as we find
the word used in Schiller’s Uber Naive und Sentimental Dichtung, and so this ideal
community which was lost and needs to be reattained is an appeal to a concept
popularized by the Frihromantiks: the Volk. As Taylor explains:
Volk means ‘people,” but the German word has an emotive, almost mystical
overtone of national identity, a quality far more evocative than anything that
the passionless word ‘people’ can command, and more self-consciously

nationalistic than the slightly precocious notion of the ‘folk’ from whom folk-
tale and folk-song spring. Herder coined the word Volkslied in 1771, and the

% See: Schlegel, “Gesprache iiber die Poesie,” Novalis, “Fragmente und Studien,” and the Anonymous
Bamberg Treatise “Systemprogramm des deutschen Idealismus”. Paul Loos’s 1943 study Richard
Wagner: Vollendung und Tragik der deutschen Romantik. (Munich: Leo Lehnen Verlag, 1952),
examines Wagner’s works, including the Ring through the lens of the Frihromantik, bringing up many
of the same points in speaking of the period as Beiser does. It is an informative study which deserves
more attention in Wagner studies than it has so far received, but it too focuses for the most part not on a
progression, but just on particular elements employed by the Frihromantik poets, such as water and
fire as tools for rebirth, the longing for death-redemption, the importance of nature, the importance of
love in redemption and its partnership with death, and the education of the Volk and the Volk’s
contribution to an ideal art; and their use by Wagner in his operas. And when it does focus on
“progression” it is either as in the case of Abrams, as a circle of progression beginning and ending with
nature, or in a broad overall description for all of Wagner’s operas of the progression that takes place in
the closing moment of each opera, which can be likened to Barzun’s concept of change, but with a
more heavily Christian message focusing on redemption-transcendence through death-suffering. He
summarizes the common theme of Wagner’s operas as follows: “The inherent process in Wagnerian
drama is in essence after the Novalisian word “Verwandlung” [Conversion or Transformation], a
refining and reducing process on the way back to a state of transcendence brought on through
transfiguration. The ‘Moment of Ascension’ primarily a Christian form of resolution (as it was not yet
employed in Greek drama) dominates all of Wagner’s dramas as an ending ‘Gloria,” physically through
the stage direction in Dutchman, symbolically in the transfiguration of Elisabeth and Isolde in
Tannhduser and Tristan; and so it is with all of Wagner’s heroes and heroines that their deaths always
function as a transfiguration after worldly suffering. It is the same whether they enter Valhalla, they
experience the ‘universal stream of the world’s breath’ [*Weltatems wehendes All” from the end of
Tristan] or enter into the kingdom of heaven. In summary, the act of transcendence is overall found in
bodily self-negation, and so the self-negating play becomes the redemption play.” (214) As Loos
explains it, the process of moral progression from beginning to end of change is less important than its
culmination, which gets the lion’s share of Loos’s attention.

% Beiser, The Romantic Imperative, 53-4. The importance of this artwork which was meant to educate
humanity, and the descriptions of it offered by Schlegel and Novalis are obviously important when
considering Wagner’s purpose behind the Ring dramas. Some of this will be discussed in reference to
Wagner’s prose writings in Part II of this study, but only as it fits into the larger philosophical Zeitgeist
as described in Part I, and so not with the kind of detail and attention the subject deserves. The latter
would include not only a look at Wagner in the context of the Frithromantiks as Loos has done, but a
formal explanation of Wagner’s writings in the context of the history of aesthetics. In Part II of this
study no such thorough treatment is given — as such a theme deserves a book of its own — but the kernel
of such a study is present.
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concept of Volk quickly became invested, above all through the activities of

the Romantics, with a mystical aura of nostalgia for a pristine national unity

that was now lost.*
Kant gave more credence to this term in his 1793 article “On the Common Saying:
“This May be True in Theory, but it does not Apply in Practice’” by referring to the
international law under which humanity was meant to be guided as the “Volksrecht”
which stemmed from human nature “which is still animated with respect for right and
duty.”®” So it is this Volk, a reattainable piece of human nature, basic to that nature
that believes in right and duty, which is appealed to by both the Frihromantiks and
their successors in their hope to be able to reawaken this fundamental aspect of
humanity, by means of an educating artwork. Perhaps, then, in terms of the other
summaries of the Zeitgeist, the attainment of the Friihromantiks’ aesthetic goals could
be placed between Abrams’s second stage, and his return to God/nature in his third
stage, or between Roberts’s first and second highlighted points.

Jean-Jacques Nattiez, in his book Wagner Androgyne takes a more secular
approach. Citing examples in philosophy from Plato, through Rousseau and Kant on
to Hegel, Feuerbach, and others, he explains that the ultimate goal of this process of
becoming, iterated to some extent by generations of philosophers, is the fusion of the
feminine and the masculine. Looking at the Ring with an eye to Briinnhilde,
specifically the fusion of Siegfried with Brinnhilde, his analysis makes a great deal of
sense. But when examining the Ring with an eye toward Wotan in which Wotan is
the embodiment of this process of becoming, made clear by Schopenhauer, as Wagner

clearly believed, his analysis is less instructive.®® If Schopenhauer is to be the

% Ronald Taylor, Richard Wagner: His Life Art and Thought, 102.

3 Kant’s Political Writings. ed. H. S. Reiss. trans. H.B. Nisbet. (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1970), 92. Hegel also used it in this sense in his Philosophy of History. See note 310 below.

% Jean-Jacques Nattiez. Wagner Androgyne. trans. Stewart Spencer (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1993) Wotan does not have a second half in a feminine up to which he can give himself, and in
turn, she to him. The choices for such a partner for Wotan would be: Erda, Fricka, or Briinnhilde, but
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keystone to our understanding of the Ring, as well as the model for the process of
becoming as a whole cited by Oxenford and Barzun as a common Zeitgeist element in
the philosophy of the time, and is to make clear what Wagner, echoing John Oxenford,
characterized as “utter incomprehensibility” in German philosophy, then how can
Schopenhauer be mentioned only in Nattiez’s analysis regarding the particular
philosophical outcome in Tristan, in that man and woman are united in death with
each other? * This is no keystone, and Nattiez’s conclusion, “the fusion of the man
and woman,” cannot be the final destination.

That being said, Nattiez offers a blueprint for building a philosophical
Zeitgeist when he calls upon an assortment of philosophers in order to prove that the
idea of androgyny was in the air at the time of Wagner’s writing of the Ring. But the
blueprint is about androgyny as an ending or a resolution to this process, and not, as
will be explained below, the process itself. Could it be shown that ultimately, in this
particular “horizon of expectations” or aspect of the philosophical Zeitgeist, that the
path of change itself, recommended for individuals as well as humanity as a whole, is
almost always the same, whether in Hume or Kant or Feuerbach or Schopenhauer to
name a few, despite the varieties of ultimate destination described by the different
philosophers? *°

I believe that this end can be portrayed through an analysis of the processes or
paths leading to a higher moral life employed by Schopenhauer, in The World as Will
and Representation, and by Wagner, in his character Wotan, as well as by the
philosophers who contributed to the formation of the post-Enlightenment

philosophical Zeitgeist, including Hume, Spinoza, Rousseau, Schiller, Goethe, Kant,

in each case it is clear that none of these characters have the same mutually self-sacrificial relationship
between themselves and Wotan as Briinnhilde has with Siegfried or Siegmund has with Sieglinde.

* bid., 276-7.

“% The most obvious of these being the Feuerbachian optimistic outlook compared to the
Schopenhauerian pessimistic outlook.
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Fichte, Schelling and — most importantly for Wagner during the period of his writing
of the Ring — Hegel and Feuerbach. Not only will these findings show a more specific
kinship between the post-Enlightenment thinkers and their predecessors than has been
discussed up to this point (on the question of morality and where humanity should be
going) but it will elucidate the problem of the Gods’ end in Gotterdammerung. Up
until now the problem has been taken as: “which of the two philosophers, Feuerbach
or Schopenhauer, was closer to Wagner’s intention for Wotan at the end of
Gotterddmmerung?” The blame for this pigeon-holing lies mostly with Wagner, for
often citing Schopenhauer’s conclusion as the great praiseworthy idea in his
philosophy, a limited view of Schopenhauer which was ultimately picked up and
expanded upon by later scholarship. It will be clear that the problem is less of an
either/or or as a fusion of elements of the two regarding the meaning of the ending,*!
than a culmination of a moral path whose ending was meant to be open, and moreover,
that Wagner designed to be open-ended, and thus able to offer as diverse a range of
possibilities regarding the meaning of the ending as the possibilities elucidated by the
philosophers in question.

The path itself is what we are concerned with, more than the destination, and
those asking about the meaning of the end of the Ring who do not beforehand
examine the path as a whole may be asking the right question but are asking it in the
wrong way, and will not get a complete answer. To this end, after deciphering the
proposed moral path to be referred to throughout this study as the “Moral
Progression,” the next step will be to clearly outline both Wagner’s
moral/philosophical perspective regarding the ultimate purpose of the drama, which

was laid out in his prose works and letters, as well as the character of Wotan’s

*! See for example Adorno or Darcy for a more Schopenhauerian view, Dahlhaus for a more
Feuerbachian view, and more recently Kitcher and Schacht for a fusion of Schopenhauer and
Feuerbach.
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development throughout various drafts from 1848 on. This is no light task, but it will
be shown that the path itself mentioned by Wagner leading to the ideal, as well as the
description of what should be contained in and brought forth by the perfect work of
art — which he meant to be his Ring opera(s) — is the same as the path discussed by the
Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment thinkers. Further, it will be shown that
Wagner made a conscious effort to have Wotan’s development over the course of the
cycle embody this path. With each new sketch and draft, with every rewrite, he
incorporated a greater and greater number of the philosophical ideas outlined in his
prose works, and as such, the Moral Progression, until he arrived at the complete
poem. This analysis will then be supplemented by an examination of the music

associated with Wotan/Wanderer.

The Moral Progression-Outline

Before beginning our analysis of Schopenhauer’s philosophy and his version
of the Moral Progression, as per his role as “keystone” to the Zeitgeist, there should
be a short occursus describing this progression for the sake of future comparison. As
the purpose of Part | as a whole is to outline how each philosopher employs some
variant of this progression, there is no reason to get into specific details about the
Moral Progression at this time. A detailed summary will take place in Chapter 11 at
which point the subtle differences within each philosopher’s system will be explored.
It only remains to offer a brief outline of the Moral Progression so as to offer a basic

guideline for the analyses in Part I.

Stage one: Abrams’s Eden. A person’s life is made up of cycles of desire and

satisfaction. These desires are always fulfilled and never denied. Existence is viewed
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through objects, specifically how the objects relate to us and satisfy our desires. Life
is viewed only in terms of the present. One lives instinctually with no concern for the
future. Change from this state is brought about only by the denial of a desired object,

and thus, the first time a being feels fear.

Stage two: From this denial, care springs forth on the back of a basic understanding of
the natural environment that spurs on planning for future events, and as such extends
the view of the world from the present tense to include the past and the future.
Striving for mastery over the environment, and a certainty of continued satisfaction of
desires into the infinite future creates religion and error in judgement. All desire is
geared toward the preservation of the self. Conflicting desires and the realization that
one cannot achieve every aim or desire of the will cause sorrow and depression, and
break the will, which can be likened to Abrams’s separation from Eden. This begins

the individual’s next stage of development.

Stage three: After the breaking of the will, the individual no longer views objects by
their reference to his own will, but in and of themselves, purely objectively or
stoically. One views other people objectively whether they are or are not one’s
enemies and wishes them well. One desires only to alleviate their suffering. One
feels the pity which Lessing wanted to bring about through an aesthetic education.
One becomes a pure will-less subject of nature. This is in line with Roberts’s

renewed stoicism.

Stage four: As we will see, the specifics of this stage differ widely among the

philosophers to be discussed, but at its core this stage embodies the willing self-
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sacrifice by the will-less person who wishes well to all, ideally for the betterment of
others, of his individuality and existence. Depending on the philosopher, one does
this for the benefit of the lives of the community, to join with some superworldly
being or concept, or both. When this is complete, one’s individuality becomes one

with the universe as a whole, or one returns, following Abrams’s model, to Eden.

Arthur Schopenhauer

Much has been made of this moral/philosophical path; let us now take a first step
toward examining this path using Schopenhauer as our keystone. First, some basic
information regarding The World as Will and Representation is required. Despite its
being published in 1818, it was, as Wagner noted in his 1848 letter to Liszt, initially
ignored, with some exceptions, by the philosophical community which was feverishly
Hegelian. Schopenhauer’s greatest Western influences were Plato, Hume, Kant,
Spinoza, and Schelling, all of which he read while attending school in England at the
end of the eighteenth century. This first edition is divided into four sections
concluding with a commentary on Kantian philosophy: first, “The Object of
Experience and Science”; second, “The Objectification of the Will”; third, “The
Platonic Idea”; and fourth, “With the Attainment of Self-Knowledge, the Assertion
and Self-Denial of the Will.” These four sections represent phases of understanding
and moral development, the ultimate purpose being the “Assertion and Self-Denial of

the Will.” Schopenhauer breaks down his conception of moral progress, into four



22

phases of development which the reader should observe and follow to attain the
appropriate moral end.*

Like Descartes, Hume, and Kant before him, Schopenhauer begins his
philosophical exploration with the question of how can anything be known, and
comes to the same answer as the others: through experience. We cannot know an
object in and of itself; we can only know an object through our experience of it. With
this sentiment in mind Schopenhauer says at the beginning of his treatise, “he [Man]
does not know a sun and an earth, but only an eye that sees a sun, and a hand that
feels an earth”;*® one only knows objects through the way they are perceived by
oneself. The first part of his treatise primarily discusses the qualities of causal
relationships and experience. It is in the second part of his treatise where, once the
foundations of knowing have been laid, the process of becoming begins. The above
view, and the inability to move beyond this type of thinking to reflective abstract
consciousness in the early stages of development, places humans in what one might
call an animalistic view of the world. Life is experienced solely through desiring of
objects or feelings, and the satisfactions of those desires. Schopenhauer describes the
beginning of willing as follows: “Here we see at the very lowest grade the will

manifesting itself as a blind impulse, an obscure, dull urge, remote from all direct

%2 Again, the purpose of this section is not to summarize the philosophy of Schopenhauer, nor do |
intend to produce a comprehensive summary of any of the works which contribute to the proposed
“Zeitgeist.” My purpose is specifically to follow the moral developmental path outlined by the
philosophers without a great deal of concentration on the how or why. Such explanations would extend
the scope of this work to the level of absurdity, nor would I claim to be able to summarize in a few
pages the only important thoughts of the philosophers in question. | do not wish for my audacity to be
comparable to or confused with Wagner’s.

* The World as Will and Representation, I. 3. Though this idea is present as early as the fragments
attributed to Xenophanes, “And the clear truth no man has seen nor will anyone know concerning the
gods and about all the things of which | speak; for even if he should actually manage to say what was
indeed the case, nevertheless he himself does not know it; but belief is found overall.” (Quote
attributed to Xenophanes in Sextus Empiricus Against the Mathematicians V11 49; see also Jonathan
Barnes. Early Greek Philosophy (London: Penguin Books, 1987), 94); we will observe the same
general position in the work of every philosopher discussed below.
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knowableness. It is the simplest and feeblest mode of objectification.”** Willing
begins with a “dull urge,” until a more advanced version is found in the desire for an
object. Schopenhauer contends that this desire for an object is at its most basic level a
desire for a relinquishment from suffering.
All willing springs from lack, from deficiency, and thus from suffering.
Fulfillment brings this to an end: yet for one wish that is fulfilled there remain
at least ten that are denied. Further, desiring lasts a long time, demands and
requests go on to infinity: fulfillment is short and meted out sparingly... No
attained object of willing can give a satisfaction that lasts and no longer
declines; but it is always like the alms thrown to a beggar, which reprieves
him today so that his misery may be prolonged till tomorrow.*
This passage describes the cycle of desires that make up the early human condition,
which are considered in reference to one’s wants and the alleviation of pain.
However, without self-knowledge one will only be able to view oneself in
terms of these objects and wants, and so the objects themselves will define one. This
is the crucial starting point of consciousness: the feeling of want and reprieve from a
desire that will never find rest. But this condition is missing the ability to reason, as
Schopenhauer notes:
Animals are already exposed to illusion, to deception; they however, have
merely representations from perception, no concepts [Begriffe], no reflection;
they are therefore bound to the present, and cannot take the future into
consideration.*®
In short, this type of thinking is incapable of considering long-term goals, or for that
matter, long-term consequences to actions. In order to do that there must be

conceptual thinking, and since, as was noted, the present alone is considered, thinking

only in the present tense is thinking devoid of concepts. But when “the light of

* Ibid., I. 149. The description of the will being at its earliest stage a “dull urge” has often been
misinterpreted by numerous scholars of both Wagner and Schopenhauer as being an omnibus
description of the will; not at its earliest stage, but overall. This view of the will minimalizes its role in
a moral growth, as will be shown below.

*1bid., 1. 196.

“®bid., 1. 151.
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knowledge” penetrates into the mode of comprehension, as it does in humanity, a new
mode of thinking becomes available. This is the true beginning of human thinking, the
differentiation between the animals and humanity.
That complicated, many sided, flexible being, man, who is extremely needy
and exposed to innumerable shocks and injuries, had to be illuminated by a
two-fold knowledge in order to be able to exist. A higher power of
knowledge of perception, so to speak, had to be added to this, a reflection of
that knowledge of perception, namely reason as the faculty for forming
abstract concepts. With this there came into existence thoughtfulness,
surveying the past and the future, and as a consequence thereof, deliberation,
care, ability for premeditated action independent of the present, and finally
the fully distinct consciousness of the decisions of one’s own will as such.*’
So we observe that the human consciousness, the next stage in development, is
capable of putting off fulfillment in a way that consciousness without understanding
abstractions cannot. This consciousness is capable of sacrificing the moment, being
content with the pain of the moment, for a better tomorrow. But perhaps more
importantly, premeditated action is now taken partially because the consciousness is
now aware of care or fear [Sorge] for the future. With knowledge of the concepts of
past and future, the consciousness now becomes aware of its finitude. It is this fear of
a future where desires can no longer be met that causes this change and brings about
the broadening of human consciousness.*® The consciousness at this stage wishes to
continue to exist into the future, and to this end, “care and deliberation” are taken to
ensure this continued existence.
Because humans are fallible and reason is imperfect, we cannot always know
that the path we laid out in order to achieve our goal or, in the long term, our grand

design is the right one. So it is at this stage in development where error can first

occur. Schopenhauer continues:

" Ibid., 1. 151.
“8 See: Note 21 above.
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Now with the mere knowledge of perception [in this case, despite the
advancement of perception from the initial stage, Schopenhauer still refers to
this as ‘mere’ knowledge, indicating that there are still a few steps remaining
along this process of becoming] there arises the possibility of illusion and
deception, whereby the previous infallibility of the will acting without
knowledge is abolished... Error becomes possible and in many cases obstructs
the adequate objectification of the will through actions. For although the will
has already taken in the character its definite and unalterable course, in
accordance with which the willing itself invariably occurs on the occasion of
motives, error can still falsify the manifestations of the will, since delusive
motives, resembling the real ones, slip in and abolish these. For example
when superstitions foist onto a man imaginary motives that compel him to a
course of action directly opposed to the way in which his will would
otherwise manifest itself in the existing circumstances.*®

This final thought on superstition foisting on a man its imaginary motives that
contradict what his motives should be is an obvious swipe at Western religion.

This is the stage at which religion would come into being. The idea of a
power that would enable the permanent attainment of all goals, is, for Schopenhauer,
enough to convince mankind that if it obeys these “superstitions” in the present time,
it may attain the greater goal in the hereafter. But this is to the detriment of the
present life. Schopenhauer elaborates on this idea:

Man creates for himself in his own image demons, gods, and saints; then to

these must be incessantly offered sacrifices, prayers, temple decorations,

vows and their fulfilments, pilgrimages, salutations, adornment of images and
so on. Their service is everywhere closely interwoven with reality, and
indeed obscures it. Every event in life is then accepted as the counter-effect
of these beings. Intercourse with them fills up half the time, constantly
sustains hope, and by the charm of delusion, often becomes more interesting
than intercourse with real beings.*

So religion deludes man into having false hope, takes them out of society as a whole

by causing them to fill their time in pursuit of what they and others believe the

demons and gods and saints would like achieved by them in this life, so that they may

get their reward in the next. The will is simultaneously entirely in pursuit of one’s

own interests, and entirely in pursuit of these illusory others’ interests. Though the

“WWR 1. 151-2.
% bid., 1. 323.
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ability to plan for the future is a step ahead of the pure desire requiring immediate
satisfaction which began Schopenhauer’s process, one is still solely concerned with
one’s own wants and desires and their satisfaction, whether that satisfaction is delayed
or not. And, in the end, these desires can never be fully satisfied. Repeating what
was said above: “Fulfillment brings this [suffering] to an end; yet for one wish that is
fulfilled there remain at least ten that are denied. Further, desiring lasts a long time,
demands and requests go on to infinity.”**

When the impossibility of the attainability of every wish — because of their
often contradictory natures — is realized, the first step on the path to renunciation is
made. This change brings about in the will a new mode of life which quiets the will’s
own desires: in other words, Roberts’s renewed stoicism. This circumstance is
described by Schopenhauer as the great moment of suffering:

[IJn most cases the Will must be broken by the greatest personal

suffering before its self-denial appears. We then see the man

suddenly retire into himself, after he is brought to the verge of

despair through all the stages of increasing affliction with the most

violent resistance. We see him know himself and the world, change

his whole nature, rise above himself and above all suffering, as if

purified and sanctified by it, in inviolable peace, bliss, and sublimity,

[and] willingly renounce everything he formerly desired with the

greatest vehemence...*?

This represents the end of the second and the beginning of the third stage of
Schopenhauer’s moral-human development: the act of moving beyond the individual
will, usually brought on by some tragic event.

The next stage, exemplified by the third section of his book, “The Platonic

Idea,” represents a state of being free from will and exists only in/through others.>

*L Ibid., 1. 196.

*2 Ibid., I. 392. This sentence ends with “and gladly welcomes death.”, but we will go into more detail
on this notion of welcoming death in the discussion of Schopenhauer’s final stage of development.

%% Schopenhauer, towards the end of his second book explains the way the books are organized
regarding this moral path. “We shall see in the third book how, in the case of individual persons,
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After the personal tragedy which brings about this new state, the life of the aesthetic
begins. One no longer views people and objects in terms of personal will, or how
these people and objects effect this will, but, as much as possible, solely in and of

themselves. Losing the will, this person will become a “clear mirror of the world.”

Nothing can distress or alarm him anymore; nothing can any longer move
him; for he has cut all the thousand threads of willing which hold us bound to
the world, and which as craving, fear, envy, and anger drag us here and there
in constant pain. He now looks back calmly and with a smile on the
phantasmagoria of this world which was once able to move and agonize even
his mind, but now stands before him as indifferently as chess-men at the end
of a game, or as fancy dress cast off in the morning, the form and figure of
which taunted and disquieted us on the carnival night. Life and its forms
merely float before him as a fleeting phenomenon, as a light morning dream
to one half-awake, through which reality already shines, and which can no
longer deceive; and, like this morning dream, they too vanish without any
violent transition.**

This is the more common of two ways to achieve this change. The second way is in

the person of sublime character described as follows:

[This character] springs from the fact that the will is not excited here by
objects certainly well calculated to excite it, but that knowledge retains the
upper hand. Such a character will accordingly consider men in a purely
objective way, and not according to the relations they might have to his will.
For example he will observe their faults, and even their hatred and injustice to
himself, without being thereby stirred to hatred on his own part. He will
contemplate their happiness without feeling envy, recognize their good
qualities without desiring closer association with them, perceive the beauty of
women without hankering after them. His personal happiness or unhappiness
will not violently affect him; he will be rather as Hamlet describes Horatio:
‘for thou hast been as one, in suffering all, that suffers nothing; a man, that
fortune’s buffets and rewards hast ta’en with equal thanks’. For in the course
of his own life and in its misfortunes, he will look less at his own individual
lot than at the lot of mankind as a whole.>

knowledge can withdraw from this subjection, throw off its yoke, and, free from all the aims of the will,
exist purely for itself, simply as a clear mirror of the world; and this is the source of art. Finally, in the
fourth book we shall see how, if this kind of knowledge reacts on the will, it can bring about the will’s
self-elimination or resignation. This is the ultimate goal, and indeed the innermost nature of all virtue
and holiness, and is salvation from the world.” Ibid., I. 152.

> Ibid., 1. 390-1.

% lbid., I. 206-7. Schopenhauer’s description of the sublime character bears a strong similarity to
Roberts’s description of the stoic life.
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Both of Schopenhauer’s paths ultimately end up in the same place and
represent a selfless compassionate and sympathetic love for all others. One only
wishes to appreciate works and others for their own qualities. This is why
Schopenhauer includes in this section his discussion of the arts. The arts can now be
appreciated for themselves without the personal will intruding.>®  Individuality is lost
in the contemplation of the artwork — a concept indebted to the Frihromantik school
of thinking in which the appreciation of the arts along with universal love of mankind
will lead to a higher state of society and being. As one of the learned behaviors from
this third aesthetic stage of Schopenhauer is the ability to recognize the suffering of
the world, through the artwork, and take it onto himself, i.e. to experience Mitleid,
Schopenhauer seems in favor of aesthetic education and its role in creating a moral
being. The last characteristic of this stage is that the religion discovered in the second
stage of development is rejected, in that the desiring, or more specifically the desiring
for a hereafter, is stilled. Without fear, there is no need of a higher power to quell the
fear.”’

The final stage concentrates on the notion of self-sacrifice. It is the natural

extension of the third stage. The ideal sublime third-stage being expands his “perfect

*® This is also the time when Schopenhauer discusses music as the highest of all the arts. Obviously,
such a sentiment was appreciated by Wagner, as he makes clear in his 1854 letter to Liszt and in his
1856 letter to Rockel among other places. One might find it suspicious that I have not hitherto
mentioned Schopenhauer’s metaphysics of music up until this point, but I do not believe it has anything
to do with Wagner’s mode of composition for the Ring. Schopenhauer appreciates the works of
Rossini and Mozart because of what he perceives as the non-descript nature of their work;
Wackenroder and Hanslick, among others, had similar notions of sublime music. The fact that a
picture does not come immediately to mind is the very reason why music has this highest place among
the arts. Leitmotivic writing, which immediately brings to mind pictures, events, and experiences that
are meant to be understood in the same way by all involved, is antithetical to this very appreciation. As
such, these aesthetic considerations of Schopenhauer’s do not find their place in this discussion. An
examination of this issue in aesthetics is discussed in Part Il Chapter 1.

> See: WWR. 1. 280. “[W]hoever is satisfied with life as it is, whoever affirms it in every way, can
confidently regard it as endless, and can banish the fear of death as a delusion. This delusion [fear of
death] inspires him with the foolish dread that he can ever be deprived of the present, and deceives him
of a time without a present in it [a place outside of time, i.e. Heaven].”
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goodness of disposition” into a “universal love of mankind” which will ultimately

enable him to recognize as his own “all the sufferings of the world”:

[F]Jrom the same source from which all goodness, affection, virtue, and
nobility of character spring, there ultimately arises also what | call denial of
the will-to-live.  Just as previously we saw hatred and wickedness
conditioned by egoism, and this depending on knowledge being entangled in
the principium individuationis, so we found as the source and essence of
justice, and when carried farther to the highest degrees, of love and
magnanimity, that penetration of the principium individuationis. This
penetration alone, by abolishing the distinction between our own individuality
and that of others, makes possible and explains perfect goodness of
disposition, extending to the most disinterested love, and the most generous
self-sacrifice for others.

While the third stage stresses the elimination of personal desire in favor of

sympathy for others, the fourth stage completes this notion by saying that the will-to-

live itself should be eliminated — not through suicide, but through a life spent in the

pursuit of the nullification of individuality in favor of the betterment of others until

finally death naturally comes as a culmination of this pursuit. Schopenhauer gives

examples of this type of ideal death as the culmination of disinterested love toward

others:

[It] becomes complete, the individuality and fate of others are treated entirely
like one’s own. It can never go farther, for no reason exists for preferring
another’s individuality to one’s own. Yet the great number of the other
individuals whose whole well-being or life is in danger can outweigh the
regard for one’s own particular well-being. In such a case, the character that
has reached the highest goodness and perfect magnanimity will sacrifice its
well-being and its life completely for the well-being of many others. So died
Codrus, Leonidas, Regulus, Decius Mus, and Arnold von Winkelreid; so does
everyone die who voluntarily and consciously goes to certain death for his
friends or for his native land. And everyone also stands at this level who
willingly takes suffering and death upon himself for the maintenance of what
conduces and rightfully belongs to the welfare of all mankind, in other words,
for universal, important truths, and for the eradication of great errors.>

%8 Ibid., I. 378. See also WWR 1. 392 stressing the rarity of the person of sublime character who does
not need ‘the great moment of suffering to bring about the third and fourth stages: “For only in the case
of a few is mere knowledge sufficient to bring about the denial of the will, the knowledge namely that
sees through the principium individuationis, first producing perfect goodness of disposition and
universal love of mankind, and finally enabling them to recognize as their own all the sufferings of the
world.” The connection to this sublime character and Christ is abundantly clear.

¥ WWR. 1. 375.
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Schopenhauer praises the Christian tragedy particularly in this regard noting that it
depicts the renouncing of the whole will-to-live, cheerful abandonment of the world
in the consciousness of its worthlessness and vanity.®® It is this cheerfulness in the
end that Schopenhauer praises and prizes in the sublime character.

This represents one, possibly the best, of all possible ends for Schopenhauer,
the sacrifice of the self for the betterment of others. Another way, represented by
Gretchen in the first part of Faust, is the denial of worldly hope, or continued
suffering, because of the “excessive personal tragedies” felt in her life." She rejects a
life with Faust and the devil, here the personification of continued existence and
suffering, and embraces her end, an existence free from suffering. After drawing this
analogy, Schopenhauer adds: “no description known to me brings to us the essential

point of that conversion so distinctly and so free from everything extraneous as the

one mentioned in Faust.”%?

For the ascetic or the sublime character, this renunciation is a constant battle,
as Schopenhauer explains:

We must not imagine that, after the denial of the will-to-live has once
appeared through knowledge that has become a quieter of the will, such
denial no longer wavers or falters, and that we can rest on it as inherited
property. On the contrary, it must always be achieved afresh through
constant struggle. For as the body is the will itself only in the form of
objectivity, or as phenomenon in the world as representation, that whole will-
to-live exists potentially so long as the body lives, and is always striving to
reach actuality and to burn afresh with all its intensity. We therefore find in
the lives of saintly persons that peace and bliss we have described, only as the
blossom resulting from the constant overcoming of the will; and we still the
constant struggle with the will-to-live as the soil from which it shoots up; for
on earth no one can have lasting peace... Therefore we see also those who
have once attained to denial of the will, strive with all their might to keep to
this path by self-imposed renunciations of every kind, by a penitent and hard

% Ibid., 11. 434; See also: Mark Berry. Treacherous Bonds. (Burlington, Vermont: Ashgate Publishing
Company, 2006), 246. Berry notes this in connection with Wotan giving up the world in Siegfried in
“gladness and joy.”

*" bid., 1. 393.

®2 Ibid., 1. 393.
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way of life, and by looking for what is disagreeable to them; all this in order
to suppress the will that is constantly springing up afresh.®

Clearly, the idea Schopenhauer stresses is that of constant struggle rather than clear
victory. Everything possible to humble the sublime character, he does to himself;
though his egoism is especially difficult to quell.

In the end, the will is quieted, individuality is rejected to the point where there
is but one spark of egoism left in the corporeal existence of the sublime person, which
is finally extinguished by death. Schopenhauer stresses that death should not be
looked at as something to fight against out of a sense of fear, which he likens to the
sun being afraid of setting at night. Death is actually the light itself, “the source of all
light, burns without intermission, brings new days to new worlds, and is always rising
and always setting.”® Later, however, he likens death to reabsorption into Brahma,
or entering into Nirvana, though he states that all of these things are nothingness. All
that remains of the individual after death is nothingness. He concludes the fourth part
of his work with “to those in whom the will has turned and denied itself, this very real
world of ours with all its suns and galaxies, is — nothing.”®® These thoughts might
seem to be contradictory, but they are not. Death is the source of all striving, all
change, and in death we are united again with the universe. This is the final goal for
Schopenhauer along his moral path.

In this description of Schopenhauer’s moral path, as noted earlier, little has
been said of Schopenhauer’s sense of necessity regarding these stages: in other words
why, for Schopenhauer, each stage must follow from the previous one, and most
importantly, why nothingness must be the ultimate goal of this progression. This

claim, of the final notion of death being nothingness, is one that few philosophers

% 1bid., 1. 391-2.
® 1bid., 1. 366.
% 1bid., 1. 412.
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were willing to make, as this knowledge lies outside of the experiential
(Schopenhauer himself took up this position from his assimilation of Vedic and
Eastern philosophy). For the same reason, there is a similar hesitance to take up
Schopenhauer’s notion that all existence is suffering, and that it is through the
realization of this truth and the desire for an escape from suffering that further moral
progress is made. The point stressed in the above description has been the “what” or
the description of the characteristics of that stage. It is in this “what” that the Moral
Progression will make itself present. So Schopenhauer’s final stage here is described
as dying for the benefit of others — as he explained in the ideal deaths of Leonidas,
Gretchen et al. — and to be assimilated into the all, or the world, despite the fact that,
according to Schopenhauer’s definition, neither, strictly speaking exist.®® The
assimilation itself is the end of the progression, the metaphysical nature of this end
aside.

Now it is clear why Schopenhauer can be so easily used as a keystone for the
Moral Progression. The neatness with which his four books lend themselves to four
different stages of moral development obviously was able to catch the eye of
Oxenford, Goethe, Feuerbach, and Wagner. Now that the keystone is present through
an analysis of the work of Schopenhauer, we can now begin our survey of
philosophers who contribute to the Zeitgeist as a whole. Obviously, most do not
include a clear four-staged process laid out in the four parts of a book as
Schopenhauer does. The works which shall be discussed often take a journey into
political matters, both the ideal state/government as well as failed and improper states.
The closest Schopenhauer comes to this is in his third stage, where the will is quieted

for the benefit of the many. This type of proto-socialistic idea is present in every one

% | believe Schopenhauer’s last sentence of part four makes clear that the concept of joining the
universe in non-existence, and returning to one-ness with the universe [Brahma, Nirvana] are exactly
the same.
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of the philosophers’ systems discussed below. But Schopenhauer does not weigh
himself down with details of politics, he just states the ideal, and leaves it at that.®’

Depending on the vicinity to the French Revolution (whether that of 1789 or
1848 hardly matters), the writers will be more revolutionary in their politics, or more
defeatist, after the eventual let-down when humanity does not become a happy union
speaking through one voice overnight. Or to put it another way, some view the ideal
world as “right around the corner” whereas others view it as an impossible dream. It
is important to note that both types believe in the same progression, but view the end
point as either achievable or not.®® The political ideals will be discussed, but only in
reference to the general moral development of the person/species with which they are
often associated. Although it is tempting to move backward in time from
Schopenhauer for continuity, we will instead begin by discussing Hume, Kant, and
Spinoza, the earliest among the contributing philosophers, and then move forward in
time ending with Hegel and Feuerbach, the authors of Wagner’s philosophical reading
before and during the writing of the Ring, so that we may examine the origins and the
development of the ethical/moral principles which make up the Moral Progression.

In order to avoid the misunderstandings that have arisen in other analyses like
this as a result of taking a single sentence from these philosophers or Wagner out of

context, it has been necessary to quote from their works extensively, and to analyze

%7 In Chapter 47 “On Ethics” in The World as Will and Representation 1. 591 Schopenhauer says the
following concerning the state versus the individual “Nations are in reality mere abstractions; only
individuals actually exist.” And earlier, concerning the moral development of states versus that of
individuals, he notes “What is decided morally is not the fate of nations, which exists only in the
phenomenon, but that of the individual.” And on pg. 594, he describes the state as nothing more than
an “institute of protection.” If, he notes, (595) “...other aims besides that of protection, here discussed,
are ascribed to the State, this can easily endanger its true aim.” Clearly, the state itself and its destiny
do not concern Schopenhauer nearly as much as the concept of Mitleid functioning on an individual
basis. The state to Schopenhauer is no more or less than a construct that is ideally used solely for
protection, but ethical change comes to and from individuals, not constructs.

% More will be made of this when Wagner’s writings are discussed, but it is the view of this author that
the great change that took place in Wagner from Utopian optimistic dreamer to pessimist, a change that
some have associated with the shift from Feuerbach to Schopenhauer, has more to do with his changed
view of the achievability of the end goal than with which philosopher he was taking seriously at the
time. As we will see, both Schopenhauer and Feuerbach employ the same Moral Progression.
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their work using their own terminology. It is often the case that when these men
attempt to make an important point, it is not made in a single sentence, nor can it be
easily summarized or stated as such. Otherwise, they would have done so. So in
order to understand exactly what they are trying to say, we need the context in which
they are saying it. The inclusion of extensive quotes below is intended for this
purpose, to make certain that what they are writing is what they mean, and so thus

avoid as many misinterpretations as possible.
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Chapter 1. David Hume

In philosophy, as in most other liberal arts, when one is looking for precedents
one can easily find oneself on a slippery slope sliding inexorably in the direction of
Ancient Greece,®® only to find that it becomes literally a Sisyphean task to attempt to
return to the top of the slope. For this study I have elected to begin neither in Ancient
Greece, nor with Kant, who is usually considered the father of German Idealism.
Rather, | have elected to begin with David Hume, because he is so central both to
Kant’s critical writings’® and to the philosophy of Schopenhauer, who once
considered that philosophy in Germany would best be served by a translation of
Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature into German.”

Nearly a century separates Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature from
Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and Representation. In 1739, when Hume was in
his late 20’s, he published his Treatise of Human Nature. The work was completed as
the culmination of his pilgrimage to La Fléche, France, the birthplace of Descartes. It
is one of the first works of philosophy to offer a comprehensive examination,
beginning from experience, of all that is knowable. It is itself divided into three

sections, the first being “Of the Understanding,” the second “Of the Passions,” and the

% For example Barzun’s notion of being as continuous becoming that he believes is an important piece
of the philosophical Zeitgeist of this age is really Neo-Heracliteanism. Heraclitus having penned it
around 500 BCE

Kant begins his analysis of what is knowable in his Critique of Pure Reason with Hume’s statement
that all knowledge is experiential, and as such, a priori knowledge is impossible. Kant famously
expands the possible a priori knowledge from Hume’s “nothing” to “conceptions of both space and
time.”

"We could also easily look beyond Schopenhauer and Feuerbach and still find the notion of
relinquishing one’s self for the betterment of another — an important aspect of the Moral Progression —
playing a prominent part in moral philosophy of later generations. To name two of many, this notion
can be found in the works of Nietzsche (See: Jonathan Dollimore. Death Desire and Loss in Western
Culture, 237) and in the final Ekstasis of Sartre in Being and Nothingness: the “being-for-others”
which he views as the resolution lying beyond the dichotomy of mere “being-in-itself” and “being-for-
itself”. To chronicle the history of the Moral Progression in its entirety, despite Dollimore’s effort, will,
without a work of encyclopaedic length, remain a subject whose depths may never be fully plumbed.
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last “Of morals.” Like Schopenhauer, Hume begins his discussion with the
knowability of things and ends with his conception of ideal moral living. Many of the
notions included in this work fit into the realm of what would be called common
sense: i.e., he defines feelings such as jealousy, pride and anger in terms of our
experience of them and the inner passions which arouse these feelings. That being
said, without these essential building blocks we will not be able to understand his
more complicated moral notions.

Hume begins his work with the famous/infamous idea that nothing can be
known outside of experience, so we “know” everything in terms of ourselves. Each
person sees a different version of objects and people, and has a different conception of
space and time as a whole. Therefore, people and objects can only be known in terms
of our perception of them, not in and of themselves. “We have no idea of any quality
in an object, which does not agree to, and may not represent a quality in an impression;
and that because all our ideas are deriv’d from our impressions.”’? This experience is
used in the world of personal perception for our own wants and need. “We have our
knowledge of how to fulfil primary desires, self-preservation, obtaining pleasure,
avoiding pain, from experience.””® This is the first step and requirement of reason: to
fulfil our primary desires. To this end experience teaches us, through the study of
cause and effect, to reason. From here Hume begins a lengthy analysis of cause and
effect. He notes that before scientific analysis, or perhaps more clearly, before
looking at a cause and effect scientifically to discover the nature of the cause, we
assume that a cause is related to an effect by the frequency with which the effect is
found in conjunction with the cause. “Our reasoning concerning cause and effect is

derived from nothing but custom; and that belief is more properly an act of the

"2 David Hume. Treatise of Human Nature. Reprint from the original 1739 edition. (Amherst, New
York: Prometheus Books, 1992), 243.
" Ibid., 178.
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sensitive [perception] than of the cognitive part of our natures.” Perceiving cause and
effect is then the foundation of reason. “[A]ll reasonings are nothing but the effect of
custom.”"
From this background Hume is able to conclude that individuality is made up
from the memory of a chain of causes and effects experienced by the self over the
course of a life.
One thought chaces another, and draws after it a third, by which it is expel’d
in its turn... Whatever changes he endures, his several parts are still connected
by the relation of causation... As memory alone acquaints us with the
continuance and extent of this succession of perceptions, ’tis to be consider’d,
upon that account chiefly, as the source of personal identity. Had we no
memory, we never shou’d have any notion of causation, nor consequently of
that chain of causes and effects that constitute our self or person.”
So a person is made up of, essentially, the series of causes and effects associated with
the fulfilling of his primary needs, or the chain of events describing his wants and
desires, or more simply, successive desires. But the problem with forming anything
definitive with this background of wants and desires is that the passions that bring on
these desires are fickle: “There is inconstancy of cause of these passions, and from the
short duration of its connection with ourselves. The thing itself brings little

satisfaction.”"®

In this sense Hume is consistent with Schopenhauer’s first stage of
being, as well as his description of desires which bring little true satisfaction.

If we were to follow the Schopenhauerian keystone to the second stage, we
would look for a discussion of the individual gaining the ability to create new
ideas/long term planning, as well as developing a desire to control the environment

around him. Hume moves on to discuss both of these points. Although reason is a

useful tool, it cannot create anything new, as it is solely based on custom via

™ bid., 148.
™ bid., 261-2.
® 1bid., 293.
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experienced causes and effects. The individual can do nothing original with reason
alone. “Reason alone can never give rise to any original idea.””’ Reason is unreliable.
Since we are only capable of perceiving cause and effect from our own point of view,
and we only perceive objects from our own point of view, in every relationship we see,
we find only ourselves reflected back at us, not the causal relationship or the things in
the relationship themselves. So despite the enlightenment drive to strive for
knowledge and original causes, nothing can ultimately be known, only our perceived
version of events. The first cause is unknowable.

Nothing is more curiously enquir’d after by the mind of man, than the causes

of every phenomenon; nor are we content with knowing the immediate causes,

but push on our enquiries, till we arrive at the original ultimate principle. We
wou’d not willingly stop before we are acquainted with that energy in the
cause, by which it operates on its effect; that tie, which connects them
together; and that efficacious quality, on which the tie depends. This is our
aim in all our studies and reflections: And how must we be disappointed,
when we learn, that this connexion, tie, or energy lies merely in ourselves, and
is nothing but the determination of the mind, which is acquir’d by custom, and
causes us to make a transition from an object to its usual attendant, and from
the impression of one to the lively idea of the other?’®

This is the first frustration of the will; knowledge itself cannot be attained with any

reliability.

What can give rise to an original idea is the imagination which is spurred on
by the passions.”® The imagination, or the fancy, is used to make unprovable axioms
from which one can base a larger system. This sounds more judgmental than it is as
mathematics, arguably the most objective science humanity possesses, is founded
upon unprovable axioms. So the imagination allows humans to create systems of

thought, and make comparisons which would be impossible if limited to provable

reason alone. Whether these systems are accurate or are capable of fulfilling the

™ bid., 157.
8 1bid., 266.
" bid., 276-7.



40

ultimate goals for which they are designed is another question. The problem is, as
Hume notes, that as soon as the imagination becomes involved, human error and
contrasting views also become possible.

If one were to assent to every trivial suggestion of the fancy; beside that these

suggestions are often contrary to each other, they lead us into such errors

absurdities and obscurities, that we must at least become ashamed of our
credulity.  Nothing is more dangerous to reason than the flights of
imagination. And nothing has been the occasion of more mistakes among
philosophers. But if we reject all trivial suggestions of the fancy and adhere
to the understanding, that is the general and more established properties of
imagination, this too is dangerous. When it acts alone, it entirely subverts
itself, and leaves not the lowest degree of evidence in any proposition. We
save ourselves from this total scepticism only by bringing back a property of
fancy.®

This is the second frustration of the will: it is impossible to be sure that any plan will

ultimately solve your problem without infracting upon another desire or need.

As soon as the imagination becomes involved with reason and the passions,
there exists the possibility for expanding past simply satisfying the primary needs and
into secondary needs which involve planning for the future. The imagination is
capable of sustaining a person who is in the process of obtaining a goal or fulfilling a
desire until that satisfaction is felt by attainment. It is only with the picture in the
mind of the attainment of the goal, that humans are capable of waiting for the physical
attainment.®* Without the imagination, long-term goals become impossible. Humans
would refuse to wait for fulfillment. Just because the passions working with the
imagination can offer this fulfillment through planning, however, does not mean that

they do. Hume explains that often when there is a choice between satisfying a desire

for an object that is close and one that is farther away, even if the object which is

8 hid., 267.
& bid., 314.
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farther away is more appealing to us, we will often choose the object of desire that
requires less planning and waiting on our part, often to our detriment.

Humans cannot look far beyond their own interests, we may be fully

convinced that a better object at a great distance excels a close object that is

not as good as the former, but we are not able to regulate our actions by this
judgment; but yield to the solicitations of our passions, which always plead in
favor of whatever is near and contiguous. This is why men often act in
contradiction to their own interests, and why they prefer any trivial advantage
that is present to the maintenance and order of society, which depends on the
observance of justice.®?
The above citation also includes another idea noted in the transition between
Schopenhauer’s stages two and three, namely, that as humans err they often work in
contradiction with their own wants, though Hume waits to describe a solution to this
problem.

It has been shown that Hume’s second stage ends with a frustration brought on
by contradictory wants. He continues with a way out of this “melancholy.” After
realizing that neither the systems brought about by the imagination nor those brought
about by reason alone offer any answers, he explains that:

[S]ince reason is incapable of dispelling these clouds Nature herself suffices to

that purpose, and cures me of that melancholy. Here then | find myself

absolutely and necessarily determined to live and talk and act like other
people in the common affairs of life.®®
So, the solution is to follow the society as a whole or to follow nature — nearly a direct
parallel to Schopenhauer’s solution from the confusion brought about by
contradictory desires.
As Hume restricts himself to the realm of the known, he does not concern

himself to the same extent with ideal states, as in Schopenhauer’s third and fourth

stages, as Rousseau and Kant and the proceeding generations do. Hume is more

8 1hid., 535.
8 bid., 267.
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interested in the practical. One example of this notion is the following: “It is rare to
see someone who loves another more than himself. It is just as rare to meet someone
in whom all kind affections taken together do not overbalance the selfish ones.”®*
This quote is almost dismissive of what would be Schopenhauer’s third stage thinking,
yet includes an insight into his own thinking concerning the ideal: a degree of
selflessness. He noted that self-love is “the source of all injustice and violence; nor
can a man ever correct those vices without correcting and restraining the natural
movements of that appetite.”®  So although he is not specific, he does allude to
certain possibilities which resemble the ideas of the later generations of philosophers,
particularly, the quieting of the passions or will.
After we realize that an idea is based on false pretences:
[O]ur passions yield to our reason without any opposition. | may desire any
fruit as of an excellent relish; but whenever you convince me of my mistake,
my longing ceases. | may will the performance of certain actions as means of
obtaining any desir’d good; but as my willing of these actions is only
secondary, and founded on the supposition, that they are causes of the
propos’d effect; as soon as | discover the falsehood of that supposition, they
must become indifferent to me.
This includes the ability to quiet the passions through reason, and moreover, the
requirement to do such a thing if the reasoning used was faulty. Hume offers another
way to quiet the will earlier in his work — as well as the ultimate result of such a
quieting — “To excite any passion, and at the same time raise an equal share of its
antagonist is to undo what was done and must leave the mind at last perfectly calm
and indifferent.”®” “Calm and indifferent” certainly could be a description of

Schopenhauer’s third stage. Hume follows this notion with a question posed to the

world as a whole:

8 bid., 487.
% bid., 480.
% bid., 416-7.
8 bid., 278.
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Can we imagine it possible that while human nature remains the same, men
will ever become entirely indifferent to their power, riches, beauty, or
personal merit and that their pride and vanity will not be affected by these
advantages?®®

Clearly, he does not yet believe in the practicality of this, as he claims that:

[S]trength of mind is the ability to will the calm passions within yourself
above the violent ones. Though there is no man so constantly possessed of
virtue,sgxs never on any occasion to yield to the solicitations of passion and
desire.

But if we examine this sentiment in reverse, we see that if a man were possessed of
this much virtue, he would never yield to passion or desire, an ideal beyond the
current world, all consistent with Schopenhauer’s third stage.

One notion foreshadows the Frilhromantik political ideas on the subject of
what would be entailed in a universal love of humanity. Hume begins with his

experiential disclaimer that:

Public interest is a motive too remote and too sublime to affect the generality
of mankind and operate with any force in actions so contrary to private
interest as are frequently those of justice and common honesty.®

But he continues by describing how the universal love would come about.

In general, it may be affirmed, that there is no such passion in human minds,
as the love of mankind, merely as such, independent of personal qualities, of
service, or of relation to our self. ‘Tis true, there is no human, and indeed no
sensible, creature, whose happiness or misery does not, in some measure,
affect us, when brought near to us and represented in lively colors: But this
proceeds merely from sympathy, and is no proof of such an universal
affection to mankind, since this concern extends itself beyond our own species.
An affection betwixt the sexes is a passion evidently implanted in human
nature; and this passion not only appears in its peculiar symptoms, but also in
inflaming every other principle of affection, and raising a stronger love from
beauty, wit, kindness, than wou’d otherwise flow from them. Were there a
universal love among all human creatures it would appear after the same
manner. Any degree of a good quality wou’d cause a stronger affection than

% bid., 278.
% bid., 418.
% bid., 481.
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the same degree of a bad quality wou’d cause hatred; contrary to what we find
in experience.™

We can observe in Hume the notion of sympathetic love for all humanity, much like
Schopenhauer and others describe, as well as the notion of this love coming from and
behaving like the love between a man and a woman. Feuerbach and Wagner, and
others, similarly hold that selfless love stems from this love between a man and a
woman.

Schopenhauer’s third stage thinking may be considered too vague and
unknowable from Hume’s point of view. The fourth stage then, the ideal death, is
removed from Hume’s main argument and moral progression entirely. Yet it is, to an
extent, found in some of his peripheral comments. Hume offers two interesting
maxims, each somewhat removed from the writing found around it, which offer
impressions as to his moral thinking which border on the metaphysical. First:

It is not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the world or my own

ruin to prevent harm from coming to someone we don’t know or the

scratching of a finger. A trivial good may in some circumstances produce a

desire superior to what arises from the greatest and most valuable

enjoyment.*?
Although it is not elaborated upon, this is reminiscent of Schopenhauer’s disinterested
sacrifice for others found in the fourth stage. So Hume is not entirely devoid of this
type of thinking. Second, in another work of his, the Dialogue Concerning Natural
Religion, Hume discusses what might be entailed in the ideal worshipping of God:
“Our most perfect worship of the deity is not in veneration, reverence, or gratitude;

but in a certain mysterious self-annihilation or total extraction of all of our

faculties.”®® This is reminiscent of Schopenhauer’s quieting of the will to

°! Ibid., 481.

% Ibid., 416.

% David Hume. Dialogue Concerning Natural Religion. [1779] (London : William Blackwood and
Sons, 1907), 57. Much of Hume’s discussion here is a back and forth between the relative worths of
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nonexistence, the word “self-annihilation” in this context extremely so. The full
process made clear by Schopenhauer can be seen, admittedly to a lesser extent, but
still clearly seen, in the work of Hume.

Before departing from Hume entirely, there are two ideas associated with self-
love which will be important in the coming chapters: pride® and government. Hume
notes:

If pride and humility is placed in another person, nothing more readily

produces kindness and affection than his approbation of our conduct and

character and nothing inspires us with a stronger hate than his blame or
contempt.*
In this vein: “Proud men are most shocked by contempt.”*® And finally,

Nothing is more evident than that any person acquires our kindness or is

exposed to our ill-will in proportion to the pleasure or uneasiness we receive

from him and that the passions keep pace exactly with the sensations.

Whoever can find the means either by his services his beauty, or his flattery to

render himself useful or agreeable to us is sure of our affections, whoever

harms or displeases us never fails to excite our hatred or anger.®’
The important idea mentioned here is how people well disposed toward us, or like us,
receive affection from us because in praising them, we praise ourselves, self-love.
Equally, when that affection is not returned, or contempt is given, it inspires as
negative a feeling toward the person, as were previously positive.

But from self-love, according to Hume, comes the necessity for a state.

“Justice establishes itself by convention or agreement, a sense of interest supposed to

Christianity with its corporeal human god, and Platonism with its incorporeal god. In the back and
forth he does refer to this “self-annihilation or total extraction of all of our faculties” which he gives to
Plotinus and the Platonists as “possibly too far stretched.” But then rebuts this half-criticism with one
more directed at the Christian god, and worship of him: “[I]t must be acknowledged that by
representing the Deity as so intelligible, and comprehensible, and so similar to a human mind, we are
guilty of the grossest and most narrow partiality, and make ourselves the model of the whole universe.”
He clearly sides, in a choice between the two, with the Platonists and the passage quoted above.

* Particularly on the fight between Siegfried and Wotan, and the way Wotan views others.

% Treatise of Human Nature. 346.

% Ibid., 324.

*" Ibid., 348.
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be common to all. Self-interest is the original motive to the establishment of
justice.”® Further:
There is something mutually engaged on the part of the magistrate, vis.
protection and security; and ‘tis only by the hopes he affords of these
advantages that he can ever persuade men to submit to him. But when instead
of protection and security, they meet with tyranny and oppression; they are
freed from their promises, (as happens in all conditional contracts) and return
to that state of liberty which preceded the institution of government.”
So self-love and individual interest cause us to engage in a society, but they are also
why we must reject such societies when they no longer will this criterion. But more
important is the idea that there existed a state of liberty which preceded the institution
of government. If we add to this what Hume said earlier on the subject of self-love
being “the source of all injustice and violence,” then a picture emerges of the state
being founded on an initial injustice and it is only in returning to the “state of liberty”
that this injustice can be rectified.® These are revolutionary words considering he
wrote them during the age of Louis X1V, long before the flood to revolution in Europe,

and these sentiments would be repeated by many others in the years to come,

particularly by revolutionary philosophers like Jean-Jacques Rousseau.

% Ibid., 498.

* Ibid., 550.

190 See Wagner’s Die Wibelungen, among other places for a similar notion of “smiting mankind’s
rotting worm” and the single injustice that gave birth to a tyrannical world. It is difficult to avoid the
similarity.
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Chapter 2. Benedict de Spinoza

Although Spinoza actually wrote in the century preceding Hume, he was
probably not a direct influence on Hume. His works were resurrected by the early
romantic poets and philosophers like Schiller and Schelling because of his pantheistic
ideas as well as his revolutionary democratic ideas, though they were not so
revolutionary to him and the republican Netherlands from which he came. Itis
difficult not to see the political impact these works had on the likes of Rousseau. For
these reasons, he is placed here, as an introduction to Rousseau and romanticism.

Unlike Hume, Spinoza does not begin his search for truth by starting from
nothing and trying to decipher what exactly is knowable using deductive reasoning.
Spinoza instead puts Hume’s question on its head. If experience is all that can be
used to know anything, and experience is gained through the perception of causes and
effects in nature, then the causes and effects in nature, the acts of nature itself, are
then all that is knowable. Spinoza said that nature itself and these causes and effects
were divine, and represented God’s order on earth. This does away with several
problems. Up until this point, i.e., the end of the seventeenth century, inductive
reasoning was still used in the universities, with the power and wisdom of God’s
divine order being the point of origin to begin all examinations into the knowable.
The natural order was viewed as lesser, the physical, rather than the more truthful
metaphysical: nothing worth knowing could be learned from the beasts and the plants
which have no conception of a savior, and no chance of seeing paradise. By
combining the two together, as radical as it was, making something earthly out of the
divine, Spinoza followed both the older generation of scholars by continuing to use
the old methods of inductive reasoning; defining the world based on the existence of
some form of supreme being-creator, and the deductive reasoning of the newer
generation of Newtonians. Spinoza’s nature functioned as both the Newtonian
starting point of knowledge, and the supreme being from which knowledge begins
and which is the starting point for metaphysical arguments which follow inductive
reasoning. The premise of these Newtonians and their successors, that objects can be

known in and of themselves, was what Hume railed against in his Treatise, because he
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viewed this premise as faulty.*”* Spinoza seems to have known that an objection like

that would eventually come, and so critiqued it himself:

Nature is not bounded by the laws of human reason, which aims only at man’s
true benefit and preservation; her limits are infinitely wider, and have
reference to the eternal order of nature, wherein man is but a speck; it is by the
necessity of this alone that all individuals are conditioned for living and acting
in a particular way. If anything, therefore, in nature seems ridiculous, absurd,
or evil, it is because we only know in part, and are almost entirely ignorant of
the order and interdependence of nature as a whole, and also because we want
everything to be arranged according to the dictates of our human reason; in
reality that which reason considers evil, is not evil in respect to the order and
laws of nature as a whole, but only in respect to the laws of our reason.'®

The quote is veiled with quasi-religious language, but it comes down to this basic
point: we cannot understand objects and relationships in the world because we cannot
understand them in any other way than from our own perspective or experience, i.e.,
Hume’s premise. Nature in this way is double-sided: it is the source of instinct and
reason, and it is the goal of reason. This is Spinoza’s contribution to philosophy.
Spinoza’s path of moral development begins from this first side of nature.
Before reason, that quality unique to humans, became available, all people lived under
the instinctual rule of nature.
It is the sovereign law and right of nature that each individual should
endeavour to preserve itself as it is, without regard to anything but itself... The
natural right of the individual man is thus determined, not by sound reason,
but by desire and power. All are not naturally conditioned so as to act
according to the laws and rules of reason; nay, on the contrary, all men are
born ignorant, and before they can learn the right way of life and acquire the

habit of virtue, the greater part of their life, even if they have been well
brought up, has passed away. Nevertheless, they are in the meanwhile bound

191 This is a pattern that appears repeatedly throughout the eighteenth, nineteenth' and twentieth
centuries. The idea of being able to know objects as anything more than our perceptions of them is
criticized by scholars of every generation, and is always used to distinguish the author from the lowly
naive thinkers of the age. Thus the perception turns out to be a stereotype that perhaps never existed in
real scientific discourse and was in fact an intangible shadow that could be easily fought and mocked: a
‘straw man’. We have seen this in the critiques of Mann and Adorno of the “naive” nineteenth century
— this time not in the Schillerian sense — which makes their comments distinguishing themselves from
the previous age particularly ironic.

192 Benedict de Spinoza. Theologico-Political Treatise and A Political Treatise. trans. R.H.M. Elwes.
(New York: Dover Publications Inc, 1951), from the Theologico-Political Treatise, [1670] 202.
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to Iivelggld preserve themselves as far as they can by the unaided impulses of
desire.

So again, the first stage of living is based on desire. The means to gain these desired
objects are accordingly “whatever it takes.”

Whatsoever, therefore, an individual (considered as under the sway of nature)

thinks useful for him, whether led by sound reason or impelled by the passions,

that he has a sovereign right to seek and to take for himself as he best can,

whether by force, cunning, entreaty, or any other means; consequently he may

regard as an enemy anyone who hinders the accomplishment of his purpose.'®
This leaves a limitless range of possible objects to be attained unhampered by
morality. In this sense the natural order is forbidding and Smithian. Everyone is
concerned only with his own interests and the achievement of his own desires.
Further, one can observe that reason, to a certain extent, comes into play in the
naturalistic stage, as the objects which are useful to him can be taken by cunning, and
planning; so to an extent there is long-term planning available to sate these desires.

However, Spinoza breaks us away from this naturalistic “utopia” to remind us
that in such a scenario, everyone would be living in fear of his neighbor, and no one
would be able to achieve his wants. So it is to alleviate fear that man must switch
from living his life according to natural instinct, to living it instead through reason:

No one can doubt that it is much better for us to live according to

the laws and assured dictates of reason, for, as we said, they have

men’s true good for their objects. Moreover everyone wishes to live

as far as possible securely beyond the reach of fear, and this would

be quite impossible so long as everyone did everything he liked, and

reason’s claim was lowered to a par with those of hatred and anger.

and he concludes by saying that in order to live by reason, men must live together in a

group or society-government:

103 1hid., 200-1.
10% 1hid., 201-2.
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[T]heir life should be no more conditioned by the force and desire of
individuals, but by the power and will of the whole body. This end they will
be unable to attain if desire be their only guide (for by the laws of desire each
man is drawn in a different direction); they must, therefore, most firmly
decree and establish that they will be guided in everything by reason (which
nobody will dare openly repudiate lest he should be taken for a madman), and
will restrain any desire which is injurious to a man’s fellows, that they will do
to all as they would be done by, and that they will defend their neighbors
rights as their own.*®
This is Spinoza’s ideal state of being as well as government. It seems as if he
has skipped right from stage one to stage three, according to Schopenhauer’s system,
but he only discusses this ideal state here as a preface to a discussion of different
types of living situations that represent steps in between stages one and three. For
example, one can see two important similarities in how humanity employs logic
among Spinoza’s, Hume’s, and Schopenhauer’s perspectives: that humans are
incapable of knowing what is best for themselves and that it is only through hope of
something greater and fear of something worse that we will reject a desired object,
two feelings which play an important part in stage two thinking.
It is a universal law of human nature that no one ever neglects anything which
he judges to be good, except with the hope of gaining a greater good, or from
the fear of a greater evil; nor does anyone endure an evil except for the sake of
avoiding a greater evil, or gaining a greater good. That is, everyone will, of
two goods, choose that which he thinks the greatest; and, of two evils, that
which he thinks the least. | say advisedly that which he thinks the greatest or
the least, for it does not necessarily follow that he judges right.*®
Both of these notions rely on a perception of future joy or pain which requires a type
of thinking, as with Schopenhauer and Hume, beyond instinct and desire; however,

this type of thinking, as is explained above, is fallible. Spinoza continues on the

system’s possibility for error:

105 1hid., 202-3.
106 1hid., 203.
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How subjects ought to be guided so as best to preserve their fidelity and virtue
is not so obvious. Both rulers and ruled are men and prone to follow after
their lusts. The fickle disposition of the multitude almost reduces those who
have experience of it to despair, for it is governed solely by emotions, not
reason: it rushes headlong into every enterprise, and is easily corrupted either
by avarice or luxury: everyone thinks himself omniscient and wishes to
fashion all things to his liking, judging a thing to be just or unjust, lawful or
unlawful, according as he thinks it will bring him profit or loss: vanity leads
him to despise his equals, and refuse their guidance: envy of superior fame
and fortune (for such gifts are never evenly distributed) leads him to desire
and rejoice in his neighbor’s downfall. | need not go through the whole list,
everyone knows already how much crime results from disgust of the present —
desire for change, headlong anger, and contempt for poverty, and how men’s
minds are engrossed and kept in turmoil thereby.*®’

In other words, error springs from luxury, avarice — in short; self-love — and viewing
the world through the convenience and the glory of the individual. This is not the
ideal state of people living through reason of which Spinoza spoke. This is closer to
monarchy. The problems arise when we realize that our desires and the feeling of
good that comes from their fulfillment are impermanent.

On the subject of viewing good and evil in terms of individual advantage in
his posthumously published work The Ethics, Spinoza argued that we are incapable of
knowing what is best for us, and it is the imperfect image of imagined idealized future
objects and satisfaction that is partially to blame for this.

We can have but a very inadequate knowledge of the duration of things; and
the periods of their existence we can only determine by imagination, which is
not so powerfully affected by the future as the present. Hence such true
knowledge of good and evil as we possess is merely abstract or general, and
the judgment which we pass on the order of things and the connection of
causes, with a view to determining what is good or bad for us in the present is
rather imaginary than real.'%®

Moving to the next phase of development, we see that in the ideal state we

would realize the impermanence of our desires, and the pain associated with the

losing of the feeling of satisfaction or the desired object would be nil. As soon as we

7 Ibid., 216-7.
198 Benedict de Spinoza. On the Improvement of the Understanding — The Ethics — Correspondence.
trans. R.H.M. Elwes. (New York: Dover Publications Inc, 1955), from The Ethics [1677] 230.
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realize that the preservation of these feelings is impossible, a man becomes free from
fear. Spinoza discusses such an idealized “free individual’s” knowledge of
impermanence:
The more this knowledge, that things are necessary, is applied to particular
things, which we conceive more distinctly and vividly, the greater is the
power of the mind over the emotions, as experience also testifies. For we see,
that the pain arising from the loss of any good is mitigated, as soon as the man
who has lost it perceives, that it could not by any means have been
preserved.'%°
This comes somewhat close to Schopenhauer’s conception of becoming free when
one realizes that life is made up entirely of pain, and trying to stop the pain only
makes it more painful. Reason can be used as a tool for the realization of the
fruitlessness in attempting to attain a desire: “experience teaches all the usual
surroundings of social life are vain and futile.”**
Hand in hand with this notion is that reason can assist in informing us of our
own incorrect decisions, i.e., our goals which cannot be met by the method we use.
[W]hen the mind devotes itself to any thought, so as to examine it, and to
deduce therefrom in due order all the legitimate conclusions possible, any
falsehoods which may lurk in the thought will be detected; but if the thought
be true, the mind will readily proceed...[This] is necessary for our purpose,
for our thoughts may be brought to a close by the absence of a
foundation...[The] foundation which must direct our thoughts can be nothing
else than the knowledge of that which constitutes the reality of truth, and
knowledge of the understanding, it properties, and powers.'*!
In other words, we must reject the thinking which does not stand up to reason. If we
are incapable of doing this, and incapable of moving beyond our own point of view

and recognizing others in common fellowship the end result will be the same, but it

will be a more painful realisation; what Spinoza calls a “spiritual conflict”:

19 |bid., 250.
19 1bid., 3. from Of the Improvement of the Understanding [1662].
" Ibid., 38.
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If we keep also in readiness the notion of our true advantage, and of the good
which follows from mutual friendships, and common fellowships; further, if
we remember that complete acquiescence is the result of the right way of life,
and that men no less than anyone else act by the necessity of their nature: in
such case | say the wrong, or the hatred, which commonly arises therefrom,
will engross a very small part of our imagination and will be easily overcome;
or, if the anger which springs from a grievous wrong be not overcome easily it
will nevertheless be overcome, though not without a spiritual conflict.*?
So Spinoza makes clear that either a harsh realization or a relinquishing of the self-
centered point of view in favor of the community — reason — is a necessary stage along
the way to the ideal which Spinoza later calls the “free man.” This is the same notion
that is found in Schopenhauer and Hume.

For Spinoza, the “free man” is the goal of mankind, freedom from fear and
freedom from desire in a life led by reason. Such an individual does not view people
in their relation to his/her will “with knowledge we learn to be equal minded to
fortunes smiles and frowns.”** Also, “he who lives under the guidance of reason
endeavors to render back love or kindness for other men’s hatred, anger, contempt
towards him.”** And:

He who would govern his emotions and appetite solely by the love of freedom,

strives to gain knowledge of the virtues and their causes to fill his spirit with

the joy that arises with true knowledge of them, he will not desire to dwell on

men’s faults, or to carp at his fellows, or revel in a false show of freedom. !
This person is also willing to give up his own will for the betterment of humanity.
“Men who are governed by reason desire for themselves nothing which they do not

also desire for the rest of mankind; and consequently are just faithful and honorable in

their conduct.”*'® These lines could have been written by Schopenhauer representing

12 hid., 253. from The Ethics.
13 1hid., 122.
1% 1hid., 220.
15 1hid., 254.
Y8 1hid., 202.
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his own third-stage thinking in his third book of The World as Will and
Representation.

Before approaching the fourth stage, as was done in the description of Hume’s
thinking, Spinoza’s political thoughts should be noted. As mentioned above, he
stresses in his Political Treatise the negative aspects of the monarchy, where
primarily second-stage thinking is stressed, and how this system should become more
natural, ultimately with a democracy. Like Hume, Spinoza thinks that being a citizen
of a state is like being in any other contract: if the citizen receives tyranny and
oppression then the citizens should return “to that state of liberty which preceded the
establishment of a government”:

The contract of a commonwealth remains so long unmoved as the motive for

entering into it, that is, fear of hurt or hope of gain subsists. But take away

either and it is left independent (true for agreements within a commonwealth
and between commonwealths).**’
When this fear returns and hope ceases to subsist change is required.
It is sometimes necessary for something occasional to occur to bring back the
dominion to that first principle on which it was in the beginning established,
and if this does not take place within the necessary time, its blemishes will go
on increasing, till they can’t be removed but with the dominion itself.*?
This according to Spinoza is always the case with monarchy because the king is only
interested in ruling for his own self-interest:

The king... will look to his own safety and not try and consult his subjects’

interests, but to plot against them, especially against those who are renowned

for learning, or have influence through wealth.**®

As a result the only proper action that will return law and reason to the society is the

death of the king.

117 See Note 102 above. A Political Treatise [1675/1676], 307.
118 1bid., 378.
19 1bid., 318.
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By the death of the king, the commonwealth is in effect dead and the civil

state returns to the state of nature, supreme authority transferred to the

multitude, which can lay down new and abolish old laws."?
So the state of nature, Hume’s original state of freedom, is democracy, where
everyone sacrifices their individual will for the benefit of everyone else or the state as
a whole. This is one of the two crucial ideas in Schopenhauer’s fourth-stage thinking
here present in Spinoza: the sacrifice of the one for the many in the state itself, and the
sacrifice of the monarch himself for the betterment of the state.

The other idea is the acceptance of death. The last concept in Spinoza’s The
Ethics is that of the “highest type of love” or the intellectual love of God. This type
of love is all that remains of a person after the passing of earthly desire and the body
itself; it is divine. From the knowledge and experience of this type of love comes a
fearless regard for death; “Death becomes less hurtful as the minds clear and distinct
knowledge becomes greater.”*** Now if God is nature, as in Spinoza’s central
premise, then this becomes a love for all of nature, the world itself or the inhabitants
of the world itself that is the sole remnant of the individual after his will has been
extinguished. So love for fellow beings is the one eternal element in each of us after
our wills, and desires, and finally bodies themselves have dissipated. This is not
exactly Schopenhauerian — as we will see it is Fichtean and ultimately Feuerbachian —
but it offers an explanation for why we should avoid the fear of death: for the benefit
of love, and the world as a whole.

The four-stage process is clearly visible in the works of Spinoza. It passes
from desire, through long-range planning still based on desire and partially inspired
by fear. Then Spinoza believes there is an event, brought on by force or by reason,

which makes one abandon individual desire in favor of reason and so brings one

120 |bid., 339-40.
121 5ee Note 108 above. The Ethics, 266.
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toward the ideal of the life of the “free man,” who gives freely of himself to others
and attempts to live selflessly. Finally, the extension of this living is achieved in a
society where the free man can sacrifice his will, or the monarch his life, for the
greater good: love. Again, it is worth noting that Spinoza was writing these
seemingly revolutionary ideas in the republican Netherlands, and was always proud of
his nation not having a king. In addition, many of his works were not published or
were not translated into the vernacular until after his lifetime, following their author’s
wishes. He never sought nor desired the title of revolutionary. The same cannot be
said for Rousseau who wrote in French, the language of one of the most authoritarian

regimes in Europe in the mid-eighteenth century.
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Chapter 3. Jean-Jacques Rousseau

Rousseau wrote his revolutionary works a generation after Hume’s Treatise on
Human Nature, in the 1750’s and 60’s. Though these works are primarily of a
political nature, he still includes a number of concepts important for our discussion of
moral direction. Primarily, he is famous for his conception of the nature-man, the
idealized pre-societal, primarily pre-monarchical, human state.

Simon Williams, in his work, Wagner and the Romantic Hero, notes that
Rousseau believed that we should all strive after nature:

[I]f we return to nature we will be happy. Such happiness arises when

isolated individuals are entirely sufficient to themselves, and they can

cultivate the inner world of the mind and imagination until it acquires a reality

more complete than that of the objective world.'??
This conception is one shared with Spinoza, who believed that turning to nature
would answer all questions because it was a model for government and living, and
ultimately because it was equivalent to God. Like many others,*?® however, Williams
espoused a conception of Rousseau which is closer to Thoreau and escapism —
creating your own reality away from the common reality — rather than using
knowledge gleaned from nature to shape the common reality. This attitude is
incorrect, and not exactly what Rousseau had in mind. But this does not prevent the
idea of the nature-man from being one of his major claims to fame.

Rousseau gives the following as a description of his nature-man or brute in his

1754 essay “Discourse on Inequality,” viewing such a figure as being without fear and

living entirely for his primary needs on the land itself. “I see him satisfying his

122 Simon Williams. Wagner and the Romantic Hero. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004),
8.
123 See also Frederick Beiser. Schiller as Philosopher. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 158.
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hunger at the first oak, slaking his thirst at the first brook, finding his bed at the foot
of a tree which afforded him a repast; and, with that, all his wants supplied.”*** He
does not consider the future, another side-effect of not knowing fear, “[H]is soul,
which nothing disturbs, is wholly wrapped up in the feeling of its present existence,
[and] without any idea of the future, his projects hardly extend to the close of the
day.”? Now although this description has been viewed as an idealized state of being,
and good for those who can act on it, Rousseau notes that neither he, nor anyone else
who wishes to grow, learn, and live their lives in a moral way could live like this.

O you, who have never heard the voice of heaven, who think man is destined
only to live this little life and die in peace; you who can resign in the midst of
populous cities your fatal acquisitions, your restless spirits, your corrupt hearts
and endless desires; resume, since it depends entirely on yourselves, your
ancient and primitive innocence: retire to the woods, there to lose the sight
and remembrance of the crimes of your contemporaries; and be not
apprehensive of degrading your species, by renouncing its advances in order
to renounce its vices. As for men like me, whose passions have destroyed
their original simplicity, who can no longer subsist on plants and acorns or
live without laws or magistrates...those who discover, in the design of giving
human actions at the start a morality which they must otherwise have been so
long in acquiring...those, in short, who are persuaded that the Divine Being
has called all mankind to be the partakers in the happiness and perfection of
celestial intelligences, all these will endeavor to merit the eternal prize they
are to expect from the practice of those virtues, which they make themselves
follow in learning to know them. They will respect the sacred bonds of their
respective communities; they will love their fellow citizens and serve them
with all their might; they will scrupulously obey the laws and all those who
make or administer them [celestial intelligences]...but they will not have less
contempt for a constitution that cannot support itself without the aid of so
many splendid characters, much oftener wished for than found; and from
which...there always arise more real calamities than even apparent
advantages.'®

So despite the Thoreauian attraction possessed by the idea of the independent nature-
man, Rousseau believes in a society of loving equals sacrificing equally for each other,

living morally and searching for divine goodness which can only be attained in such a

124 3.J. Rousseau, “The Social Contract” [1762] The Social Contract and Other Writings. (New York:
Barnes and Noble Books, 1995), 164.

1% |bid., 175.

1% Ibid., 230-1.
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society and not alone. In short, Rousseau rejects such a primitive state in favor of a
moral progression toward an ideal free democratic state.

But this state is the goal, and does not immediately follow from the primitive
state. After all, as is mentioned above, morality in individual actions takes a long
time to acquire. The ideal moral state is the result of moral living and a free
government, which in turn is a result of a rejection of contemporary society,
particularly monarchy and avarice. The altering of a government from a state with the
power in the hands of the few to the power being in the hands of the multitude is the
subject on which Rousseau spent most of his literary energy.

To this end, in his essays he usually begins his discussions with monarchy and
its problems. Any society in which there is a leader who receives all the benefits
while the populace receives little in return is not a moral state, yet this is the case with
monarchy. He offers the following explanation of the creation of such a society
founded on property i.e. self-interest:

The first man who, having enclosed a piece of ground, bethought himself of

saying ‘This is Mine,” and found people simple enough to believe him was the

real founder of civil society. From how many crimes, wars and murders from
how many horrors and misfortunes might not anyone have saved mankind, by
pulling up the stakes, or filling up the ditch, and crying to his fellows,

‘Beware of listening to this impostor; you are undone if you once forget that

the fruits of the earth belong to us all, and the earth itself to nobody.”*?’

So it is essentially from this first act of selfishness, in which one places himself above
others for his interests alone that society was founded. Such a system lacks the
natural foundation that the brute or nature-man has.

At the same time, Rousseau foreshadows Proudhon in his case against

property. He himself cites John Locke’s maxim “There can be no injury where there

IS no property” on the subject, concluding from it that:

127 1bid., 193. from “Discourse on Inequality” [1754]
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The more we reflect on it [the property-less state] the more we shall find that
this state was the least subject to revolutions, and altogether the very best man
could experience; so that he can have departed from it only through some fatal
accident, which, for the public good, should never have happened. The
example of savages, most of whom have been found in this state, seems to
prove that men were meant to remain in it, that it is the real youth of the world,
and that all subsequent advances have been apparently so many steps towards
the perfection of the individual, but in reality towards the decrepitude of the
species.?

It is then in the accumulation of objects and land for self-betterment and not for the
people as a whole on which a society was founded. The leadership in such cases is
based on inflexible laws, and passion leading the will rather than reason.
Instead of a being, acting constantly from fixed and invariable principles,
instead of that celestial and majestic simplicity impressed on it by its divine
author, we find in it only the frightful contrast of passion mistaking itself for
reason and of understanding grown delirious.**
Passion mistaking itself for reason can be understood as faulty reasoning for personal
benefit. This is a sentiment echoed by the previous thinkers: that humans are
incapable of judging the correct path. As Rousseau says: “Men always love what is
good or what they find good, it is in judging what is good that they go wrong.”**

These circumstances, the unmalleability of the laws, and the power being in

the hands of the few for their personal benefit, if unchecked will lead to the state’s

end:
The inflexibility of the laws, which prevents them from adapting themselves
to circumstances, may in certain cases render them disastrous and may bring
about at a time of crisis the ruin of the state."*!

Further:
When the social bond [in a state by a government] begins to be relaxed and
the state to grow weak, when particular interests begin to make themselves

'8 Ipid., 200.

9 Ipid., 157.

130 Ipid., 105. from “Social Contract”.
L 1bid., 102.
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felt and smaller societies to exercise influence over the larger, the common
interest changes and finds opponents; opinion is no longer unanimous, the
general will ceases to be the will of all, debate arises and the best advice is not
taken without question. Finally, when the state, on the eve of ruin, maintains
only a vain illusory, formal existence...all men, guided by secret motives, no
more give their views as citizens than if the State had never been; and
iniquitous decrees directed solely to private interest get passed under the name
of laws.**
The ideal method to alter this fate is to have laws made not by a man, but by
something free from personal passion and interested only in the betterment of others.
In order to discover the rules of society best suited to nations, a superior
intelligence beholding all the passions of men without experiencing them
would be needed. This intelligence would have to be wholly unrelated to our
nature, while knowing it through and through; its happiness would be
independent of us, and yet ready to occupy itself with ours; and lastly, it
would have, in the march of time, to look forward to a distant glory, and,
working in one century, to be able to enjoy the next.*
Such a being requires nothing in return from others and is only interested in the
happiness of the people. The nature of the people in this context would be a drive for
self-interest, so this being in comparison would be self-less and occupy itself with the
best way to keep the people content not merely in the present, but also in the future.
One such example of a leader of this type is found in the Cincinnatus of Livy who
gave up the position of Dictator in Rome after fighting the Gauls. After the crisis was
over, he returned to his farm. So he put the will of the people first over his personal
ambition. But in most cases, such a being, as it may be in the case of Livy’s
Cincinnatus, is fictional, and the way to come closer to assuring that the will of the
people becomes the goal of the government is to have a democracy in which the
government is devoted entirely to the general will.***

Two final considerations will be taken into account regarding the philosophy

of Rousseau. Like Hume and Spinoza, he does not specifically say that the ideal life

2 Ipid., 85.
' Ibid., 30.
B34 Ibid., 240. from “Discourse on Political Economy”. [1755]
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should be spent in sacrifice to the state or the many, as Schopenhauer does, but he
does note that such an idea is admirable. “It may be said that it is good that one should
perish for all. 1 am ready to admire such a saying when it comes from the lips of a
virtuous and worthy patriot, voluntarily and dutifully sacrificing himself for the good
of his country.”™*> However, as far as a metaphysical path is concerned, he notes that
it is in the will of the people that God can be heard, “The voice of the people is in fact
the voice of God.”** So as far as a final goal is concerned — though as mentioned
above Rousseau tries to stay within the realm of the material rather than straying into
the metaphysical — when a state exists that is solely for the will of the people in the
state, and those serving the state give themselves up to that will, such a state is natural
and divine, and the ideal society for those who, like Rousseau, cannot go back to
nature. In either case, the death of the state not focused on the will of the people, and
the silencing of the individual will for the state, the state/will-of-the-people is still the
most important step.

We can observe, again, a specific path, beginning with the sating of an
individual’s simple desire for survival, and developing into the more complex desires
for power and the strengthening of the individual will over that of others, and finally

to the surrendering of that will in favor of the will of the people as a whole.

135 1hid., 249.
1% 1hid., 240.
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Chapter 4. Immanuel Kant

Although Kant began writing philosophical treatises as early as 1755, most of
the material from which our discussion will be taken is to be found in his critical and
post-critical writings from the 1780°s up until his Metaphysics of Morals written in
1797. These works themselves can be divided into two categories: the writings which
center around what is knowable in the Humean vein and the quasi-political writings in
the vein of Rousseau which would eventually lead to Hegelian Geschichtsphilosophie.
These works can, in Kant, unlike in Hume, Spinoza, and Rousseau, be dealt with
simultaneously as Kant treats the two very similarly.

His most famous work, the Critique of Pure Reason, begins in much the same
way as Hume’s Treatise on Human Nature with the idea that all knowledge comes
from experience. This notion of Hume’s, picked up by Kant, was what Kant said
“woke him up from his dogmatic slumbers, i.e., rationalist faith in metaphysical
absolutes.”*®" Kant however takes a crucial step forward. Hume believes nothing can
be known outside of experience, i.e. phenomena, and that therefore there is no a priori
knowledge. By contrast, Kant explains that although this is true in most cases, our
perceptions of space and time are all the same and are therefore a special category of
pseudo-a priori knowledge forged, through a combination of our two main faculties,
sense perception and understanding, into something called the “Transcendental
Aesthetic”. He searches, given those two pieces of what is close to a priori
knowledge gained by the Transcendental Aesthetic, for the possibility of knowing

objects in and of themselves, which Hume noted was a futile search, and ultimately

137 John Tietz. Redemption or Annihilation: Love Versus Power in Wagner’s ‘Ring’. (New York: Peter
Lang Publishing Inc, 1999), 166.
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discovers that the closest we can come to this type of knowledge is through
morality.™*® So rather than, as is the case of Hume, having a documented series of
experiences with additional notions on ideal states of being along the lines of Spinoza,
with Kant we are now able to see a deductive path emerging towards a notion of
moral behavior as the final goal.

Like Hume, Kant begins his Critique of Pure Reason with the subject of what
is knowable, and begins with experience. He disavows knowledge of objects in and
of themselves, noting, familiarly, that whenever we observe any people or objects we

are experiencing only our perception of these objects.

We need to regard all perceptions, whether internal or external, as a mere
consciousness of what belongs to our sensibility, and to regard the external
objects of our sensibility not as things in themselves, but only as
representations.**°

He further decries those who believe they have found truth in their objects:

Everybody either pretends to know something about objects, about which
nobody has any concept, or he turns his own representations into objects in
this way bein% caught up in an eternal circle of ambiguities and
contradictions.™

This sentiment bears a striking resemblance to Hume:

If one were to assent to every trivial suggestion of the fancy; beside that these
suggestions are often contrary to each other, they lead us into such errors
absurdities and obscurities, that we must at least become ashamed of our
credulity. Nothing is more dangerous to reason than the flights of imagination.
And nothing has been the occasion of more mistakes among philosophers.
But if we reject all trivial suggestions of the fancy and adhere to the
understanding, that is the general and more established properties of
imagination, this too is dangerous. When it acts alone, it entirely subverts
itself, and leaves not the lowest degree of evidence in any proposition.**

138 After Kant, there is a general shift in vocabulary from the a priori / a posteriori dichotomy of
possible knowledge to the intuitional (Anschauung) and experiential (usually Erfahrung). As such the
change in vocabulary has been made here.
39 mmanuel Kant. Critique of Pure Reason [1781]: A Revised and Expanded Translation Based on
Meiklejohn. ed. Vasilis Politis. (London: Everyman’s Library, 1934), 292.
140 H

Ibid., 301.
I Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, 267.
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“[T]urning their own representations into objects” for Kant is equivalent to the
imagination or the fancy for Hume. In short, we cannot know the world except
through our perception of it.

In this case, as with the other thinkers discussed, the first view of the world

before the moral stage, or the unconditional good*?

, as Kant occasionally calls it, is
viewed through personal desire or private happiness.'*® Kant makes a point of
separating the pre-moral life into two phases. The first of these is represented by the
animal will, the arbitrium brutum, the will which lives under the law of nature alone
“determined by sensible impulses or instinct.”*** This might be considered a
combination of the nature man of Rousseau and an infant looking out for himself
alone, living free from fear, and operating only through instinct, not reason. The
second phase involves a variation of Hume’s doctrine. The will becomes independent
of instinct alone, but continues to live for the sensible, and begins to use reason;
through an act of freedom, i.e., a volitional act independent of instinct, he begins the
second state or free will, arbitrium liberum. This freedom, as opposed to nature,
functions as Hume’s “imagination” in that it is capable of creating something new or
an “original idea” in a way that for Hume “reason,” and for Kant the “phenomenal
knowledge found in nature,” i.e., observable causes and effects cannot. Ultimately,
the addition of the free will only changes the means at the disposal of a person, not his
inclinations, which still remain directed entirely towards himself.

Everything that presents itself as an object of the will prior to the moral law is

excluded from the determining principle of the will called the unconditional

good. However we find that our nature as sensible beings is such that the

matter of desire (objects of inclination), whether hope or fear first presents
itself to us and our pathologically affected self, although it is in its maxims

142 More on this in the third stage.

3 |mmanuel Kant, Critique of Practical Reason. [1788] trans. T.K. Abbott (Amherst, New York:
Prometheus Books, 1996), 51.

144 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 516.
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unfit for universal legislation, yet just as if it constituted our entire self, strives
to put its pretensions forward first and to have them acknowledged as the first
and original. This propensity to make ourselves in the subjective determining
principles of our choice seems as the objective determining principle of the
will generally to be called self-love. And if it pretends to be legislative as an
unconditional practical principle it may be called self-conceit.***

The free will’s first purpose was to be able to put off the attainment of a desire, or
sacrifice, against pure instinct’s propensity, the wants of the now being abrogated in
favor of the wants of the future. In the moment of this denial was the potential for
reason and a new way of thinking.

But as with Hume’s imagination, the free will, or freedom, often does not have
the desired effect in arriving at ultimate wants. We have the ability to will what we

wish, and create what we wish, but in doing so we are “relinquishing the guidance of

9146

the rules of nature,”” " and humans are unclear about what they exactly want and how

to get it, which may cause their free will to make them unfree.

But it is a misfortune that the concept of happiness is such an indeterminate
concept that, although every human being wishes to attain it, he can still never
say determinately and consequently with himself what he really wishes and
wills. The cause of this is that all the elements that belong to the concept of
happiness are without exception empirical, that is, they must be borrowed
from experience, and that nevertheless for the idea of happiness there is
required an absolute whole, a maximum of well-being in my present condition
and in every future condition. Now it is impossible for the most insightful and
at the same time most powerful but still finite being to frame for himself a
determinate concept of what he really wills here. If he wills riches, how much
anxiety, envy and intrigue might he not bring upon himself in this way! If we
wills a great deal of cognition and insight, that might become only an eye all
the more acute to show him, as all the more dreadful, ills that are now
concealed from him and that cannot be avoided, or to burden his desires
[Begierden], which already give him enough to do, with still more needs. If
he wills a long life, who would guarantee him that it would not be a long
misery? If he at least wills health, how often has not bodily discomfort kept
someone from excesses into which unlimited health would have let him fall,
and so forth. In short, he is not capable of any principle by which to
determine with complete certainty what would make him truly happy.'*’

15 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, 94.
146 Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, 330-1.
Y7 Immanuel Kant. Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals. [1785] trans. Mary Gregor. (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), 28-9.
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This moment of realization, when man sees that his will and creating power is
ultimately for nought and unable to get him what he desires has been found in each
thinker mentioned above. Again, the notion of fear for the future combined with
individual want creates a vacuum into which happiness cannot stay long. This idea is
mentioned again in the third Critique:

[T]he inconsistency of his [man’s] own natural dispositions drives him into

self-devised torments, and also reduces others of his own race to misery, by

the oppression of lordship, the barbarism of war, and so forth; he, himself, as
far as in him lies, works for the destruction of his own race; so that even with
the most beneficent external nature, its purpose, if it were directed to the
happiness of our species, would not be attained in an earthly system, because
our nature is not susceptible of it.**®
Before moving into the solution to this impossibility, let us take a side glance into
Kant’s political thinking.

In his proto-Geschichtsphilosophie works Conjectures on the Beginning of
Human History and Universal History his thinking leans towards Rousseau, and Kant
acknowledges that debt. Particularly erudite is Kant’s description, found in his
Conjectures on the Beginning of Human History, of the evolution undertaken by man
from his beginnings. It is worth noting here in its entirety, as the path mentioned in
the first two stages of Schopenhauer’s keystone is made extremely clear, from the
beginnings in desire, first through instinct and then through planning and volition
tempered by fear and planning for the future. It also clarifies many of the ideas
mentioned above.

Initially, the newcomer must have been solely guided by instinct, that voice of

God which all animals obey...So long as inexperienced man obeyed this call

of nature, his lot was a happy one. But reason soon made its presence felt and
sought to extend his knowledge of foodstuffs beyond the bounds of instinct; it

1“8 |mmanuel Kant. Critique of Judgment. [1790] trans. J. H. Bernard. (Amherst, New York:
Prometheus Books, 2000), 354.
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did so by comparing his usual diet with anything which a sense other than that
to which his instinct was tied — for example the sense of sight — represented as
similar in character. Even if instinct did not recommend it, this experiment
had a chance of succeeding so long as instinct did not contradict it. Butitis a
peculiarity of reason that it is able, with the help of imagination, to invent
desires which not only lack any corresponding natural impulse, but are even at
variance with the latter. Such desires, which are known primarily as
lasciviousness, gradually engender a whole host of superfluous or even
unnatural inclinations to which the term luxuriousness applies. The initial
incentive to abandon natural impulses may have been quite trivial. But the
outcome of that first experiment whereby man became conscious of his reason
as a faculty which can extend beyond the limits to which all animals are
confined was of great importance, and it influenced his way of life decisively.
Thus it may have been only a fruit which, because it looked similar to other
agreeable fruits which he had previously tasted, encouraged him to make the
experiment... Nevertheless, this was enough to give reason the initial
inducement to quibble with the voice of nature, and despite the latter's
objections, to make the first experiment in free choice — an experiment which,
since it was the first, probably did not turn out as expected. No matter how
trivial the harm it did may have been, it was nevertheless enough to open
man’s eyes. He discovered in himself an ability to choose his own way of life
without being tied to any single one like the other animals. But the
momentary gratification which this realization of his superiority may have
afforded him was inevitably followed at once by anxiety and fear as to how he
should employ his newly discovered ability, given that he did not yet know
the hidden properties or remote effects of anything. He stood, as it were, on
the edge of an abyss. For whereas instinct had hitherto directed him towards
individual objects of his desire, an infinite range of objects now opened up,
and he did not yet know how to choose between them. Yet now that he had
tasted this state of freedom, it was impossible for him to return to a state of
servitude under the rule of instinct... Refusal was the device which invested
purely sensuous stimuli with an ideal quality, and which gradually showed the
way from purely animal desire to love, and so also from a feeling for the
merely agreeable to a taste for beauty (initially only in human form, but
subsequently also in nature)... The third step which reason took after its
intervention in man’s basic and immediately felt needs was to reflect in
anticipation of the future. This ability not just to enjoy the present moment in
life, but also to visualize what is yet to come, often in the distant future, is the
most decisive proof of man’s advantage, in that he is able to prepare for
remote objectives in keeping with his destiny. But this same ability is also the
most inexhaustible source of cares and worries which an uncertain future
evokes and from which all animals are exempt.*°

Kant begins with Rousseau and the happy natural state based on instinct, and

moves to the first act of free choice against instinct, by which man for the first time

149 Kant. Political Writings. “Conjectures on the Beginning of Human History”. [1786] ed. Hans Reiss.
trans. H.B. Nisbet (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1970), 223-5.
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takes control of his own destiny. But with this move, and with the first refusal of his
wants, despite the fact that this enables long term planning and reasoning in man,
begins fear and care and fruitless attempts to control his environment. Elsewhere,
Kant elaborates on this attempt founded in man’s desire to control not just the events
around him but others as well. Borrowing the idea of Rousseau that culture is
founded in property and control, he explains that, as we do not get everything our own
way and neither does everyone else, it is in finally submitting to this fact and treating
others socially that culture and as such moral living outside of nature begins.
[Man] encounters in himself the unsocial characteristic of wanting to direct
everything in accordance with his own ideas. He therefore expects resistance
all around just as he knows of himself that he is in turn inclined to offer
resistance to others. It is this very resistance which awakens all man’s powers,
and induces him to overcome his tendency to laziness. Through the desire for
honor, power or property, it drives him to seek status among his fellows,
whom he cannot bear yet cannot bear to leave. Then the first true steps are
taken from barbarism to culture, which in fact consists in the social worthiness
of man. All man’s talents are now gradually developed, his taste cultivated,
and by a continued process of enlightenment, a beginning is made towards
establishing a way of thinking which can with time transform the primitive
natural capacity for moral discrimination into definite practical principles; and
thus a pathologically enforced social union is transformed into a moral
whole.**
Kant takes Rousseau’s notion of the powerful man who creates slaves in others, and
adapts it to explain how the fear and anger first found in his opinion of others turns to
mutual cooperation. This is the beginning of third-stage thinking.
Breaking away from the cares and fears of success, the besting of others and
fulfilling of desires, Kant explains that the type of knowledge that comes closest to
the noumenal or supersensible which is possible to know, aside from that of time and

space, is morality. This knowledge is gained through an altering of the direction of

free will. Up until this point, free will has been something which, although it made

50 |bid., “Idea for a Universal History” [1784], 44-45.
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man capable of creating and planning, was against the rule of nature, as free will was,
at least in its first manifestation, something in contrast to the natural. However, when
we consider the character of free will, namely that it concerns itself with what might
be in the future, as opposed to what is, one can idealize it and say that free will in its
most perfect state deals with what should or ought to be, and not with what is — the
ideal future. It is in this way that the noumenal becomes supposable.™ The
transition for Kant will be familiar to us. It is the failure of the imagination in its vain
pursuit of infinity to achieve its goal that awakens the supersensible faculty in us.
Needless to say, this is a step which Hume refused to make except in the most
couched terms, as noumenal knowledge was out of bounds.

Not surprisingly the first attribute Kant associates with the moral law is
selflessness.

The moral law excludes the influence of self-love on the supreme practical

reason and it checks the self-conceit that prescribes the subjective conditions

of the former as laws. Whatever checks self-conceit humiliates and therefore

the moral law inevitably humbles every man (endows him with self-

knowledge). The moral law excludes the inclinations and propensities of self-

love. ™
Kant describes here the same depression that is mentioned by Schopenhauer that must
occur before a person can enter the third stage of being. He later refers to this painful
change through the guise of “the pupil” as moving from the world of phenomena, in
terms of sensual wants and needs, to the noumenal world. The pupil first feels joy in
making moral judgments but does not yet live morally:

Now, however, the second exercise comes in, the living exhibition of morality

of character by examples, in which attention is directed to purity of will, first

only as a negative perfection, in so far as in an action done from duty no
motives of inclination have any influence in determining it. By this the

11 Critique of Pure Reason, 517.
152 Critique of Judgment, 109-10.
153 Critique of Practical Reason, 94.
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pupil’s attention is fixed upon the consciousness of his freedom, and although
this renunciation at first excites a feeling of pain, nevertheless, by its
withdrawing the pupil from the constraint of real wants there is proclaimed to
him at the same time a deliverance from the manifold dissatisfaction in which
all these wants entangle him, and the mind is made capable of receiving the
sensation of satisfaction from other sources. The heart is freed and lightened
of a burden that always secretly presses on it, when instances of pure moral
resolutions reveal to the man an inner faculty of which otherwise he has no
right knowledge, the inward freedom to release himself from the boisterous
importunity of inclinations, to such a degree that none of them, not even the
dearest, shall have any influence on a resolution, for which we are now to
employ our reason.**

The noumenal world, it seems, frees us from looking at objects in reference to our
desires, much as Schopenhauer explains. And equally, as with Schopenhauer, joy
does not come from moral behavior. These deeds are performed from duty without
reference to our desires.
[A]n action done from duty is to put aside entirely the influence of inclination
and with it every object of the will; hence there is left nothing for the will that
could determine it except objectively the law, and subjectively pure respect
for this practical law, and so the maxim [subjective principle of volition] of
complying with such a law even if it infringes upon all my inclinations.™
And what are the duties for which man ought to strive? “The perfection of
himself and the happiness of others...He has a duty to raise himself from the crude
state of his nature, from his animality toward humanity, he has a duty to diminish his
ignorance by instruction and to correct his errors.”**
Kant concludes that one must make the happiness of others one’s concern; not
one’s own happiness, as that could not, by definition, be a duty. Overall, Kant stresses
a social ideal of working together combined with the individual selflessness leading to

the improvement of the state. His political and epistemological ideas join together in

that the highest knowledge necessary for our self-improvement cannot be attained

% Ibid., 189-90.

155 Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, 13-4.

15 Immanuel Kant. Metaphysics of Morals. [1797] trans. Mary Gregor (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 150.
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unless we are in a community. “In man the natural capacities which are directed only
toward the use of his reason are such that they could be fully developed only in the
species, not in the individual.”*>’ In a more revolutionary turn, he even declares that
the King does not rule by his own authority but only in that he is able to unite the
collective will of the people with his own. So though Kant is not against a monarch
ruling per se, the desired method of monarchical rule is a relinquishing of selfishness
and a taking up of the communal will."*® So he fuses the two elements of the ideal
state discussed separately by Hume and Rousseau into one utopian vision.

Then Kant fuses this with a third element: Spinoza’s concept of “Nature.” In
the first Critique, one of Kant’s final thoughts is that the free will is able to lead
toward the ideal, moral law, the “what ought I to do” as compared to the natural law
or “what is.” However, he admits that there is a possibility that the free will’s “ought”
and the reason derived therefrom fit into the order of nature and will lead to no
reliable answer.

Whether reason is not itself, in the actual delivery of these [moral] laws,

determined in its turn by other influences, and whether the action which, in

relation to sensible impulses, we call free, may not, in relation to higher and
more remote operative causes, really form a part of nature - these are
questions which do not concern us here. They are purely speculative
questions.**®
But in his Conjectures on the Beginning of Human History he opines in the
affirmative on this speculative question. In response to culture’s dichotomic battle

between moral and personal development which Rousseau attempts to solve in the

Social Contract, Kant posits a solution to the problem.

7 political Writings “Universal History”, 16.

158 political Writings “What is Enlightenment”[1784], 59. This view of kingship is surprisingly similar
to Wagner’s in the Vaterlandsverein speech and Proudhon’s conception of kingship in the original state
of negative communism. See: Appendix pgs 614-629.

159 Critique of Pure Reason, 517.
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He [Rousseau] attempts in turn to solve the more difficult problem of what
course culture should take in order to ensure the proper development, in
keeping with their destiny, of man’s capacities as a moral species, so that this
[moral] destiny will no longer conflict with his character as a natural species.
Since culture has not yet really begun — let alone completed — its development
in accordance with the true principles of man’s education as a human being
and citizen, the above conflict is the source of all the genuine evils which
oppress human life, and of all the vices which dishonor it. At the same time,
the very impulses which are blamed as the cause of vice are good in
themselves, fulfilling their function as abilities implanted in nature. But since
these abilities are adapted to the state of nature, they are undermined by the
advance of culture and themselves undermine the latter in turn, until art, when
it reaches perfection, once more becomes nature - and this is the ultimate goal
of man’s moral destiny.*®

In short, what is natural is moral, and being able to live in nature according to our
“ought to do” free will is the goal of mankind. Thus with the fusion of these three
elements Kant offers the ultimate way to live in his categorical imperative: “Act as if
the maxim of thy action were to become by thy will a universal law of nature.”

Kant’s progression ends here, he does not look beyond death, or at physical
death as an ideal as does Schopenhauer, but does view a sacrificial death for the
benefit of others approvingly, as do the philosophers discussed above. “Better for one
man to die than for an entire people to perish. For if justice goes there is no longer
any value in human beings living on earth.”*®" But Kant does move closer to a
foreshadowing of Schopenhauer’s position than does any other philosopher discussed
to this point, as we find in Kant Schopenhauer’s fourth-stage thought that the manner
of life before the ultimate goal of death should be lived without happiness, and as
will-lessly as possible:

This consolation [that comes from doing the moral thing] is not happiness, it

is not even the smallest part of it, for no one would wish to have occasion for

it, or would perhaps even desire a life in such circumstances... This inward

peace is therefore merely negative as regards what can make life pleasant; it is,
in fact, only the escaping [of] the danger of sinking in personal worth, after

180 political Writings “Conjectures” 227-8. Abrams also noted this passage as an example of his
progression from and back to nature. See: Abrams, Natural Supernaturalism, 206.
181 Metaphysics of Morals, 105.
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everything else that is valuable has been lost. It is the effect of a respect for
something quite different from life, something in comparison and contrast
with which life with all its enjoyments has no value. He still lives only
because it is his duty, not because he finds anything pleasant in life.'®?

162 Critique of Practical Reason, 109-110.
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Chapter 5. Friedrich Schiller

Schiller’s philosophical writings from his time teaching at the University of
Jena owe a large debt to the works of Kant, particularly regarding the nature of free

will and its role in bringing about a moral existence.'®®

What they do not owe to Kant
and to the previous generation is the means by which this is attained. For Hume, the
passions must be permanently quieted in favor of reason. In Kant it is moral duty,
which by its definition excludes sensuous pleasure and enjoyment. Schiller believed
that one could enjoy being moral, and not have to cut off sensuous feeling in order to
achieve a practical ideal existence. This is the premise behind much of the
Frahromantik movement. That being said, Schiller is at times inconsistent on this
point. As we shall see, there are times when he views a fusion between the sensuous
and the reasoned as the ideal, as in his conception of the ‘beautiful soul’ which seems
to take Kant’s conception of the Transcendental Aesthetic —which for Kant was only
a means to know anything and not an end in itself — as the end goal of morality; and
there are other times when he follows Kant’s views on duty from the later Critiques
and the Metaphysics of Morals in which the end goal is the complete relinquishment
of the sensuous. Ultimately, we will view the fusion of the two elements — for which
Schiller and the Frihromantik movement are so famous — as a phase in the overall
progression leading to the same point: selflessness.’®* But this is not to understate the

impact or the importance of Schiller’s innovative notion that the moral ideal could be

found in a fusion of the sensuous and the reasoned.

163 «|_etters on the Aesthetical Education of Man” [1795] , 111, 7. Most quotes from this section will be
taken from: Aesthetic Letters, Essays, and the Philosophical Letters of Schiller. trans. J. Weiss (Boston:
Little and Brown, 1845) Volume I, unless otherwise noted.

164 Beiser offers a varying opinion on this issue in his Schiller as Philosopher.
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Before Schiller and the Friihromantik movement, it was generally felt that a
man’s conscious was considered to be divided into two parts, that relating to the body
or the sensuous part, and that relating to the mind or the moral and spiritual part, and
that the former had to be cut off from the latter in order to achieve a moral and
spiritual existence. Schiller thought that this was impossible, as a person cannot exist
if there is only one side to him. “For as long as he only feels, his absolute personality
and existence remain a mystery to him, and as long as he only thinks, his condition or
existence in time escapes him.”*®> The Frilhromantiks believed that the sensuous
should not be cut off, but that through an aesthetic education and moral thinking we
should learn to enjoy what is moral and, in later Friihromantik writing built upon by
Hegel, spiritual. This idea, and the notion that the education of even the lowest
masses could be achieved through drama is partially garnered from Lessing’s
Hamburg Dramaturgy, but it took Schiller to codify this idea and ground it in his own
mixture of pseudo-Kantian philosophical language. So for Schiller in his use of this
new language the aim becomes that of aligning the sensuous part of man with the
spiritual part. This is achieved after a brief withdrawal from the sensuous so that the
aim of sensuous desire can be aligned with the moral. As a result they work together
for the same goal, and there is no permanent relinquishing of the sensuous part of
ourselves. The sensuous “I” was no longer something to be overcome by the moral
“I,” but to be combined with and enhanced by it. Schiller defines this as acting with
“grace” [Anmut], and also describes a person acting in such a way as representing the
“beautiful soul.” In other respects, the progression found in Schiller is taken from

Kant.

165 «| etters on the Aesthetic Education of Man” X1V, 64-5.
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Of course this does not work in the case of the tragic hero. Schiller advises in
his essay “On Grace and Dignity” that there is a moral point past which this balance
between the moral and the sensuous becomes impossible. The hero who sacrifices
himself in favor of others does not take true joy in his act. It is done through duty,
which is a return to the Kantian conception of quieting the sensuous in favor of the
moral. Such an act represents not grace [Anmut] but dignity [Wiirde]. For this,
Schiller has an axiom: “we must do everything with grace that can be achieved within
humanity; and everything with dignity that demands going beyond our humanity.”*®°

This describes two notions of living. In everyday life, we must strive to
achieve grace in our actions, a balance between reason or morality and the sensuous
as represented by the beautiful soul; but for the extraordinary cases when life is on the
line, events which require more from us, a sacrifice for the greater good, or a higher
level of humanity than we might expect from the everyday, this requires dignity or the
Kantian duty. Schiller alternates between these two notions, citing both as goals at
different times depending on his argument, which makes navigating his works and
thoughts on the ‘end goal’ of existence at times confusing.

The logic behind the present view that grace is a step on the path to duty or
selfless behavior is derived from his twenty-fourth letter of his Letters on the
Aesthetic Education of Man. This letter summarizes the progress of man, both the
individual and the species as a whole, in three phases: a physical state in which man
and the species are under the control of nature and desire or as Schiller says “suffer
the power of nature,” an aesthetic state in which man and the species begin to free

themselves from these influences, and a moral state in which man and the species are

1% Beiser, Schiller as Philosopher, 115. (Taken from Schiller’s “On Grace and Dignity™)
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in control of nature and their desires.®” From this we will be able to observe
Schiller’s idea of the progression of the species. It is also from this description that
we will view the discrepancy embedded within the notion of the end goal. We can
view the aesthetic state as that which induces man to act with grace representing the
fusion of the two governing principles — the natural and the moral — combined in his
description of the beautiful soul, and the moral state as that which induces man to act
with dignity.'®® This way the two end goals are not merely that, but are now
successive phases of development, and the aesthetic is now a midpoint incorporating
both sensuousness and morality which will then lead into the purely moral stage. But
before addressing the final two stages outlined by Schiller, the first stage must be
discussed.

The first stage, in which man “suffers only the power of nature”, is divided by
Schiller into two phases corresponding to Kant’s arbitrium brutum and arbitrium
liberum. In the first, he explains that “the natural character of man is selfish and
violent.”®® Man is incapable of acting for himself without being led by natural
instinct and is only interested in his immediate survival needs. He is what Schiller
refers to as the “material being” in which man bases his wants on individual instinct
alone guided by the world. There is no reason behind these desires, nor is there any
control on his own part; nature is his only guide, however he does not yet represent

nature as a guide or anything other than the environment in which his desires can be

167 «|_etters on the Aesthetic Education of Man” XXIV, 115.

168 Schiller does note that these three stages do not necessarily have to be gone through successively,
but at the same time includes a description of the way in which one passes into each phase. So for
better or worse, we will view these three as successive stages

169 «|_etters on the Aesthetic Education of Man” 111, 9.
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satisfied.'’® These sentiments are reminiscent of other first stages previously
discussed, particularly Rousseau’s.

Further characteristics of this phase include material man’s inability to look
beyond the immediate, so he has no conception of the past or the future. “[T]he
sensuous instinct issues from the physical existence of man, or from sensuous nature;
and it is this instinct which tends to enclose him in the limits of time, and to make of
him a material being.”*"* The tools man needs in order to pass beyond this state into
the second phase of this initial stage or Kant’s arbitrium liberum are the will and
reason. Schiller excellently elucidates this transition and the first use of reason in

forming the will:

[T]he first appearance of reason in man is not the beginning of humanity. This
is first decided by his freedom, and reason begins first by making his sensuous
dependence boundless... We know that the reason makes itself known to man
by the demand for the absolute — the self-dependent and necessary. But as
this want of the reason cannot be satisfied in any separate or single state of his
physical life, he is obliged to leave the physical entirely and to rise from a
limited reality to ideas. But although the true meaning of that demand of the
reason is to withdraw him from the limits of time and to lead him from the
world of sense to an ideal world, yet this same demand of reason, by
misapplication — scarcely to be avoided in this life, prone to sensuousness —
can direct him to physical life, and, instead of making man free, plunge him in
the most terrible slavery. Facts verify this supposition. Man raised on the
wings of imagination leaves the narrow limits of the present, in which mere
animality is enclosed, in order to strive on to an unlimited future. But while
the limitless is unfolded to his dazed imagination, his heart has not ceased to

170 Schiller’s detailed description of the first-stage “material being” runs as follows: “Eternally uniform
in his aims, eternally changing in his judgments, self-seeking without being himself, unfettered without
being free, a slave without serving any rule. At this period, the world is to him only destiny, not yet an
object; all has existence for him only in as far as it procures existence to him; a thing that neither seeks
from nor gives to him is non-existent. Every phenomenon stands out before him separate and cut off, as
he finds himself in the series of beings. All that is, is to him through the bias of the moment; every
change is to him an entirely fresh creation, because with the necessary in him, the necessary out of him
is wanting, which binds together all the changing forms in the universe, and which holds fast the law
on the theatre of his action, while the individual departs. It is in vain that nature lets the rich variety of
her forms pass before him; he sees in her glorious fulness nothing but his prey, in her power and
greatness nothing but his enemy. Either he encounters objects and wishes to draw them to himself in
desire, or the objects press in a destructive manner upon him, and he thrusts them away in dismay and
terror. In both cases his relation to the world of sense is immediate contact; and perpetually anxious
through its pressure, restless and plagued by imperious wants, he nowhere finds rest except in
enervation, and nowhere limits save in exhausted desire.” Ibid., XXIV, 116

Y Ibid., XII, 53.
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live in the separate, and to serve the moment. The impulse towards the
absolute seizes him suddenly in the midst of his animality, and as in this
cloddish condition all his efforts aim only at the material and temporal, and
are limited by his individuality, he is only led by that demand of the reason to
extend his individuality into the infinite, instead of to abstract from it. He will
be led to seek instead of form an inexhaustible matter, instead of the
unchangeable an everlasting change and an absolute securing of his temporal
existence. The same impulse which, directed to his thought and action, ought
to lead to truth and morality, now directed to his passion and emotional state,
produces nothing but an unlimited desire and an absolute want.!"?

Here Schiller explains how reason’s initial use was not to bring man closer to
morality but to extend happiness through the planning of gains for future/eternal
happiness. The personal desire and ultimate aims have not changed, but the means of
achieving goals, particularly through future planning, have been expanded from the
simple earlier stage. It is the tool of imagination which again, as for Hume and others,
makes the individual adjust his reason and objectivity for personal gain, imagining a
world where he can be limitless, and most important, without fear.

It will come as no surprise to see that care and fear [Sorge] again are the initial
products of man’s new ability to plan into the future. Fearing his own end, or as he
understands it, the end to his potential happiness, he does all he can to

postpone/forestall the inevitable. Schiller continues:

The first fruits, therefore, that he reaps in the world of spirits are cares and
fear — both operations of the reason; not of sensuousness, but of a reason that
mistakes its object and applies its categorical imperative to matter. All
unconditional systems of happiness are fruits of this tree, whether they have
for their object the present day or the whole of life, or what does not make
them any more respectable, the whole of eternity, for their object. An
unlimited duration of existence and of well-being is only an ideal of the
desires; hence a demand which can only be put forth by an animality striving
up to the absolute. Man, therefore, without gaining anything for his humanity
by a rational expression of this sort, loses the happy limitation of the animal,
over which he now only possesses the unenviable superiority of losing the
present for an endeavor after what is remote, yet without seeking in the
limitless future anything but the present. But even if the reason does not go
astray in its object, or err in the question, sensuousness will continue to falsify

72 1bid., X X1V, 117-8. (Italics mine)
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the answer for a long time. As soon as man has begun to use his understanding
and to knit together phenomena in cause and effect, the reason, according to
its conception, presses on to an absolute knitting together and to an
unconditional basis. In order, merely, to be able to put forward this demand,
man must already have stepped beyond the sensuous, but the sensuous uses
this very demand to bring back the fugitive.'”

In this sense, sensual desires will cause an inconsistency in his ability to reason, and it
is from the desire to avoid the end that reason moves against itself; taking, as was
noted above, Kant’s categorical imperative to refer not to the ideal moral law, but
only to matter or the material, for sensual gain.

It is with this fear in mind, as in Schopenhauer, that religion comes about. In
much the same language as Schopenhauer will use, Schiller describes the formation of
religion as an act of a still sensuous-minded being who has not yet abandoned self-
love. The God of this religion is not to be strived after but is rather an ultimate
problem-solver. Rather than recognizing his own ability to recognize moral behavior
and reason, man places these things outside of himself, and stunts further growth until

this can be ultimately overcome.

Even the divine part in man, the moral law, in its first manifestation in the
sensuous cannot avoid this perversion [self-interest]. As this moral law is
only prohibited, and combats in man the interest of sensuous egotism, it must
appear to him as something strange until he has come to consider this self-
love as the stranger, and the voice of reason as his true self. Therefore he
confines himself to feeling the fetters which the latter imposes on him,
without having the consciousness of the infinite emancipation which it
procures for him. Without suspecting in himself the dignity of lawgiver, he
only experiences the constraint and the impotent revolt of a subject fretting
under the yoke, because in this experience the sensuous impulsion precedes
the moral impulsion, he gives to the law of necessity a beginning in him, a
positive origin, and by the most unfortunate of all mistakes he converts the
immutable and the eternal in himself into a transitory accident. He makes up
his mind to consider the notions of the just and the unjust as statutes which
have been introduced by a will, and not as having in themselves an eternal
value. Just as in the explanation of certain natural phenomena he goes beyond
nature and seeks out of her what can only be found in her, in her own laws; so
also in the explanation of moral phenomena he goes beyond reason and makes

173 1bid., XXIV, 119.
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light of his humanity, seeking a god in this way. It is not wonderful that a
religion which he has purchased at the cost of his humanity shows itself
worthy of this origin, and that he only considers as absolute and eternally
binding laws that have never been binding from all eternity. He has placed
himself in relation with, not a holy being, but a powerful one. Therefore the
spirit of his religion, of the homage that he gives to God, is a fear that abases
him, and not a veneration that elevates him in his own esteem.'”

In addition to fearing his own end, man also fears others as they and their happiness

are in competition with him and his.

Ignorant of his own human dignity, he is far removed from honoring it in

others, and conscious of his own savage greed, he fears it in every creature

that he sees like himself. He never sees others in himself, only himself in
others, and human society, instead of enlarging him to the race, only shuts him
up continually closer in his individuality.'”
This sentiment is reminiscent of a few notions we have encountered: Hume’s
discussion of viewing others only in terms of ourselves, to name one.

When the individual is filled with inconsistency of desires, both in terms of the
competition among other men which stops everyone’s desires from being fulfilled in
the process of trying to stop others and succeed oneself, and the inner conflict of
contrary desires present in the same person, is when the aesthetic education should
take over. Rather than completely nullifying the sensuous instinct, Schiller describes
a middle ground between the sensuousness and reason called the “instinct of play”
which fuses the sensuous and formal impulses. The instinct of play combines the
creativity inherent in the imagination and planning for the future for the purpose of
extending personal dominion or control over surroundings with the ability to reflect
upon the objects and laws of nature independent of the subject. In this way man is

able to create using the tools of nature, which no longer control his actions and wants,

but can be used and reflected upon for enjoyment and pleasure.

17 1bid., XXIV, 120-1.
175 1bid., XXIV, 116.
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As long as man derives sensations from a contact with nature, he is her slave;
but as soon as he begins to reflect upon her objects and laws he becomes her
lawgiver. Nature, which previously ruled him as a power, now expands before
him as an object. What is objective to him can have no power over him, for in
order to become objective it has to experience his own power. As far and as
long as he impresses a form upon matter, he cannot be injured by its effect; for
a spirit can only be injured by that which deprives it of its freedom. Whereas
he proves his own freedom by giving a form to the formless; where the mass
rules heavily and without shape, and its undefined outlines are for ever
fluctuating between uncertain boundaries, fear takes up its abode; but man
rises above any natural terror as soon as he knows how to mould it, and
transform it into an object of his art.*"®

This is the beginning of Schiller’s second stage, the aesthetic, and the Moral
Progression’s third stage, where man is able to look on objects per se, and those
objects give him pleasure not for how they can help him to achieve the goals of the
will, but in and of themselves. However, this is not the case at first. Schiller gives a
description of the instinct of play’s first appearance in consciousness:

It will be also troublesome to recognize the instinct of play [Spieltrieb] in its

first trials, seeing that the sensuous impulsion constantly crosses with its

capricious humor and its violent appetites. It is on that account that we see the
taste, still coarse, seize that which is new and startling, the disordered, the
adventurous and the strange, the violent and the savage, and fly from nothing
so much as from calm and simplicity. It invents grotesque figures, it likes

rapid transitions, luxurious forms, sharply-marked changes, acute tones, a

pathetic song. That which man calls beautiful at this time is that which excites

him, that which gives him matter; but that which excites him to give his
personality to the object, that which gives matter to a possible plastic
operation, for otherwise it would not be the beautiful for him.'"’

One can easily see the remnants of the sensual desire still present. But in the
pure aesthetic state we rid ourselves of our subjective view of the world by removing

our will and desires from our conception of our surroundings, viewing the world

objectively and contemplatively, and objects only in and of themselves.

178 1hid., XXV, 124.
T 1bid., XXVII, 142.
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When he begins in his aesthetic state of mind to regard the world objectively,
then only is his personality severed from it, and the world appears to him an
objective reality, for the simple reason that he has ceased to form an identical
portion of it. That which first connects man with the surrounding universe is
the power of reflective contemplation. Whereas desire seizes at once its object,
reflection removes it to a distance and renders it inalienably her own by
saving it from the greed of passion. The necessity of sense which he obeyed
during the period of mere sensations lessens during the period of reflection;
the senses are for the time in abeyance; even ever-fleeting time stands still
whilst the scattered rays of consciousness are gathering and shape themselves;
an image of the infinite is reflected upon the perishable ground. As soon as
light dawns in man, there is no longer night outside of him; as soon as there is
peace within him the storm lulls throughout the universe, and the contending
forces of nature find rest within prescribed limits.!"

This is the first conception of beauty, contemplation and reflection away from sensual
urges.

Beauty is indeed the sphere of unfettered contemplation and reflection; beauty
conducts us into the world of ideas, without however taking us from the world
of sense, as occurs when a truth is perceived and acknowledged. This is the
pure product of a process of abstraction from everything material and
accidental, a pure object free from every subjective barrier, a pure state of
self-activity without any admixture of passive sensations.!”

As such he outlines his definition of beauty, and the first part of the aesthetic
stage. The second part involves substituting the other for the self, in man's urge to
satisfy desires. Schiller explains that it will no longer be enough to experience objects
for what they can offer the individual, but for how they can help the individual give to
others. This is where the aesthetic education comes into play. We have seen the first
trace of the shift from the sensual to the aesthetic in appreciation of objects in and of
themselves, rather than in relation to a goal of the will. But the aesthetic education
truly begins when we learn to prize morality as beautiful, and this is best done through

proper observation and enjoyment of tragedy. Beiser explains Schiller’s reasoning

behind finding pleasure in tragedy by saying that tragedy makes us prize as beautiful

178 1hid., XXV, 123-4.
179 1hid. XXV, 125.
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the self-sacrificial duty of the hero, and we learn to emulate moral behavior through

this example.

Such pleasure seems paradoxical because it arises from the sight of suffering,
which is usually the source of displeasure yet in tragedy we still feel pleasure
because we see that our rational nature stands above our sensible nature,
which alone suffers displeasure. What we see in tragedy is the sublime
struggle between duty and inclination, where the hero acts on his duty at the
cost of his self-interest and physical pleasure. We take pleasure in his struggle
because it affirms our own power of will, the capacity of a human being to
rise above all the pleasures and pains of the natural world. It is especially in
tragedy, therefore, that we become aware of our moral vocation.*®

The act of observing someone moving against self-interest in favor of duty in tragedy
is pleasurable to see, and is the ideal aesthetic education.

One of the prime examples of this is the story of Leonidas.'®" We take
pleasure in the story of Leonidas, according to Schiller, due to the combination of two
factors. First, morally we approve of Leonidas’s action, saving Greece at the cost of
his own life. But it is not possible to enjoy this action; it is merely an exercise of the
Kantian duty which we can admire, but not take pleasure in. The key is the second
factor: the fact that Leonidas is able to use his freedom in this way, going against the
sensual and the instinctive urges, represents something sublime to the imagination.

So an act such as this is appealing both morally and aesthetically.

Judged from the moral point of view, this action represents to me the moral

law carried out notwithstanding all the repugnance of instinct. Judged from

the aesthetic point of view, it gives me the idea of the moral faculty,
independent of every constraint of instinct. The act of Leonidas satisfies the
moral sense; the reason: it enraptures the aesthetical sense, the imagination...

Thus an act of virtue judged by the moral sense — by reason — will give us as

its only satisfaction the feeling of approbation, because reason can never find

more, and seldom finds as much as it requires. This same act, judged, on the

contrary, by the aesthetic sense — by imagination — will give us a positive
pleasure, because the imagination, never requiring the end to agree with the

180 Beiser, Schiller as Philosopher, 204. Schiller is here clearly in line with Aristotle’s and Lessing’s
notions of education through the feelings of pity and fear observed in tragedy

181 Interestingly, Leonidas was also used by Schopenhauer as someone worthy of emulation in the
moral sphere.
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demand, must be surprised, enraptured, at the real satisfaction of this demand

as at a happy chance. Our reason will merely approve, and only approve, of

Leonidas actually taking this heroic resolution; but that he could take this

resolution is what delights and enraptures us.'®?

Now a Leonidas or a Laocodn might be an ideal character for observing
morality, but an ideal drama which would instill a proper aesthetic education must be
more. It must in fact be the story of such a soul, beginning with a description of its
sensuousness, followed by its overcoming of these selfish desires. In other words, the
hero must start in the sensuous stage before reaching the moral stage, so he does not
have to be morally superior and sublime at first, but can begin as an ordinary sensuous
person, or even a villain. This is at least a large elaboration and detour from, and at
most a major break with, the traditional conception of Tragedy going back to
Aristotle.*

Accordingly it will not be possible to represent moral freedom, except by

expressing passion, or suffering nature, with the greatest vividness; and the

hero of tragedy must first have justified his claim to be a sensuous being
before aspiring to our homage as a reasonable being, and making us believe in
his strength of mind.*®*

Then before achieving the moral state, the hero must go through a “terrible
trial” by which his selfishness is replaced by selflessness. For the moral soul this can
be done easily, but for the sensuous soul it is a terrible trial of suffering that seems
without respite. But as Schopenhauer would later say, suffering is the key to moral
living.

In the truly moral soul the terrible trial (of the imagination) passes quickly and

readily into the sublime. In proportion as imagination loses its liberty, reason

makes its own prevail, and the soul ceases not to enlarge within when it thus
finds outward limits... But precisely because it was necessary to have arrived

at the physical oppression before having recourse to the assistance of our
moral nature, we can only buy this high sentiment of our liberty through

182 See: Note 165. “The Pathetic” [1793-1794], 227.
183 Beiser. Schiller as Philosopher, 247.
184 See: Note 165, “The Pathetic,” 202.
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suffering. An ordinary soul confines itself entirely to this suffering, and never

comprehends in the sublime or the pathetic anything beyond the terrible. An

independent soul, on the contrary, precisely seizes this occasion to rise to the
feeling of his moral force, in all that is most magnificent in this force, and
from every terrible object knows how to draw out the sublime.*®

As was mentioned above, where Schiller really separated himself is in the
conception of a hero who could begin as a villain. As Schiller explained:

Regret and despair over a crime show the power of the moral law only later,

[than it might appear in the story of a tragic moral hero] but not weaker...

There is indeed nothing more tragically sublime than when a person suffering

from a guilty conscience punishes himself with his own suicide.'®®
This is one of Schiller’s more Schopenhauerian moments. He is saying that one can
achieve sublimity either through an act of duty, i.e., self-sacrifice for the greater good
or an act of repentance, i.e., self-sacrifice to atone for an early sin. Perhaps Goethe
had this idea in mind when he portrayed the end of Gretchen; overcome by guilt over
the death of her child she chooses death and paying for her crime over joining Faust
and the devil and so avoiding her just punishment. It is this very act, this choice of
death over life, that saves her.

Either way the paths to the sublimely moral that are espoused in Schiller's
conception of drama, when appreciated in the preceding way, lead to the aesthetic
education and a general raising of the soul from the sensuous to the moral, by means
of the aesthetic experience. We are meant to come out of the aesthetic education, as
we would come out of the “terrible trial of suffering,” ready for self-sacrificial moral
living. It is worth stressing the word “living”: Schiller does not describe an ideal state
of duty here after the aesthetic education, but the state of grace mentioned above

which combines the sensible with the moral, and is meant to be the ideal state for

living life. Duty on the other hand is best exemplified by the way one ends one’s life

' |bid., 219-20.
18 Beiser, Schiller as Philosopher, 247. (Taken from Schiller’s essay “Of the Cause of Pleasure we
Derive from Tragic Objects” [1792]).
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and can thus characteristically be revealed in the final act of the moral person. But
first let us discuss the state of grace that comes after the aesthetic education: a desire
to please others becomes instilled.
A remarkable change has therefore taken place in the form of his judgments;
he searches for these objects, not because they affect him, but because they
furnish him with the occasion of acting; they please him, not because they
answer to a want, but because they satisfy a law which speaks in his breast,
although quite low as yet. Soon it will not be sufficient for things to please
him; he will wish to please: in the first place, it is true, only by that which
belongs to him; afterwards by that which he is. That which he possesses, that
which he produces, ought not merely to bear any more the traces of servitude,
nor to mark out the end, simply and scrupulously, by the form. Independently
of the use to which it is destined, the object ought also to reflect the
enlightened intelligence which imagines it, the hand which shaped it with
affection, the mind free and serene which chose it and exposed it to view.'®’
It will come as no surprise that the first object which he wishes to please is that of his
sexual desire and in order to do this he must take the crucial logical step that he is
more likely to get what we wants by pleasing than by coercion. He must give of
himself in order to receive. What happens between sexual partners then becomes the
model for all society.’®® This is not the first time that the notion of the giving
relationship between lovers or family has been described as the basis for societal
norms. We have seen it as early as in the writings of Spinoza, and on into Hume and
Rousseau. That being said, Schiller, like the others, warns against love being the sole
determinant of morality as although it can inspire moral action it can also be self-
deceptive. Self-love is after all a type of love, and we may find that the love we feel
toward another is merely an affirmation of our own self-love. So it is the love

experienced outside of self-love, or the desire for another's happiness trumping your

own happiness, that is to be emulated and is one of the factors, though not the only

187 «|_etters on the Aesthetic Education of Man” XXVII, 142-3.
188 |bid., XX VII, 144; Beiser, Schiller as Philosopher, 160.
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factor, that lead to moral living. This type of love is no longer sensuous but stems
from our “divine nature.”

With love alone is sentiment free, because it is pure in its principle, and

because it draws its source from the seat of liberty, from the breast of our

divine nature. Here, it is not the weak and base part of our nature that

measures itself with the greater and more noble part; it is not the sensibility, a

prey to vertigo, which gazes up at the law of reason. It is absolute greatness

which is reflected in beauty and in grace, and satisfied in morality; it becomes

the legislator even, the god in us who plays with his own image in the world

of sense.'®
But to be sure that this love does not fall into desire or self-love, this love must be
accompanied by the moral “dignity”. “Dignity prevents love from degenerating into
desire, and grace [prevents], esteem from turning into fear. True beauty, true grace,
ought never to cause desire.”*® So divine love is the highest point humans can attain,
and they can only attain it through Kantian dignity, and so the moral state must be
present before it is possible to experience divine love.*

But divine love is the last form of love and a long way from its starting point:
sexual desire. So the “remarkable change” that takes place which pushes man to
please others, an intermediary stage of love between sexual desire and divine love, is
the first step toward moral living: the sacrifice of self-interest. Schiller describes this
as a change brought on by a man's reason when he is capable of understanding an
ideal reality which ought to be, as opposed to the one which is. When this occurs,

reason, according to Schiller, temporarily suppresses the will, and substitutes it for the

moral will.

189 See: Note 165 “On Dignity” [1793], 226.

9 Ipid., 228.

191 The mention of “divine love” by Schiller as an ideal state to be attained will be repeated by his
successors and all those philosophers who follow him in this outline of the Moral Progression, though
they will place more and more importance on love as a means of achieving morality, the sight of it in
the distance inspiring moral progress.
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Therefore when the reason suppresses the natural condition, as she must if she
wishes to substitute her own, she weighs the real physical man against the
problematical moral man, she weighs the existence of society against a
possible, though morally necessary, ideal of society. She takes from man
something which he really possesses, and without which he possesses nothing,
and refers him as a substitute to something that he ought to possess and might
possess.'#

Or elsewhere:

There is a moment, in fact, when the instinct of life, not yet opposed to the
instinct of form, acts as nature and as necessity; when the sensuous is a power
because man has not begun; for even in man there can be no other power than
his will. But when man shall have attained to the power of thought, reason, on
the contrary, will be a power, and moral or logical necessity will take the
place of physical necessity. Sensuous power must then be annihilated before
the law which must govern it can be established. It is not enough that
something shall begin which as yet was not; previously something must end
which had begun. Man cannot pass immediately from sensuousness to thought.
He must step backwards, for it is only when one determination is suppressed
that the contrary determination can take place.*®

This language comes close to the concept of the quieting of the will. Schiller
later describes this as a process of ‘recovering childhood through an artificial process’
which sounds a great deal like Abrams’s return to nature and Kant’s purification of art

leading back to nature.

Thus, when arrived at maturity, he recovers his childhood by an artificial
process, he founds a state of nature in his ideas, not given him by any
experience, but established by the necessary laws and conditions of his reason,
and he attributes to this ideal condition an object, an aim, of which he was not
cognizant in the actual reality of nature. He gives himself a choice of which
he was not capable before, and sets to work just as if he were beginning anew,
and were exchanging his original state of bondage for one of complete
independence, doing this with complete insight and of his free decision.'®

Or as he put it in the sixth of his Letters: “[A]ll, without exception, have fallen off

from nature by the abuse of reason, before they can return to it through reason.”**®

192 <] etters on the Aesthetic Education of Man” 111, 8-9.
1% |bid., XX, 94-5.

% Ibid., 111, 8.

% Ibid., VI, 19.
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So this second state of nature is the fusion of the rational and the sensible, the
phenomenal and the noumenal, following reason to such an extent that it has become
internalized and becomes what we are now inclined to do. Reason and personal
sensible inclination become one. Man follows his own nature entirely and does not
have to alter himself because he is in contradiction with his own will or the wills of
others. This second nature, is Schiller’s purest form of freedom. “Considered thus,
nature is for us nothing but existence in all its freedom; it is the constitution of things
taken in themselves; it is existence itself according to its proper and immutable
laws.”*® Now this is emblematic of the aesthetic state of grace; a combination of the
sense and reason in the ideal human existence. And although this state is a perfectly
acceptable final state for humanity over the course of everyday existence, according
to Schiller, the extraordinary events require duty, not merely grace, which returns us
to the Kantian concept of dignity which has already been discussed.

One will have noticed the absence of politics in this discussion, and it is
because Schiller prefers to discuss how individuals can grow and become moral souls
as a microcosm of society’s own moral progression. Schiller believed in the power of
the aesthetic education to change not just the individual but the world as a whole, but
he believed the individual had to be made moral first before society could become
moral.

All improvement in the political sphere must proceed from the ennobling of

the character. But, subject to the influence of a social constitution still

barbarous, how can character become ennobled? It would then be necessary to
seek for this end an instrument that the state does not furnish, and to open
sources that would have preserved themselves pure in the midst of political

corruption. | have now reached the point to which all the considerations
tended that have engaged me up to the present time. This instrument is the art

1% See: Note 165, “On Simple and Sentimental Poetry” [1795], 279.
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of the beautiful; these sources are open to us in its immortal models [Greek
Tragedy].*’

In addition, when he first elucidates his three stage process of growth (sensual —
aesthetic — moral) he describes it in terms of both individual and societal growth.
Schiller observed first-hand what revolution without morality had done, and one can
view his whole philosophy in terms of that reaction: what he thought went wrong.
The violent regime could never be morally successful, and so for Schiller military
might and aesthetic might are inversely related in civilizations. Only when might
begins to decline do the arts begin to rise.*®
For Schiller, the end of the aesthetic education coincides with the beginning of
this intuitive ‘second nature’ in the form of the sublime experience. It takes place at
the theatre, through art; the sublime experience can only be felt, not understood, and
when it is felt, it is in the form of two contradictory feelings experienced by the moral
part and the sensuous part of a person.*®
The feeling of the sublime is a mixed feeling. It is at once a painful state,
which in its paroxysm is manifested by a kind of shudder, and a joyous state,
that may rise to rapture, and which, without being properly a pleasure, is
greatly preferred to every kind of pleasure by delicate souls. This union of two
contrary sensations in one and the same feeling proves in a peremptory
manner our moral independence. For as it is absolutely impossible that the

same object should be with us in two opposite relations, it follows that it is we
ourselves who sustain two different relations with the object.?®

197 «“[_etters on the Aesthetic Education of Man” 1X, 35.

' Ipid., X, 45.

199 See: Note 165. “On the Sublime” [1801], 131-2. “The sublime, like the beautiful, is spread
profusely throughout nature, and the faculty to feel both one and the other has been given to all men;
but the germ does not develop equally; it is necessary that art should lend its aid. The aim of nature
supposes already that we ought spontaneously to advance toward the beautiful, although we still avoid
the sublime: for the beautiful is like the nurse of our childhood, and it is for her to refine our soul in
withdrawing it from the rude state of nature. But though she is our first affection, and our faculty of
feeling is first developed for her, nature has so provided, nevertheless, that this faculty ripens slowly
and awaits its full development until the understanding and the heart are formed. If taste attains its full
maturity before truth and morality have been established in our heart by a better road than that which
taste would take, the sensuous world would remain the limit of our aspirations.”

29 Ipid., 127.
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As was mentioned, the experience of a Leonidas or a Laocoon, in other words
a tragic, sacrificial hero making his last act one of duty, instills opposing feelings in
us from opposing sides of our being. This feeling of being drawn in two directions is
a moment of sublimity. The reasoning portion of ourselves wishes to make sense of
the experience, but if that were entirely possible it would not be sublime. As Schiller
says:
In the same manner as for the observant traveller the strange wildness of
nature is so attractive in physical nature—thus, and for the same reason, every
soul capable of enthusiasm finds even in the regrettable anarchy found in the
moral world a source of singular pleasure. Without doubt he who sees the
grand economy of nature only from the impoverished light of the
understanding, he who has never any other thought than to reform its defiant
disorder and to substitute harmony, such a one could not find pleasure in a
world which seems given up to the caprice of chance rather than governed
according to a wise ordination, and where merit and fortune are for the most
part in opposition.?
As soon as one tries to understand the sublime moment as opposed to feel the moment,
it is no longer sublime. But sublimity can only take place in the faculty of feeling of a
person who has already incorporated the beautiful, i.e., appreciation of objects per se,
into himself. Without this characteristic, the person merely has a faculty of feeling
devoted to self-interest, and in such a case the sublime cannot be experienced or felt

either.”%2 The sublime moment takes place as the culmination of the aesthetic

education.

2 |pid., 134-5. This notion of morally educating art appealing to the feeling and not the understanding

is given here perhaps for the first time in German philosophy, not merely in aesthetics as per Lessing,
or as a nod by Kant in Critique of Judgment to “an imaginative faculty” (89) which helps to understand
the beautiful or sublime object, or the aesthetic judgment, for which “the feeling of the subject, and not
a concept of the Object, is its determining ground.” (84) but as a necessary stage in moral development.
(Also see “On Simple and Sentimental Poetry” where Schiller explains that ancient Greek society and
drama also appealed to the faculty of feeling and not to the understanding. Concerning the Greeks he
says “The entire structure of their social life reposed on feelings, and not on a factitious conception, on
a work of art. Their very theology was the inspiration of a simple spirit, the fruit of a joyous
imagination, and not, like the ecclesiastical dogmas of modern nations, subtle combinations of the
understanding.” (Ibid., 298.)

202 |bid., 138. “As all sublimity and beauty consists in the appearance, and not in the value of the object,
it follows that art has all the advantages of nature without her shackles.” That being said, this is
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The capacity of the sublime is one of the noblest aptitudes of man. Beauty is
useful, but does not go beyond man. The sublime applies to the pure spirit.
The sublime must be joined to the beautiful to complete the aesthetic
education, and to enlarge man’s heart beyond the sensuous world. Without
the beautiful there would be an eternal strife between our natural and rational
destiny. If we only thought of our vocation as spirits we should be strangers to
this sphere of life. Without the sublime, beauty would make us forget our
dignity. Enervated —wedded to this transient state, we should lose sight of
our true country. We are only perfect citizens of nature when the sublime is
wedded to the beautiful 2

Those already familiar with the writings of Wagner perhaps see more of
Schiller in them than of the previous writers discussed. If not, there are two final
concepts of Schiller regarding art that are worth noting which make the connection
even clearer. The following example taken from the twenty-second of his Letters
describes the different arts and how through a fusion of each other’s elements they

can better ennoble the human spirit.

We leave a grand musical performance with our feelings excited, the reading
of a noble poem with a quickened imagination, a beautiful statue or building
with an awakened understanding; but a man would not choose an opportune
moment who attempted to invite us to abstract thinking after a high musical
enjoyment, or to attend to a prosaic affair of common life after a high poetical
enjoyment, or to kindle our imagination and astonish our feelings directly
after inspecting a fine statue or edifice. The reason of this is, that music, by its
matter, even when most spiritual, presents a greater affinity with the senses
than is permitted by aesthetic liberty; it is because even the most happy poetry,
having for its medium the arbitrary and contingent play of the imagination,
always shares in it more than the intimate necessity of the really beautiful

another point on which Schiller shows that the difference between grace, aligning the sensuous side
with the moral side, and dignity, extinguishing the sensuous side, is still inconsistent and unclear in his
own mind. Up until this point it seems as if both faculties are needed to experience the sublime, but he
notes: “Thus the sublime opens to us a road to overstep the limits of the world of sense, in which the
feeling of the beautiful would for ever imprison us. It is not little by little (for between absolute
dependence and absolute liberty there is no possible transition), it is suddenly and by a shock that the
sublime wrenches our spiritual and independent nature away from the net which feeling has spun round
us, and which enchains the soul the more tightly because of its subtle texture. Whatever may be the
extent to which feeling has gained a mastery over men by the latent influence of a softening taste, when
even it should have succeeded in penetrating into the most secret recesses of moral jurisdiction under
the deceptive envelope of spiritual beauty, and there poisoning the holiness of principle at its source—
one single sublime emotion often suffices to break all this tissue of imposture, at one blow to give
freedom to the fettered elasticity of spiritual nature, to reveal its true destination, and to oblige it to
conceive, for one instant at least, the feeling of its liberty.” This statement implies that the moment of
g{l}]sblimity is the last moment of feeling before the complete takeover of the moral understanding.

Ibid., 137.
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allows; it is because the best sculpture touches on severe science by what is
determinate in its conception. However, these particular affinities are lost in
proportion as the works of these three kinds of art rise to a greater elevation,
and it is a natural and necessary consequence of their perfection, that, without
confounding their objective limits, the different arts come to resemble each
other more and more, in the action which they exercise on the mind. At its
highest degree of ennobling, music ought to become a form, and act on us
with the calm power of an antique statue; in its most elevated perfection, the
plastic art ought to become music and move us by the immediate action
exercised on the mind by the senses; in its most complete development, poetry
ought both to stir us powerfully like music and like plastic art to surround us
with a peaceful light. In each art, the perfect style consists exactly in knowing
how to remove specific limits, while sacrificing at the same time the particular
advantages of the art, and to give it by a wise use of what belongs to it
specially a more general character.?*

Clearly we have here in Schiller an Ur-Gesamtkunstwerk conception of the
ideal art. The second concept is perhaps less well known but more apropos for our
purpose. It has already been established that Schiller’s aesthetically-morally
educational artwork completes its education of the audience by means of the hero’s
sublime moment of duty which is observable only through the faculty of feeling.
Wagner also believes that it is through the faculty of feeling alone that drama can be
taken in by the audience. But along with art being expressed to the faculty of feeling
they both believe that art created by the genius should be directed to the simple
common elements in the audience so that they may get drawn into the material
without necessitating the use of the understanding and reflective faculties: it is clear
upon the first look. Newman paraphrases a portion of Opera and Drama, saying that

Man, conceiving the external world, is impelled to reproduce his conceptions

in art in a mode that shall be intelligible to others. This has only once been

done thoroughly — in the expression of the Greek world-view in the Greek
drama. The material of this drama was the myth — the Volk’s mode of
condensation of the phenomena of life — ‘the poem of a life-view in

common.’?®

While Schiller says the following:

2% Ibid., XXII, 104-5.
205 Ernest Newman. Wagner as Man and Artist. (New York: Alfred A Knopf, 1924), 200.
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Genius expresses its most sublime and its deepest thoughts with this simple
grace; they are the divine oracles that issue from the lips of a child; while the
scholastic spirit, always anxious to avoid error, tortures all its words, all its
ideas, and makes them pass through the crucible of grammar and logic, hard
and rigid, in order to keep from vagueness, and uses few words in order not to
say too much, enervates and blunts thought in order not to wound the reader
who is not on his guard—genius gives to its expression, with a single and
happy stroke of the brush, a precise, firm, and yet perfectly free form. In the
case of grammar and logic, the sign and the thing signified are always
heterogenous and strangers to each other: with genius, on the contrary, the
expression gushes forth spontaneously from the idea, the language and the
thought are one and the same, so that even though the expression thus gives it
a body the spirit appears as if disclosed in a nude state. This fashion of
expression, when the sign disappears entirely in the thing signified, when the
tongue, so to speak, leaves the thought it translates naked, whilst the other
mode of expression cannot represent thought without veiling it at the same
time: this is what is called originality and inspiration in style.?®

Although both of these ideas spring from Lessing’s notion of the possible education
of the basest elements of the public through drama, the closer connection between the
two elaborations of that idea by Schiller and Wagner is clear. This is not the place for
a comparison between Wagner and Schiller, but a cursory glance at the final section
of Opera and Drama or Judaism in Music would be all that it would take to see the
similarities.

Overall, Schiller describes two nearly identical paths: the tragic path, and the
real life path. The tragic path, necessary for the aesthetic education, describes the
events in a work of drama meant to elevate the soul centered around a hero or villain
who moves from sensuousness to selflessness, in one way or another, passing through
a terrible trial of personal suffering in order to arrive at moral living, and finally
ending with his sublime dutiful death. The real life path describes in more detail the
earlier stages of sensuous being, living for the moment moving to grand plans for the
future brought on by a fear of suffering and death. Then through the aesthetic

education we learn to value objects in and of themselves, and displace our sensual

206 See: Note 165 “On Simple and Sentimental Poetry”, 291-2.
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will with the moral will so that we may enjoy being moral or act with grace [Anmut].
This moral behavior becomes so instinctual that it becomes our second nature; a
return to instinctual natural living in an Abramsian sense. Finally, only at the
necessary time must one follow the example of the tragedy and act in accordance with

the Kantian duty or for Schiller, sublime dignity [erhabene Wiirde].%”

27 One could and hopefully in the future someone will write a real comparison between Schiller and
Schopenhauer, as well as one between Schiller and Wagner. So much of Wagner’s and

Schopenhauer’s thoughts are found very neatly in the Jena writings of Schiller. But such a study is
beyond the scope of this work.
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Chapter 6. Johann Gottlieb Fichte

Much of Fichte will sound familiar to us from Schiller. The Jena writings
such as Scholar’s Vocation and Science of Knowledge, both first appearing in 1794,
were written at approximately the same time as Schiller’s own Jena writings and
include many similar ideas, such as the idea that the sensuous aspect of man should be
displaced by the moral rather than cut off in favor of the moral.?®® Fichte thought of
himself as primarily a Kantian and often included ideas from the Critical philosophy
in his own work. For Fichte, just as for Kant and everyone discussed above,
knowledge begins from experience. However, Fichte wished to expand upon the
limited approach of the Critical philosophy by making a step that Kant was
unprepared to make: a discussion of the characteristics of noumenal knowledge. As a
result he, unlike the relative empiricists discussed above, begins to discuss the
spiritual element in man and in society as a whole.

Fichte declared that Kant’s rarely knowable noumena could be found in one
side of the two-sided man. In his Scholar’s Vocation of 1794 he explains that man is
composed of two I’s. The first is the pure I, “all that a person is should be related to
this pure 1.”2%° 1t is the genuinely spiritual element in man. This | never contradicts
itself. In short, this I represents the moral ideal of man, making spirit/noumena a
quasi-religious but knowable possibility. The second I is the | on which Hume and

Kant focus: the empirical I. This I is “determined and determinable by external things

2% For this purpose it is unimportant which of the two men came up with this notion first, though as
Beiser notes it was probably Fichte (Beiser, Schiller as Philosopher, 145.) as they diverge in enough
other places.

9 J.G. Fichte Scholar’s Vocation [1794] trans. by Daniel Breazeale. in German Idealism. The German
Library v. XXIII. ed. Ernst Behler. (New York: Continuum, 1987), 6.
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1”#'% and so is often self-contradictory, as we have seen in previous

[desires for objects
explanations. Fichte begins with this notion of the two-sided man, and explains that
man ought to unite these two sides of himself under the rule of the pure I. He says:
If the empirical | contradicts itself, it is a sure sign that it is not determined
and in accordance with the pure I, and thus is not determined by itself but by
external things... Man is supposed to determine himself and not permit himself
to be determined by something foreign... The ultimate characteristic feature of
all rational beings is, accordingly, absolute unity, constant self-identity,
complete agreement with oneself. The absolute identity is the form of the
pure | and is its only true form, or rather, in the conceivability of identity we
recognize the expression of the purer form of the 1.2**
This is a new way of saying essentially the same thing. The moral goal is the same,
and the coming together of the sensuous I and the pure I by the conversion of the
sensuous | is familiar to us from Schiller. What is new and unfortunately confusing is
Fichte’s conception of the pure I. It seems at first that Fichte’s pure | was the ideal
self which exists from the time of birth and which is ever present, but must be found
again and attained by the sensuous self, which would seem to be a conscious return by
Fichte to the ideal forms of Plato, those forms used epistemologically to explain
noumena.”*? However, in his argument with Schelling he would later spurn this
notion of a pre-existing pure 1 which must be reattained in favor of an ideal pure |
which must be attained by the original empirical I. A probable reason for this shift
was that if the pure | were the ideal self which existed first and must be reattained,
then nature itself would also have to be an ideal to be reattained as per Spinoza and

others, a model Fichte rejected, calling it dogmatism. Fichte made the departure from

nature or sensibility the basis of his moral system, and in his view his system would

1% |pid., 6.

21 1bid., 6.

12 One sees an example of this Platonic thinking in The Scholars Vocation where he describes an
original form of 1 to be returned to: “Mere will is not sufficient for removing these distortions and
restoring the original pure shape [die ursprungliche reine Gestalt wiederzugeben] of our 1.” (Ibid., 7.)
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fall apart if ultimately at the end of the moral journey the destination turned out to be
“immoral” nature.’*>

So he rejected this notion of the pre-existing pure I, and created for nature a
parallel pure I goal to be attained called the spirit world. Nature per se or the forms of
and in nature become those of the spirit world. Then the pure I of both the individual
and the ideal society, i.e., the species as a whole, is no longer viewed in terms of
platonic forms,?** but rather in terms of a deep spiritual element within man and
society as a whole which ever moves man and society forward in constant progress.?*

This spiritual element is ultimately a version of reformed Christianity taken

216
l,

from, as Fichte says, John not Pau in which the specifics of Christ are less

important than the idea of divine love which should penetrate the soul. Fichte

describes this Christianity as abandoning the angry god in favor of one of love.

The dreadful phantom of a Deity hostile to Mankind has vanished, and the
Human Race is now delivered from this horror, and enjoys tranquillity and
freedom... but whence the great Founder first obtained courage boldly to
confront the phantom which had been consecrated by the universal agreement
of all former Ages, and the very thought of which had paralyzed every
exertion, and to discover that it was not, but that instead of it there was only
Happiness and Love: this was the miracle.?*’

13 Though in his later Characteristics of the Present Age, he would argue that humanity makes a
complete Abramsian circle back to its natural beginning, so it seems he ultimately was a little more
flexible on this point than he seemed to be in the argument with Schelling.

2% He offers a weak rejection of the entire notion of platonic forms in his An Attempt to Force the
Reader to Understand of 1801 noting that a picture of a clock cannot tell time. J.G. Fichte. A Crystal
Clear Report to the General Public Concerning the Actual Essence of the Newest Philosophy: An
Attempt to Force the Reader to Understand. In German ldealism. The German Library v. XXIII, 62.

215 As the intention of this work is not to elucidate the changes made by each philosopher to his system,
but to offer views based on their works as a whole of their metaphysical-ethical progression, it is
unnecessary to go into lengthy detail with examples and counterexamples concerning this debate within
Fichte scholarship. Those interested in the subject please see: Fichte-Schelling Briefen, Hegel’s
“Differenz des Fichte'schen und Schelling'schen Systems der Philosophie”, or more recently; Beiser.
German Idealism:The Struggle against Subjectivism, 1781-1801. (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 2002), 491-505; or the article on Fichte in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy to name a
few such examples among many.

218 J.G. Fichte Characteristics of Present Age [1806] in The Popular Works of Johann Gottlieb Fichte.
[l. trans. William Smith (London: Triibner and Co., 1889), 104.

27 Ibid., 52-3.
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This is the same divine love mentioned by Spinoza which was meant to be our
ultimate goal.
This divine love is not the love which Kant and Schiller caution us against
having as the basis for our moral system, but a refined version of Kantian duty.
Fichte notes that while the moral man obeys the law of duty without understanding
why, religious man understands why by recognizing his place in the grand scheme of
the universe. The moral man is miserable and suffers; the religious man feels love
and blessedness.
For the Religious Man this question has been once and forever solved. That
which thus strives against our Will, and which cannot be crushed into
nothingness, is imperfect Life; which, even because it is Life, struggles for
continued existence, but must cease to be as soon as its place is occupied by a
Higher and Nobler Life. Those desires which | must sacrifice, thinks the
Religious Man, are not my desires, but they are desires which are directed
against me and my Higher Existence; they are my foes, which cannot be
destroyed too soon. The pain which they cause is not my pain, but the pain of
a Nature which has conspired against me; it is not the agonies of Death, but
the pangs of a New Birth, which will be glorious beyond all my
expectations.?
What Fichte describes in the coming into being of the ideal religious man is the same
process of removing sensuous desires as we have seen earlier. What is different is the
way in which he, like Schiller, finds a way for his ideal to enjoy being moral.
Where Schiller adopted the Kantian idea of duty with his conception of grace
[Anmut], Fichte also discovers a solution whereby moral behavior can be enjoyed.
But Fichte goes further than Schiller. Schiller says that in the extreme case of the
necessary self-sacrifice or act of dignity [Wirde] it is impossible to enjoy oneself, and
in this way he follows Kant. Fichte’s solution and expansion of joy into acts of dignity

comes from associating acts of dignity with the feeling of divine love which takes joy

in the act of self-sacrifice. He employs the same concept of self-sacrifice for the

218 1hid., 48-9.
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greater good, but in this case we enjoy it because we know that the self-sacrifice will
lead both ourselves and the race as a whole to a higher state of being.
Nothing individual can live in itself or for itself, but all live in the Whole, and
this Whole unceasingly dies for itself in unspeakable love, that it may rise
again in new Life. This is the law of the spiritual world: all that comes into
being falls sacrifice to an eternally increasing and ascending Life; and this law
constantly rules over all, without waiting for the consent of any. Here alone
lies the distinction: whether man allows himself to be led, with the halter
round his head, like a beast, to the slaughter; or freely and nobly brings his life
as a gift to the altar of the Eternal Life, in the full fore-enjoyment of the new
Life which is to arise from his ashes.?*°
It is through his re-evaluation of the Kantian conception of noumena through
reformed Christian spiritual principles alongside his notion of constant, eternal
progress that separates Fichte from his predecessors. In Fichte for the first time, aside
from Schopenhauer, self-sacrifice is not just something to be admired, but is a
necessary part of the process of growth, which as noted above, will eventually unite
all beings together into “the Whole” in a new life: the goal of the species.??’ Now let
us take a step back and examine Fichte’s process of development.
In works such as the Scholar’s Vocation and An Attempt to Force the Reader
to Understand and his magnum opus The Science of Knowledge, Fichte’s prime
concern is to explain the path from our current moral/political state to the ideal

moral/political state, or the process which most concerned the Frihromantiks,

primarily concerning himself with the progression of the individual. He explains

219 |bid., 62.

220 Most studies of ethics and morality going back to Aristotle explain a way for humans to be as good
as they can be. Aristotle believed in balance, too much piety or on the other side of the spectrum, self
indulgence was considered a sin, and it is only in the balance where we can find morality. Hume
agreed with the notion of balance, but not that piety or self-sacrifice in abundance was necessarily a sin,
only that it could not be attained in abundance by normal men. Kant examined the notion of moral
behavior and instructed us to strive after moral perfection in this life, in the same way as we strive after
knowledge of the noumena. It is Fichte who examines morality both in terms of this life and any that
are to follow. He expands the process of moral perfection and declares that it is something attainable,
but only with a near infinite amount of time. In other words, normal men cannot achieve the perfection
that Fichte explains, they can only get on the correct path towards it. These two ethical concepts,
achievable and essentially unachievable / the forever striving, will become important in understanding
Wagner’s different conceptions of the ending of the Ring.
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The highest aim of my reflections and my teaching will be to contribute
toward advancing culture and elevating humanity in you and with all those
with whom you come into contact, and that | consider all philosophy and
science which do not aim at this goal to be worthless.?*

In these works he is less concerned — though he does speak of it — with the path
humanity took to get to its present stage. However, in the later series of Lectures
from 1805-6 called Characteristics of the Present Age he outlines the history,
primarily of the state/race and secondarily of individual moral development, from the
beginning to its ideal end in what he calls a “world plan” in five epochs which will
sound extremely familiar to us, and includes another variant of the spiral path of
Abrams from nature to a purer form of nature as well as the general progressions we
have discussed up to this point.”?* His is the first, though not the last, example of a
specific outline describing humanity’s phases of development akin to that which we
have seen in Schopenhauer.

Fichte describes the five phases in the following way:

1%, The Epoch of the unlimited dominion of Reason as Instinct: the State of
Innocence of the Human Race. 2", The Epoch in which Reason as Instinct is
changed into an external ruling Authority; the Age of positive Systems of life
and doctrine, which never go back to their ultimate foundations, and hence
have no power to convince, but on the contrary merely desire to compel, and
which demand blind faith and unconditional obedience : the State of
progressive Sin. 3", The Epoch of Liberation, directly from the external ruling
Authority indirectly from the power of Reason as Instinct, and generally from
Reason in any form; the Age of absolute indifference towards all truth, and of
entire and unrestrained licentiousness: the State of completed Sinfulness. 4™,
The Epoch of Reason as Science; the Age in which Truth is looked upon as
the highest, and loved before all other things: the State of progressive
Justification. 5", The Epoch of Reason as Art; the Age in which Humanity
with a more sure and unerring hand builds itself up into a fitting image and
representative of Reason: the State of completed Justification and
Sanctification.??®

2L The Scholar’s Vocation, 10.

%22 He explains at the beginning that these phases primarily concern the progress of the race and not the
individual, however, he includes numerous discussions on consciousness which could only refer to the
individual and his place in society.

223 Characteristics of the Present Age, 9.
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At a cursory and ultimately correct glance, the first two and the last two of the five
epochs fall neatly into Schopenhauer’s four-stage process with Fichte’s third epoch
representing in Schopenhauer’s system the specific moment of crisis in which one
realizes that one can neither achieve nor know with certainty what one wants which
comes at the end of the second stage “Objectification of the Will,” and precedes the
third stage “The Platonic Idea.”

Fichte follows this summary of the stages of development with a little
commentary which will remind us of Abrams.

Thus, the whole progress which, upon this view, Humanity makes here below,

is only a retrogression to the point on which it stood at first, and has nothing

in view save that return to its original condition. But Humanity must make

this journey on its own feet; by its own strength it must bring itself back to

that state in which it was once before without its own cooperation, and which,

for that very purpose, it must first of all leave.?*
These works examined together will give a clear picture of his cyclic/spiral path
concept of progression both in terms of the state/race, individual moral development,
and how the two are entwined.

The first epoch can be equated with the idea that reason is instinct. Although
Fichte follows Kant’s conception of reason — something which employs our empirical
knowledge along with our sense of free will to understand the world around us — in
this context reason refers to what Fichte calls the “power of nature.”

Reason cannot as yet work by Freedom... it acts as a law or power of Nature;

and thus may be visibly present in consciousness and active there, only

without insight into the grounds of its activity; or in other words, may exist as

mere feeling, for so we call consciousness without insight. In short, to express

this in common language: Reason acts as blind Instinct, where it cannot as yet
act through Free Will... instinct is blind, a consciousness without insight.?

2% 1hid., 9.
25 |pid., 6-7.
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This conception of instinct, or the power of nature ruling over all action, is already
familiar to us from the first stage of the other progressions discussed above. It
becomes closer still when Fichte offers a more explicit account of the “power of
nature.”

[Nature gives man] the impulse towards self-preservation and personal well-

being; and Nature goes no further in Man than this impulse. She bestows upon

the animals a special Instinct to guide them to the means of their preservation
and well-being, but she sends forth Man almost wholly uninstructed on this
point, and refers him for guidance to his Understanding and his

Experience[.]**°
So what at first appeared as an idealized instinct governed by the pure laws of nature,
upon closer reflection is akin to Kant’s arbitium brutum, Rousseau’s nature-man, and
Schiller’s material being. Man is solely guided by the instinct for self-preservation.
The world as a whole, then, according to Fichte, influences us unhindered, and this is
the formation of the empirically determined I. It is the objects in the world which
have the ability to satisfy and offer the feeling of satisfaction, not the individual alone.
Man relies on the world and the objects in it to sate his desires.

Fichte’s main problem with this state was that since the goal of existence was,
at least partially, to associate oneself with the self-determining free pure I, an
empirical I which is based entirely upon outside objects is far removed from this ideal
state.

The unhindered influence of things upon the empirically determinable I, an

influence to which we naturally entrust ourselves so long as our reason has not

yet been awakened, gives a particular bent to our empirically determinable 1.

And since this bent is derived from things outside of us, it is impossible for it
to be in harmony with the form of our pure 1.2’

228 |bid., 24.
221 gcholars Vocation, 7.
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Fichte’s solution for getting away from the empirical | and coming toward the pure |
will again sound familiar to us: removing false desires or “subordinating the irrational
to the will.” This cannot be done immediately of course; Fichte merely offers the
direction in which consciousness should move, clearly the same direction as we have
seen above.

While Kant said in his Conjectures on Universal History that it was through
some experimentation on the part of the individual away from the instinct nature
provided that the change from the state of nature came about, Fichte bases this change
on Rousseau’s conception of the powerful man who makes others his slaves. He
believes it to be a natural extension of the state of nature that a self-interested person
would view not just the objects in nature as capable of sating his desires, but also
other men, viewed as objects alone. This is the formation of the first society, based
around an individual about whom Fichte says “Instinct speaks in its loudest and
fullest tones.””?® This will has two possible reasons for taking control, either to
elevate the whole human race to his greatness or to put himself and his needs in place
of those of the race; but in either case this situation leads to what Fichte calls an
“external ruling authority, upheld through outward constraint,” and it is in reaction to
this society that reason based on free will replaces instinct.

Fichte calls upon Rousseau to explain this strong will:

Such a person is a slave and wishes to have slaves. Rousseau has said that

many a person who considers himself to be the master of others is actually

more of a slave than they are. He might have said, with even more accuracy,

that everyone who considers himself to be a master of others is himself a
slave.?®

228 Characteristics of the Present Age, 7-8.
229 Scholars Vocation, 17.
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This strong-willed person is incapable of viewing people in any other way than as
means. He is incapable of experiencing self-reflection and is considered by Fichte to
be still an animal, incapable of forming into a society with others and without a
developed soul. Still, without such a person, progress could not take place. With this
person and those like him dawns the second age, that of external ruling authority.

Fichte explains that after the strong will forces society to live according to his
instinct or needs:

[A]lmong other men Reason awakes... as the impulse towards Personal

Freedom, which, although it never opposes the mild rule of the inward Instinct

which it loves, yet rises in rebellion against the pressure of a stranger Instinct

which has usurped its rights; and in this awakening it breaks the chains, not of

Reason as Instinct itself, but of the Instinct of foreign natures clothed in the

garb of external power. And thus the change of the individual Instinct into a

compulsive Authority becomes the medium between the dominion of Reason

as Instinct, and the liberation from that dominion.?*
The servants of the strong-willed man are faced with two contrary commands, satisfy
my desires and satisfy his desires; and ultimately they liberate themselves from his
control, but at the cost of losing their connection to reason.

When they liberate themselves Fichte’s third age begins. It is an age of chaos,
where truth and untruth carry equal weight because of the rejection, not only of the
former master, but of reason as well. This third age, which Fichte also describes as
the “present age,” is representative of his disappointment in the failed idealism of the
French Revolution. It is through this lens that we can then view the second and third

ages, the authoritarian society that existed before the revolution as the second age, and

the chaotic society that existed thereafter. We will examine these two ages together.

The description above cites this age as:

20 Characteristics of the Present Age, 7-8.
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[T]he Age of positive Systems of life and doctrine, which never go
back to their ultimate foundations, and hence have no power to
convince, but on the contrary merely desire to compel, and which
demand blind faith and unconditional obedience.

Although the strong-willed person is not progressing, his servants are. They are
forced through fear into a situation where they can no longer follow their natural
instincts, but must accommodate themselves to the needs of their master. Fear once
again is the motivator. It is fear of reprisal that causes men to become the servants of
the powerful man, and it is fear of losing themselves that brings them out from under
his wing. But before this revolution, their aspirations are limited to the immediate and
the necessary with little thought to anything higher.

With respect to the influence which it exerts upon Nature and its

employment of her powers and products, such an Age looks

everywhere only to the immediately and materially useful, to that,

namely, which is serviceable for dwelling, clothing, and food, to

cheapness, convenience, and, where it attains its highest point, to

fashion; but that higher dominion over Nature whereby the majestic

image of Man as a Race is stamped upon its opposing forces, | mean

the dominion of Ideas, in which the essential nature of Fine Art

consists, this is wholly unknown to such an Age; and even when the

occasional appearance of men of more spiritual nature may remind it

of this higher sovereignty, it only laughs at such aspirations as mere

visionary extravagance.?*!

The logical systems founded in this age are, as mentioned in the definition of
the age, not designed to be logical, but only to be new, and to convince others through
dogma. Many new ideas are founded in this age with no logical basis whatever, but
that is less important than the fact that they are new and were created by people.

Let it be made manifest to a true son of this Age that what he has produced is

absurd, ridiculous, immoral, and corrupt: That is nothing, he replies; | have
thought it, of my own self | have created it, and thought of itself is always

21 hid., 27-8.
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some merit, for it costs some labour; and man must be at liberty to think what
he pleases: and, truly, to this one has nothing further to say.?*?

Or elsewhere, speaking of false religion in terms of mysticism and mystics as those
who push the false religious system on the masses:

Real Thought and Speculation are troublesome and unproductive; to learn

anything here likewise demands an effort of attention and memory.

Imagination steps in. Let a successful master once bring this power into play,

and how can he fail to do so, if he be a Mystic, since Mysticism is always sure

to lay hold of the unguarded and inexperienced? then Imagination pursues its
way without farther trouble to its possessor, quickens into life, assumes new
and varied forms, and thus creates the appearance of a vigorous activity,
without exacting the smallest trouble on our part; bold and adventurous
thoughts make their appearance in our minds, without we ourselves being
compelled to think at all; and study is changed into the most pleasant business
in the world.?**

This notion is reminiscent of the grand ideas which are ultimately in conflict with

universal rules as seen in Schopenhauer’s second stage of development.

It is this second age of history that brought people under the wing of despots
and what Fichte refers to as the angry God of Pauline Christianity. The grand plans of
the few took advantage of the many, and the state that then existed was not serving its
people. The state was in contradiction with itself. It was perhaps then inevitable that
the people of the state turned against their leaders and destroyed their grand plans and
began an age of chaos. According to Schopenhauer, before giving up the illusion of
reality, the transition between the second and third stage, the will is confused because
of its contradictory desires, and then gives up willing altogether. Here in Fichte, it is
the state that is brought to a standstill because of its own contradictory desires
between the rulers and the ruled, after which nothing can be achieved, as reason has

also been wiped away. The same occurs for Fichte on the individual level. Once

again the desire of the individual for something that he believes will satisfy him, or as

232 1pid., 81.
28 1hid., 128.
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Fichte says, something will give the individual pleasant feelings, can be contrary and
deleterious to what is morally best for him as dictated by the spiritual I. When we
only examine what offers a pleasant feeling, or what sates the empirical | alone, it is
capable of contradiction. True happiness can only exist in moral behavior.

[W]e may note in passing that it is not true that the desire for happiness

destines man for ethical goodness. It is rather the case that the concept of

happiness itself and the desire for happiness first arise from man's moral
nature. Not ‘what makes us happy is good,” but rather, ‘only what is good
makes us happy.” No happiness is possible apart from morality. Of course,
pleasant feelings are possible without morality and even in opposition to it...

But pleasant feelings are not happiness; indeed, they often even contradict

happiness.?**

Once again we arrive at moral behavior as the source for happiness, and the next stage
in Fichte’s development.

For Schiller it was an aesthetic education that brought one out of the darkness
of contradiction and into the light of reason; for Fichte it is the Wissenschaftslehre or
Science of Knowledge.?*®> Both are meant to educate the population at large and make
them ready to participate in a moral society. The science of knowledge is for Fichte a
way of looking at the world with reason; not the reason from his first age, the reason
as instinct, but the reason that is never contradictory, the reason of the fourth age:
“The Epoch of Reason as Science; the Age in which Truth is looked upon as the

highest, and loved before all other things: the State of progressive Justification.” It is

a system of logic which has as its basis the abstract, not the experiential. In other

24 scholars Vocation, 9. [Emphasis mine]

2% This is not to say that art does not have its place in Fichte’s process of moral development; it simply
does not have the force it occupies in Schiller’s. Fichte does say that in his fifth age “all the relations
of the Race shall be directed and ordered by perfect Art and perfect Freedom according to Reason.”
(Characteristics of the Present Age, 7) Further, in an almost prophetic phrase that comes close to
expounding Schiller’s notion of the hope for a total work of art as well as being similar to the hopes of
the other Friihromantiks, he comments: “Would that a man could be found who would work out this
high advantage [the organic unity of art] for humanity, and thereby rekindle in young minds the almost
extinguished sense of Art! Such an one, however, must not himself be a young mind, but a thoroughly
tried and mature man.” (Characteristics of the Present Age, 95.) However, the understanding of art is
not as vital a stage in Fichte’s process of moral development as it is in those of others from this period.
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words, we examine the objects around us in the world without reference to our ego,
but in and of themselves alone. Once we are capable of doing this, we also become
capable of looking at other people, not as means to an end, but as individuals with
their own needs and interests.?*® However, this notion also comes about slowly. Like
Hume et al., Fichte holds that at first, “Everyone uses his own ideal to judge those
whom he recognizes as men. Owing to the fundamental human drive, everyone
wishes to find that everyone else resembles this ideal.”®’ This is the case until the
science of knowledge is fully internalized, at which point self-importance dissipates,
we become capable of judging others objectively and then, according to Fichte, we
will have a society of equals.

When the science of knowledge then is fully internalized we cannot help but to
sacrifice our personal interests at the expense of those of others, in favor of the
universal interests of all. The science of knowledge then draws us away from the
empirical | and toward the pure 1.

The 1 of actual consciousness is particular and separate; it is one person

among several people, each of whom, for himself and in the same way, calls

himself I; and it is precisely to the consciousness of this personality that the

Science of Knowledge pursues its deduction. The I from which the Science of

Knowledge proceeds is something entirely different; it is absolutely nothing

more than the identity of the conscious-being and the conscious; and for this

distinction one must raise oneself by abstraction above all that remains in the
personality.”*®
This idea of “raising oneself by abstraction above all that remains in the personality”
is nothing less than the relinquishing of personal desires or those of the individual in
favor of the universal will. Individuality is sacrificed to the life of the race as a whole.

Reason embraces only the ONE Life, which manifests itself as the Life of the
Race. Were Reason taken away from human life, there would remain only

2% Scholar’s Vocation, 14.
7 Ipid., 16.
238 Attempt to Force the Reader to Understand, 86.
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Individuality and the love of Individuality. Hence the Life according to
Reason consists herein, that the Individual forget himself in the Race, place
his own life in the life of the Race, and dedicate it thereto; the Life opposed to
Reason, on the contrary, consists in this, that the Individual think of nothing
but himself, love nothing but himself and in relation to himself, and set his
whole existence in his own personal well-being alone: and since we may
briefly call that which is according to Reason good, and that which is opposed
to Reason evil, so there is but One Virtue, to forget one’s own personality; and
but One Vice, to make self the object of our thoughts.?*°

Or as he neatly summarizes, “[T]he life ruled by reason loves humanity as a whole,

the one not ruled by reason loves himself.”**

Once the science of knowledge takes over, one can no longer be led astray by

false reasoning. The separation between pleasant thoughts and happiness is made

plain.

Absolutely no overarching of reason, no foolish enthusiasm, no superstition
can take root from the moment the Science of Knowledge becomes dominant;
that is, after all those possess it who lead the great mass of people who can
never possess it. All this [foolish enthusiasm and superstition] is attacked to
the depths of its foundation and annihilated. Everyone who has undertaken
that general measurement of finite reason with us knows at each moment to
indicate the point where the unreasonable oversteps the bounds of reason and
contradicts it. He knows how to bring to light the contradiction to everyone
who only has sound understanding and the good will to be reasonable.?*

The similarity to Schiller’s aesthetic education is already apparent, but there is

still one further point of commonality between the two. In Schiller, one of the main

ideas of the aesthetic education was to unite the empirical | with the pure I, and

inundating the empirical | so thoroughly with morality that the self would act ethically

instinctually by the ingrained second nature. For Fichte this return is characterized by

an intuition that comes about in the self after the science of knowledge becomes

internalized.

2% Characteristics of the Present Age, 33.
249 Ipid., 36.
241 Attempt to Force the Reader to Understand, 104.
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[T]here occurs no further dispute over particular points or propositions after
all that is unthinkable is identified and determined in a scientific sequence of
intuition. No longer is any error possible, because intuition never errs.?*

This intuition functions like Schiller’s internalized moral second nature. In this way
we can observe Fichte’s Abramsian spiral back to a type of idealized natural (i.e.
spirit world) living, akin to what was observed in Schiller.?*

When a community of individuals arises in which all individuals therein have
internalized the science of knowledge, the perfect state will exist. The state’s purpose

will be to benefit its citizens, just as the citizens’ purpose will be to benefit the state.

In a State so constituted, where all, as Individuals, are dedicated to the Race, it
follows at the same time, that all without exception, with all the Rights which
belong to them as component parts of the Race, are dedicated to all the other
individual members of the State. For, to what are the powers of all directed?
To the Race. But what does the State hold as the representative of the Race?
All its Citizens, without a single exception. Were there some Individuals
either not taken into account at all in the common purpose, or not taken into
account with all their powers, while the rest were included, then the former
would enjoy all the advantages of the union without bearing all the attendant
burdens, and there would thus be inequality. Only where all without
exception are taken into account, is equality the result. Consequently, in this
constitution, the Individuality of each absolutely disappears in the community
of All; and each one receives back his contribution to the common power,
strengthened by the united powers of all the rest. The purpose of the isolated
Individual is his own enjoyment; and he uses his power as the means of its
attainment; the purpose of the Race is Culture, and the honourable subsistence
which is the condition of Culture: in the State, each Individual employs his
powers, not for his own immediate enjoyment, but for the purpose of the Race,
and he receives in return the whole united Culture of the Race, and therewith
his own honourable subsistence.?**

As far as the individual in the state is concerned, his freedom is above all. The laws

of the state have already been internalized and are present in his intuition so he acts

*42 | pid., 104.

3 The reader will note my careful wording here. Strictly speaking Fichte’s view of progress was a
constant struggle between the pure | and nature. However, the nature which Fichte is speaking against
is the base nature symbolized by individual desire, and because he uses intuition (Anschauung) here to
describe this new phase in the same sense that Schiller used “second nature”, along with Spinoza’s
“nature” and Kant’s final description of the noumena in nature in his Conjectures, | see no problem
with describing his intuition in the same light as that of the others, as a type of return to nature. It was
Schelling who first viewed Fichte’s term as a return to some form of nature as we will see in the
discussion of Schelling below.

24 Characteristics of the Present Age, 151.
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with complete reason and freedom. He, in his drive to eradicate his own desires in
favor of the state, the race, or humanity as a whole, has adopted what Fichte refers to

as the spiritual element or divine love, about which we have already spoken.

He in whose soul this flame of Heavenly Love is kindled, however hindered
and bound down he may seem to mere outward appearance, yet in inward
Freedom and independence rises even superior to the State; the State does not
give a Law to his will, but its Law accidentally accords with his will, because
it is a perfect Law. This Love, as it is the only imperishable Virtue, and the
only Blessedness, so is it also the only True Freedom; and only through it can
Man rise superior to the bondage of the State, as well as to all other bondage
which oppresses and confines him here below. Happy is it for Mankind, that
they have not to wait for the slowly advancing perfection of the State, in order
to attain this Love; but that in all Ages, and under all circumstances, every
Individual of our Race may freely raise himself to its possession!?*

Finally, this connection between man and society is spiritualized so that man
then becomes, through divine love, a part of the “mighty whole,” in platonic language
the “one,” or in Christian language, “God.”?*® Fichte discusses in this final context a
spirit-world, the pure I to nature’s empirical |, where everything is joined together
through divine love in harmony. This spirit world draws the natural world to it just as

the pure I drew the empirical I to it.

As when the breath of Spring enlivens the air, the strong and fixed ice, which
but a few moments before imprisoned each atom within its own limits, and
shut up each neighbouring atom in similar isolation, now no longer maintains
its rigid bondage, but flows forth in one free, animated, and glowing flood; so
does the Spirit-World ever flow at the breath of Love, and is and abides in
eternal communion with the mighty Whole. Let us now add: This atmosphere
of the Spirit-World, this creating and combining element, is LIGHT — this
originally: Warmth, if it does not again evaporate, but bear within itself an
element of duration, is but the first manifestation of this Light. In the
Darkness of mere earthly vision, all things stand divided from each other;
each individual thing isolated by means of the cold and unillumined Matter in
which it is embraced. But in this Darkness there is no Unity. The Light of
Religion arises! And all things burst forth and rush towards each other in

> Ibid., 177-8.
248 Though the Christian God was not specifically what Fichte had in mind with this notion, he did
couch the noumena in Christian language to make it understandable to his audience. Fichte was a deist.
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reciprocal order and dependence, and float on together, as a united Whole, in
the One, Eternal, and All-embracing flood of Light.*’

The spirit-world is the end goal, where all unite into one. In order to achieve this goal
over infinite time, man must view himself as a tool of this final union and must realize
that individual death, his death, ought to be the final contribution that he makes to
ever-progressing society as he “freely and nobly bring[s] his life [as] a gift to the altar
of the Eternal Life, in the full fore-enjoyment of the new Life which is to arise from
his ashes.”?*® Death, then, becomes the last necessary stage of development in
Fichte’s moral progression.

In summary, Fichte believes that man begins life living according to nature’s
directives. As someone through selfishness takes control of the society of men, the
others, fearful for their lives, become his servants and live for his will. This is a time
of expanding imagination, grand plans, and absurd systems of knowledge with no
basis in empirical truth. The servants, feeling the contradiction between the master’s
desires and their own, eventually revolt against their master, as well as all systems of
knowledge, both the false and the true. This is best represented in the individual by
the clash among one’s own desires for pleasant feelings, which will often contradict
each other, leaving continued dissatisfaction. The only way to remove the
contradiction is to abandon the search for satisfaction or pleasant feelings and take up
moral living. For Fichte this is done by internalizing the science of knowledge. One
is able first to observe objects per se independent of their relationship to oneself, and
then to view others of one’s race as equals. In the ideal mode of life man then
relinquishes his individuality for the benefit of the race or society as a whole. Finally,

man relinquishes the last part of his individuality, his life, for the spirit-world and the

7 Characteristics of the Present Age, 268.
248 Attempt to Force the Reader to Understand, 62.
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race, which shall be joined together in divine love under the guise of the “one,” the
“all.” As noted above, this inclusion of death as a necessary stage in the Moral

Progression aligns Fichte more closely with Schopenhauer than with his predecessors.
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Chapter 7. Friedrich Wilhelm Schelling

Generally speaking, Schelling is more limited in his discussion of the
proposed Moral Progression than his contemporaries Fichte and Schiller, because he,
like Schopenhauer, places very little emphasis on the origins of society and their
relation to man’s path of becoming.?*® He is far more interested in describing this
becoming psychologically in terms of the individual and his awareness as a tool for
understanding the nature of knowledge and the universe through his Naturphilosophie.

From the present perspective of Fichte which includes the discussion of spirit
found in his late writings, Schelling’s philosophy will seem similar in many respects.
There is an empirical | based on desire which Schelling calls the self-will, and a pure |
drawing the empirical to it morally, which Schelling calls the universal will. Pure
love, as opposed to self love, is the same unifying factor: the highest ideal that brings
matter together as we have seen in Fichte and all the philosophers discussed above.?*°
But the strongest unifier between Fichte and Schelling is that Schelling, like Fichte,
extended the Kantian system into discussions of the noumenal-spiritual.

The primary difference between the two is that although spirit holds the same
place for Schelling and Fichte, Schelling is explicit in citing its connection to nature,
famously saying; “Nature shall be visible spirit, and spirit invisible nature.”*>*
Schelling viewed the enlightened-aesthetic-intellectual intuition of Schiller and Fichte

as another version of seemingly unconscious nature — aligning him with a more direct

version of Kant’s conception of nature from Conjectures. This means that Schelling’s

% Though, the goal of society in Schelling’s system is a unification of man and nature which will then
form God.

%0 gchelling rejects self love in a manner similar to that by which Fichte rejects it.

B E W. Schelling. Ideas on a Philosophy of Nature. [1803] trans. Priscilla Hayden-Roy in Philosophy
of German Idealism. ed. Ernst Behler. (New York: Continuum, 1987), 202.
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nature and Fichte’s Spirit are different aspects of the same substance. They are ideals
to be striven after using intuition as a guide.

Schelling offers two different views of the way in which spirit differs from
nature. In his 1803 essay Ideas on a Philosophy of Nature as an Introduction to the
Study of This Science he concludes that it is not through any inherent characteristic of
nature and spirit, but in the eye that is observing them that the difference is to be
found. So long as man views nature as an other outside of himself, nature is viewed
as unconscious, but when man views or — more properly — intuits nature and the self
as a unity, then nature becomes spirit.**? So in this 1803 essay, nature itself does not
evolve, but the way of looking at nature changes depending on the stage of
development of the person viewing it. This view differs slightly from Schelling’s first
conclusion in his System of Transcendental Idealism (1800), which is that not only is
nature or the natural to be striven after as a goal, but that nature itself has a degree of
consciousness that requires/wishes to engender self-reflection in its creations,
something that it will achieve through the assistance of man:

The completed theory of nature would be that whereby the whole of nature

was resolved into an intelligence. — The dead and unconscious products of

nature are merely abortive attempts that she makes to reflect herself;
inanimate nature so-called is actually as such an immature intelligence, so that
in her phenomena the still unwitting character of intelligence is already
peeping through. — Nature’s highest goal, to become wholly an object to
herself, is achieved only through the last and highest order of reflection, which
is none other than man; or, more generally, it is what we call reason, whereby
nature first completely returns into herself, and by which it becomes apparent
that nature is identical from the first with what we recognize in ourselves as
the intelligent and the conscious. This may be sufficient to show that natural
science has a necessary tendency to render nature intelligent; through this very

tendency it becomes nature-philosophy, which is one of the necessary basic
sciences of philosophy.??

%2 gee: Ibid., 196, 201, 202.
53 F W. Schelling. System of Transcendental Idealism. [1800] trans. Peter Heath. (Charlottesville,
Virginia: University Press of Virginia, 1978), 6.
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The reference to “inanimate nature” actually being “immature intelligence” is a
critique of Fichte in that — for Schelling — nature is not inanimate as Fichte claims, but
is an early form of intelligence. So Schelling actually takes up again the mantle of
Spinozism in that nature, representing objective reality, and the self, representing
subjective reality, come together in one moral whole, one consciousness. He then
adds Fichte’s spirit into the mix and so gives nature-spirit itself its own conscious-
unconscious dichotomy in which nature plays the part of unconsciousness or early
consciousness, and spirit that of consciousness. The consciousness present in nature
expands as nature moves toward spirit, just as the self expands as it moves toward
morality or self-actualization. This symbiotic consciousness made of moral man and
spirit then becomes the unity, or God. The 1803 solution is man-centered and focuses
on the progression of man himself and his rising understanding. The 1800 solution is
God-centered and focuses on the formation of God through active participation and
cooperation between nature-spirit and man. In both cases nature is divine as it was for
Spinoza and at the same time consistent with Kant’s view of nature from the
Conjectures.

Schelling divides his two perceptions of nature into: (1) viewing nature with a
regard to purpose and being confused by the seeming purposelessness that the
understanding or our faculty of reason observes; i.e. nature as outside of ourselves;
and (2) intuiting a purpose in nature: i.e. self and nature-spirit as unity. In Schelling’s
view of the early stages of moral progression in man, as in the early stages —
particularly the second — of the Moral Progression, nature is viewed in opposition to
reflective, reasoning man, and so, not surprisingly, nature cannot be made sense of by
reason. But when man returns to selfless, natural intuition, and there is no longer a

subject (the self) viewing an object (nature); the subject instead becomes as
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Schopenhauer would say “a clear mirror” of the object and so subject and object
become united under a single guise. Schelling summarizes this notion in his 1803

essay Ideas on a Philosophy of Nature as follows:

Man saw himself constrained to seek the ground of things on the one hand in
nature itself, and on the other hand in a principle higher than nature; and so
very early on he came to think of spirit and nature as one. Here the ideal
essence in which man thinks of concept and deed, a plan and its execution as
one, first emerged from its holy darkness. Here man was first confronted with
a presentiment of his own nature, in which intuition and concept, form and
object, the ideal and the real are originally one and the same. Hence the
peculiar aura surrounding this problem, an aura that mere reflective
philosophy, being concerned only with separation, could never unfold, while
pure intuition, or rather the creative imagination had long since found a
symbolic language that one need only interpret to find that nature speaks the
more intelligibly to us, the less we think merely reflectively about it... As long
as | am identical to nature | understand what a living nature is as well as |
understand my own life, I comprehend how general life in nature reveals itself
in the most manifold forms, in hierarchical developments, gradually
approximating freedom. But as soon as | separate myself from nature, and
with myself all of the ideal, I am left with nothing but a dead object, and |
cease to comprehend how life is possible outside myself.?*

In this view, the understanding is a limited faculty which cannot see nature for its
inherent purpose, and only intuition, i.e., the faculty of feeling, is capable of knowing
how nature is and its purpose. Overall, despite this difference with Fichte,?*> the
process employed by Schelling for the ethical growth of man is nearly identical to
Fichte’s.

Before outlining Schelling’s variations of the Moral Progression, there is an
important element central to Schelling’s philosophy which is worth considering
separately: the importance he gives to art and mythology; an importance centered
around the instinctive-intuitional elements at play in the creation of art. Under
Schelling, art’s place in the ethical path which was found in Schiller is rescued from

Fichte’s relative apathy. Rather than observing a specific kind of art form that leads

%4 |deas on a Philosophy of Nature, 196.
255 Which was the main cause of their separation.
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one toward ethical action by emulation, Schelling takes the act of creation of any
work of art as a means for explaining human development from a selfish subjective
point of view to a selfless objective point of view.*® He describes the creation of art
as a combination of conscious and unconscious urgings resolving themselves upon

completion of the work of art into a single pure harmony.

The product we postulate is none other than the product of genius, or, since
genius is possible only in the arts, the product of art... Since this contradiction
[between conscious and unconscious yearnings] sets in motion the whole man
with all his forces, it is undoubtably one which strikes at the ultimate in him,
the root of his whole being. It is as if, in the exceptional man (which artists
above all are, in the highest sense of the word), that unalterable singularity, on
which all existence is founded, had laid aside the veil wherewith it shrouds
itself in other [men] and, just as it is directly affected by things, so also works
directly upon everything. Thus it can only be the contradiction between
conscious and unconscious in the free act which sets the artistic urge in
motion; just as, conversely, it can be given to art alone to pacify our endless
striving, and likewise to resolve the final and uttermost contradiction within us.
Just as aesthetic production proceeds from the feeling of a seemingly
irresoluble contradiction, so it ends likewise... in the feeling of an infinite
harmony; and that this feeling which accompanies completion is at the same
time a deep emotion, is itself enough to show that the artist attributes that total
resolution of his conflict which he finds achieved in his work of art, not to
himself [alone], but to a bounty freely granted by his own nature, which,
however unrelentingly it set him in conflict with himself, is no less gracious in
relieving him of the pain of this contradiction. For just as the artist is driven
into production involuntarily and even in spite of himself, so likewise is his
production endowed with objectivity as if by no help of his own, that is, itself
in a purely objective manner. Just as the man of destiny does not execute
what he wishes or intends, but rather what he is obliged to execute by an
inscrutable fate which governs him, so the artist, however deliberate he may
be, seems nonetheless to be governed, in regard to what is truly objective in
his creation, by a power which separated him from all other men, and compels
him to say or depict things which he does not fully understand himself, and
whose meaning is infinite.*’

The conscious urgings include the sensuous background of forming the artwork or the

artist’s practiced ability to mimic other sensuous objects in his work — that which “can

% His only requirement as to the type of art-work which fulfills the function he discusses is that it
must exhibit an infinite either directly or at least by reflection and not necessarily just preserve merely
a momentary sensation or current impression as does the epigram. By adding this exception, Schelling
brings the artwork more in line with Schiller’s conception of the artwork meant to bring about the
aesthetic education. See: System of Transcendental Idealism, 225-6.

%7 gystem of Transcendental Idealism, 222-3.
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be taught and learnt and achieved through tradition and practice.” The unconscious
urging, as Schelling goes on to explain, is the flash of inspiration that seems to come
from outside oneself, “it can not be learned, nor attained by practice nor in any other
way, but can only be inborn through the free bounty of nature.”*® Schelling uses the
“free bounty of nature” as the source for the unconscious element or something
opposed to or outside of consciousness. In this free bounty of nature we find the
divine spark of creativity which does not come from the sensuous nature of Fichte,
but the spiritual conception of nature of Spinoza as well as that of Kant from his
Conjectures.

When these two come together they form what Schelling, borrowing from
Fichte, calls intellectual intuition, which he later renames aesthetic intuition. When
sensuous knowledge of art is internalized, but the act of creation is performed as if by
another hand, “involuntarily as if in spite of himself,”?*° the artist arrives at this
second instinct: the second nature of Kant and Schiller, Schelling’s aesthetic intuition.
The artist begins his work full of contradictions, but completes it free of them. All
urgings and subjectivity are silenced at the completion of the work of art, and what
remains is an objective moral being.

But it is the effect that the artwork has on the onlooker, according to Schelling,
that is particularly striking. The onlooker also experiences the artwork through an
aesthetic intuition, elicited by the artwork itself. In Schiller’s aesthetic education it
takes a moment of sublimity, i.e., a combination of two contrary ideas worked out by
the onlooker through feeling or intuition to create an objective moral being. Schelling
employs this same idea. Like Schiller, Schelling differentiates between the beautiful

— in which all contradiction has ceased in the object — and the sublime — in which the

28 1hid., 223.
29 1hid., 223.
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contradiction in the artwork requires an outside consciousness to be reconciled and so
to be comprehended by an onlooker. In short, the act, on the part of the onlooker, of
working out the contradictions in the sublime work of art, elevates the onlooker. He
explains:

For the difference between the beautiful and the sublime work of art consists

simply in this, that where beauty is present, the infinite contradiction is

eliminated in the object itself; whereas when sublimity is present, the conflict
is not reconciled in the object itself, but merely uplifted to a point at which it
is involuntarily eliminated in the intuition; and this, then, is much as if it were
to be eliminated in the object. It can also be shown very easily that sublimity
rests upon the same contradiction as that on which beauty rests. For whenever
an object is spoken of as sublime, a magnitude is admitted by an unconscious
activity which it is impossible to accept into the conscious one: whereupon the
self is thrown into a conflict with itself which can end only in an aesthetic
intuition, whereby both activities are brought into unexpected harmony, save
only that the intuition, which here lies not in the artist, but in the intuiting
subject himself, is a wholly involuntary one, in that the sublime sets all the
forces of the mind in motion, in order to resolve a contradiction which
threatens our whole intellectual existence.?*
The act of comprehending the sublime art brings the onlooker the same peace through
his aesthetic intuition that the artist experienced at the completion of the work of art.
This is familiar to us from Schiller’s moral-aesthetic education as well as from
Wagner’s own writings.

But the parallels with Wagner continue with the fact that the art form which
Schelling believed best encompassed the ideal aesthetic-moral experience was
mythology: the poetry that gave birth to and nourished philosophy. Schelling viewed
mythology as a community’s intuited conception of its origin and culture. Although it
is created by a particular culture there are elements of it that for Schelling seem to

come, like art, from without, so that it combines conscious and unconscious elements

like his aesthetic/intellectual intuition. This also gives mythology a degree of

20 1hid., 226.



124

naturality,?®* having its origins partly in the unconscious, which Schelling has
elsewhere associated with objective nature. In the following analogy, mythology is
the original, natural science from which all other knowledge sprang, and, as in his
concept of nature itself which must be returned to through the intuition, all science
will eventually return to mythology.
Philosophy was born and nourished by poetry in the infancy of knowledge,
and with it all those sciences it has guided toward perfection; we may thus
expect them, on completion, to flow back like so many individual streams into
the universal ocean of poetry from which they took their source. Nor is it in
general difficult to say what the medium for this return of science to poetry
will be; for in mythology such a medium existed, before the occurrence of a
breach now seemingly beyond repair.2
This original breach between mythology and science came when a culture began to
determine itself by its art and its measurable history which eventually included all its
deductive knowledge and science. However, Schelling believed that mythology,
specifically a new universal mythology for all, would again be used to define a culture,
but how this would be done would be left for some future date.
But how a new mythology is itself to arise, which shall be the creation, not of
some individual author, but of a new race, personifying, as it were, one single
poet — that is a problem whose solution can be looked for only in the future
destinies of the world, and in the course of history to come.?®®
Schelling gives us a few hints with regard to this query, which it is difficult to
imagine Wagner did not also observe in his early study of Schelling’s Transcendental
Philosophy.?** Schelling placed great emphasis on the moment in Greek culture at

which the works of Homer and Hesiod, in their conscious act of writing down the

mythological tradition, were penned. This moment represented what he called the end

281 Schelling also calls the mythology, of the Greeks in particular, natural religion
%62 gystem of Transcendental Idealism, 232.

?%3 |pid., 233.

%4 Richard Wagner. My Life, 39.
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of mythology and the beginning of history and philosophy in Greek culture?® and
separated the age of myth from the age of history. A similar separation, then, would
have to take place between the current age and the enlightened age to come, as if the
new mythology were the artwork which for Schelling will be able to be used as a
doorway to spirit or the Godhead, and the result of that artwork, or the new
mythology, would thereby be a society living in the enlightened state of that spirit or
Godhead. Such a mythology’s purpose would then be to summarize the universal
culture, telling its history leading to the present moment, and thus allowing society as
a whole to take this work and move forward to the new age. The entire human race
will be the artist who in the moment of creative completion of this artwork, the new
mythology, will en masse experience this sublime moment of creation, and move
together to objective morality, allowing the newly enlightened society to unite into the
Godhead. This is Schelling’s final stage: the unification of all in the single goal of
mutual sacrifice into the Godhead through this final, all-encompassing work of art.
Though the specifics of such a transformation in Schelling differ from those
formulated by the philosophers who preceded him, the underlying notions of mutual
sacrifice and unification are present in his predecessors and successors. The
relationship of such models to Wagner’s conception of the Ring is obvious.

Now that the important differences between Schelling and his precursors have
been discussed, Schelling’s particular paths can be examined. He offers two versions
of the Moral Progression: the first in psychological language outlined in the early
works (primarily his System of Transcendental Idealism), and the second in spiritual-
mythological language outlined in his later works written after 1809. We will deal

with each separately.

%5 £ W. Schelling. Historical-Critical Introduction to the Philosophy of Mythology. [Published
posthumously in 1856] trans. Mason Richey and Markus Zisselsberger. (Albany, New York: State
University of New York Press, 2007), 36.
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Schelling explains, in his System of Transcendental Idealism, that self-
consciousness follows a three-staged path toward self-reflection which becomes
transformed into aesthetic intuition. The first stage is that of sense perception, the
second that of time and causality, and the third of reflection. His predecessors, as we
have observed, begin with consciousness itself, and then move to self-consciousness.
Schelling is less concerned with mere consciousness, but when he speaks of it, it is in
a conception similar to theirs.

The self simply has no existence, prior to that act whereby thinking becomes

its own object, and is thus itself nothing other than thinking becoming its

object, and hence absolutely nothing apart from the thought... we assuredly
distinguish self-consciousness, qua act, from merely empirical consciousness;
what we commonly term consciousness is something that merely continues
along with presentations of objects, and maintains itself in the flux of
presentations.?®®
This maintaining of the consciousness “in the flux of presentations” refers to
temporary objects in the natural environment as being the basis for the self. As he
explains, the self has no existence per se, only through these fleeting presentations.
Clearly this outlines the main feature of the first stage in the Moral Progression.

Schelling’s transition into his version of the second stage of the Moral
Progression begins with self-awareness. The self still does not view the world
through the objects in it, but merely through the subjective self. The self does not yet
consider itself one of or one with the objects in nature; it is only an object to itself in
that it can think of how the observable objects in the world relate to it.

The self is indeed an object, but only for itself, and is thus not originally in the

world of objects; it first becomes an object by making itself into an object, and
does not become one for anything external, but always only for itself.?*’

266 gystem of Transcendental Idealism, 25.
%7 Ipid., 26.
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And:

| am not a thing, not an object. | live in my own world, a being existing not
for other beings, but for itself. Deed and action alone can be in me, effects
alone can proceed from me. There can be no passivity in me, for passivity
exists only where there is effect and counter-effect, and these exist only within
the connection of things, above which | have raised myself.?®

With this self-awareness exists the potential to posit existence in objects independent
of the self. Schelling describes this self consciousness as a conflict between the
natural subjective view of the world, typical of the first stage of the Moral Progression,
and a budding objective view of the world, typical of the third stage of the Moral
Progression. This objective perspective limits the size and relative importance of the
self in the universe of the self when it admits the independent existence of objects.
The subjective self becomes smaller, as the world or objective reality becomes larger,
as Schelling curtly explains:
Self-consciousness (the self) is a conflict of absolutely opposed activities.
The one that originally reaches out into infinity we shall call the real,
objective, limitable activity; the other the tendency to intuit oneself in that
infinity, is called the ideal, subjective, illimitable activity.?*®
As long as the objective and subjective elements within the self are in conflict, the self
progresses or produces. The contrary forces working against each other push the self
to produce or, in Fichtean terminology, to strive.
It is a primary opposition, whereby the essence and nature of intelligence are
constituted. But now the self originally is a pure and absolute identity, to
which it must constantly seek to return; yet the return to this identity is yoked
to the original duality, as to a condition never wholly overcome. Now as soon
as the condition of producing, namely duality, is given, the self must produce,
and is compelled to do so, as surely as it is an original identity. So if there is a
continual producing in the self, this is possible only in that the condition of all

producing, that original conflict of opposing activities in the self, is re-
established ad infinitum.?"

%8 |deas on a Philosophy of Nature, 171-2.

269 ystem of Transcendental Idealism, 49.
2% |bid., 113. He concludes this passage saying that the opposing activities only cease through
intuition when the self becomes completely objective. This is the same intuition that stills the conflicts
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Schelling next discusses the role that time and causality play on a being of this second
stage. He explains that once the self begins to produce, or experiences the duality

271

between its objectivity and subjectivity,” " it is, in a sense, no longer limited by the

absolute as it is experiencing both objectivity and subjectivity even if they are not in

balance.?’

What does limit the self in this stage is the recognition of corporeality;
“[1]t is evident that in the present [second] stage of consciousness the intelligence is
absorbed in its organism, which it intuits as wholly identical with itself.”*"® The self
is limited by its corporeal body or organism, and its actions. There is a realization
that the actions of the self necessarily lead to reactions: i.e., causality; and that the
actions of the self are themselves based on previous actions of the self: i.e. time. The
limit described here in this second stage is no less than the recognition of mortality, in
other words fear, which is the crucial characteristic in the second stage of the Moral
Progression, and present here as a crucial part of Schelling’s progression.

The third stage in Schelling’s system, self-reflection, puts an end to the
conflict, but not all at once. This stage is divided into several parts. The first is the
self-reflection which brings with it the will or “the act of self-determination by which
the self rises forth as a self.”?"* This self-reflection still views the world in terms of
itself as in the previous stage, so the contrast within the self has not yet settled into
objectivity; however the will now has the power to create and to imagine,?” which is

a crucial aspect of the second stage of the Moral Progression. Free, supposedly

undetermined action follows from the will and the spark of imagination. The problem

within the artist, and brings him to the third stage of the Moral Progression as well as Schelling’s own
third stage of development.

" Not “understands the duality” or “is conscious of the duality”; this would be categorized for
Schelling as reflection, which is proper to his third stage.

272 gystem of Transcendental Idealism, 131.

2”3 |bid., 129.

2" Ibid., 162.

#"% Ibid., 176.
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is that even the will faces an opposition and thus cannot achieve what it wills because
of foreign intelligences, or the wills of others. Schelling writes, in speaking of

conscious, or free, acts,

[N]ow the intelligence is admittedly confined in its freedom by the objective
world... but within this restriction it is again unrestricted so that its activity can,
for example, be directed toward any object it pleases; now if we suppose that
it begins to act, its activity will have to be directed toward some particular
object, in such a way as to leave all other objects free and, as it were,
undisturbed: but now there is no seeing how its originally quite indeterminate
activity would restrict itself in this fashion unless the direction towards these
other objects were somehow made impossible for it, which as far as we have
seen hitherto, is possible only through intelligences outside it. It is thus a
condition of self-consciousness that | intuit in general an activity of
intelligences outside of me... Therefore other intelligences whereby | intuit
myself as restricted in my free action, and hence also specific actions of these
intelligences, are likewise already posited for me, without the need of any
further special influence, on their part, upon myself.?"®

These other intelligences limit the actions and capabilities of the will to achieve its
ends. But through the experience of the inability of the self to achieve its ends because

of these outside wills the self then is raised to a new level of reflection. The
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“negation” of the will®'" in this context is the foiling of the will’s desires by outside

wills.

It is only through negations of its own activity that the intelligence is exposed,
and as it were opened, to alien influence as such... to will at all, I must will
something determinate, but this | could never do if | could will everything;
hence, by involuntary intuition it must already have been made impossible for
me to will everything; but this is inconceivable unless already with my
individuality, and hence my self-consciousness, so far as it is a thoroughly
determinate one, limiting points have been set to my free activity, and such
points can now be, not selfless objects, but only other free activities, that is
actions of intelligences outside myself.?’®

This brings us to the second part of reflection: the ability to look at objects and

the world as a whole objectively which can only be done when the will realizes that it

2% Ibid., 165-6.
2" Not to be confused with fourth stage “negation of the will.”
278 ystem of Transcendental Idealism, 166-7.
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cannot solely control the fate of its world, but is but another object in a world full of
outside independent objects or wills. To this end, the individual abandons his own
activity and goals and tries to align himself with the objective will or the will of the
common world.

Only by the fact that there are intelligences outside of me, does the world as

such become objective to me...The sole objectivity which the world can

possess for the individual is the fact of its having been intuited by
intelligences outside the self... The world, though it is posited solely through
the self, is independent of me, since it resides for me in the intuition of other
intelligences; their common world is the archetygpe, whose agreement with my
own presentations is the sole criterion of truth.?’
This truth is morality, and this stage, the abandonment of personal desires and the
taking up of the desires of others or the world, is the third stage in the Moral
Progression.

In order to fully enter the third stage the philosopher uses the work of art as a
model, particularly the aesthetic intuition which comes from creating the work of art.
In this intuition is a relinquishing of subjective desire and reason and a return to
nature, while at the same time the work of art represents the singularity, i.e.,
unification or resolution, of subjectivity and objectivity and as such cannot be known
through the faculty of understanding, i.e., cannot be explained through reason, but can
only be intuited. Schelling here refers to the unified principle of subjective and
objective, represented by the completed work of art, as the absolute singularity
[absolut Identisches]:

The whole of philosophy starts, and must start, from a principle which, as the

absolute principle, is also at the same time the absolute singularity, the

absolute simplicity. ~ An absolute singularity cannot be grasped or
communicated through description, not through concepts at all. It can only be

intuited. Such an intuition is the organ of all philosophy. But this intuition,
which is an intellectual rather than a sensory one, and has as its object neither

219 |pid., 173-4.
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the objective nor the subjective, but the absolute singularity, in itself neither
subjective nor objective, is itself merely an internal one, which cannot in turn
become objective for itself: it can become objective only through a second
intuition. This second intuition is the aesthetic... If aesthetic intuition is
merely transcendental (intellectual) intuition become objective, it is self-
evident that art is at once the only true and eternal organ and document of
philosophy, which ever and again continues to speak to us of what philosophy
cannot depict in external form, namely the unconscious element in acting and
producing, and its original identity with the conscious. Art is paramount to
the philosopher precisely because it opens to him, as it were, the holy of holies,
where burns in eternal and original unity, as if in a single flame, that which in
nature and history is rent asunder, and in life and action, no less than in
thought, must forever fly apart. The view of nature, which the philosopher
frames artificially, is for art the original and natural one.?®

What Schelling describes is the faculty of feeling intuiting a work of art, and through
that intuiting comprehending the necessary unification of all things embodied in that
work of art. To be fulfilled is to experience that state whereby ultimately humanity as
a whole joins together in common cause as one artist to create the new work of art
which, upon its completion, will unify humanity and nature into the Godhead or spirit.
It is through the intuiting of the artwork in Schelling’s version of the third stage of the
Moral Progression that the model for the fourth stage is made plain.

The principle which is meant to unite humanity is outlined as follows. The
individual will is driven to achieve and progress. It still has that duality within it that
forces this progression. But if no goal can be achieved that has its basis in the
individual will, then it will be driven to adopt the will of the common world, which,
as long as it is a common will, has no antinomy and can be achieved. If all wills then
adopted this standpoint and the law by which life was lived was “Thou shalt will only

I 59281

what other intelligences are able to wil which Schelling viewed was a

modernized version of Kant’s categorical imperative, then this world will would will

%89 |pid., 229, (This passage was not published in the original publication of the work, but was found in
the author’s corrected copy.) and 231. It is worth noting here that Schelling adopts Aristotle’s and
Lessing’s notion of feeling as the faculty which comprehends art as opposed to the understanding or
reason, though it is couched in Schelling’s own language and ideas, partially lifted from Fichte and
Schiller.

%% Ibid., 188.
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a new moral order. In other words, by rejecting the natural inclination of the
individual will and adopting the will of the world as a whole, the world as whole will
be able to achieve moral living.

All my actions, in fact, proceed, as to their final goal, toward something that

can be realized, not by the individual alone, but only by the entire species; at

least all my actions ought to proceed towards this. The success of my actions
is thus dependent not upon myself, but upon the willing of everyone else, and

I can accomplish nothing toward such a goal unless everyone wills that

goal.?#

This ultimately leads to Schelling’s ideal, final artwork in which all of humanity is the
artist and which, through completion of its task, will push humanity on to the
Godhead.

Schelling continues that this is nearly impossible as it has never occurred that
everyone has the same will in mind, that all choose to will against their natural
inclination and to view the world objectively, and finally, that a state will exist
whereby the duality is brought together under one rule and the conflict between
objectivity and subjectivity will no longer drive the self to produce. What is needed is
a model by which the individual may silence this drive, and that is artistic intuition.
Via the experience of this model, it is then possible to view the moral order as an
artistic creation driven — intuited — by the individual will and the will of the world as a
whole. In this artistic intuition and the eventual coming into being of the moral world
order we have the third stage of the Moral Progression — the ability to observe objects
per se and view them abstractly — and elements of the final stage as well: the negating

of the individual will in favor of a universal will. This act he posits would lead

inevitably to a universal world order, the last stage in the progression:

22 1hid., 205.
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[The moral world-order] is the communal effect of all intelligences, so far,
that is, as they all, directly or indirectly, will nothing else but an order of this
very sort... Every individual intelligence can be regarded as a constitutive part
of God, or of the moral world-order. Every rational being can say to himself:
| too am entrusted with the execution of the law [lawfulness being found only
in intuition], and the practice of righteousness within my sphere of influence; |
too have assigned to me a portion of the moral government of the world...

That order exists only insofar as all others think as | do.?®®
This is the completion of Schelling’s first version of the Moral Progression outlined in
his early works.

In his later works, such as his Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of
Human Freedom and Related Matters of 1809, and his incomplete Ages of the World,
he alters his terminology from subject-object to the slightly more Schopenhauerian
terminology of “willing.” Subjectivity becomes individual will. But aside from the
change of vocabulary, his outline of moral/spiritual development remains the same.?®*
The subjective-objective duality became not only a self-will / universal-will
dichotomy, but it became a dark principle / light principle dichotomy. The unity from
which this duality is derived became God or nature in Spinoza’s sense, just as the
moral order which the universal will ultimately willed was also this same God. The

following is Schelling’s Genesis story, which summarizes the separation from and the

return to God using his new terminology:

%53 | pid., 206.

%84 The relation to Schopenhauer in this case is maintained by the association of individual will with
wollen, and universal will with nicht-wollen. If we view the universal will as something akin to
Kantian duty or the similar conceptions of Schiller, Fichte, and others, then what we have in
Schelling’s case is a removal of the sensuous aspect of willing, to obtain the goals of the individual, in
favor of willing to obtain the goals of the universe as a whole, or non-individual willing. Schelling is
explicit on this point in a letter to Hegel written in February of 1795 “God is nothing but the absolute
self, the self in so far as it has annihilated everything theoretical; God in theoretical philosophy thus
equals zero. Personality arises through the unity of consciousness. Yet consciousness is not possible
without an object. But for God, i.e., absolute self, there is no object whatsoever: for if there were the
absolute object would cease to be absolute. Consequently there is no personal God, and our highest
endeavor is aimed at the destruction of our personality.” (This is not to say that there is no God for
Schelling, merely that there is no personal God. As will become apparent, God is for Schelling the
reunification of all beings in nature, at least at this stage in Schelling's development.) This is further
complemented by Schopenhauer’s notion of the universal as nothing, so non-willing could again, by
Schopenhauer's definition refer to universal willing. This may seem to be a mincing of their specific
uses of language, but the overall similarity between the dichotomies used by Schopenhauer and
Schelling is clear.
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The First Principle is the one by which beings are divided from God, or
through which they are in the mere ground. But since an original unity occurs
between what is in the ground and what is preformed in the understanding,
and the process of creation comes to light only through an inner transmutation
or transfiguration of the initially dark principle... the principle which is dark
according to its nature is the very one which at the same time is transfigured
into light, and both are one in every natural being, although only to a certain
degree. To the extent that the principle originates in the ground and is dark, it
is the creature’s self-will; but to the extent that the self-will has not yet been
raised to (or does not grasp) perfect unity with the light (as the principle of the
understanding), it is mere craving or desire, i.e., blind will. Opposed to this
self-will of the creature is the understanding as universal will, which uses the
former and subjugates it as a mere instrument. But when through progressive
transmutation and the division of all forces the innermost and deepest point of
initial darkness is finally transfigured completely into light in one being, then
while its will is a particular will insofar as the being is an individual, yet it is
one with the original will or the understanding in itself, or as the center of all
other particular wills, so that from both a single whole now comes to be. This
elevation of the deepest centers into light occurs in no creature visible to us
except in man. In man is the whole power of the dark principle, and in him
too, the whole force of light. In man are the deepest abyss and the highest
heaven both centers. Man’s will is the seed — hidden in eternal longing — of
the God who as yet is only present in the ground; it is the divine spark of life
locked up in the depths which God beheld when he decided to will nature.?®

This lucid explanation of the circular Abramsian / Frihromantik path describes the
original dark state of being as one in which self-will reigns over the intellect, which is
manifest only in the “mere craving or desire, i.e., blind will,” characteristic of the first
stage in the Moral Progression, and the self-will’s goal of reunification with the
original will of God when the inner darkness becomes “enlightened.”

Until then man will contain both principles — darkness and light — within
himself. Now darkness is not automatically associated with evil: it is merely
unenlightened by God. But the dark principle that is self-will can become evil by
assuming that its own will is the universal will thus making itself the center of the
universe, rather than sublimating its own will to the universal will through the process

of enlightenment. Such a figure would be akin to the “powerful man” of Rousseau et

%5 Schelling, Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedom [1809], 241.
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al., who makes his goals the basis of the society as a whole. In this case it is not God
who becomes realized, but the inverted God. Schelling offers the following
description of this creature and the universe of selfishness, false wants, false existence,
and fear which it inhabits, and which precisely make up the second stage of the Moral

Progression:

[That being is dark] which indeed, never is, but always wants to be, thus
which, like matter in the minds of the ancients, cannot be apprehended as
actual (actualized) by the perfect understanding, but only by false imagination,
which is sin. Thus it borrows its appearance from true being — since it itself
has no being — by means of mirrored representations, as the serpent borrows
color from the light; and it strives to bring man to senselessness in which it
alone can be accepted and comprehended by him. Hence it is rightly
represented not only as an enemy of all creatures (since they persist only
through the bond of love) and especially of man, but also as man’s tempter,
enticing him to false appetites and to the acceptance of non-being into his
imagination. There it is supported by evil inclinations of man’s own, whose
eye, being incapable of fixing his gaze upon the glory of the divine and of
truth, constantly looks over to non-being. Thus the beginning of sin consists
in man’s move from genuine being to non-being, from truth to lying, from
light to darkness, in order to become himself the creating ground and to rule
over all things with the power of the center within him.?®

The alternative to evil is of course good, in which the self-will aligns itself
with the universal-will. Schelling associates this will, as he has done with the will of
the world, with morality. Itis a rejection of selfishness in favor of the betterment of
the universal, another important feature of the ethical Categorical Imperative. One of
the ways in which this is achieved is, as Schopenhauer and others have described,
through cleansing pain. It first stems from fear and the inability to achieve anything
based on contrary desires:

Anxiety is the governing affect that corresponds to the conflict of directions in

Being, since it does not know whether to go in or out. Meanwhile, the orgasm

of forces increases more and more and lets the contracting force fear utter
cision [Scheidung] and complete dissolution.?®’

2% Ibid., 263-4.
%7 F W. Schelling. The Ages of the World: (Fragment) from the Handwritten Remains: Third Version
(c. 1815). trans. Jason M. Wirth. (Albany, New York: State University of New York Press, 2000), 101.
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This is an act of getting to know the self and its desires, and is the beginning of
necessary suffering before the self-will can eventually align itself with the universal

will:

Pain is something universal and necessary in all life, the unavoidable
transition point to freedom... Suffering is universal, not only with respect to
humanity, but also with respect to the creator. It is the path to glory. God
leads human nature down no other path than that down which God Himself
must pass. Participating in everything blind, dark and suffering of God's
nature is necessary in order to elevate God to the highest consciousness.
Every single being must get to know his own depths and this is impossible
without suffering. All pain comes only from Being. Because all living things
must first involve themselves in Being and break out of the darkness to
transfiguration, so, too, in its revelation, the divine being must first assume
nature and, as such, suffer it, before it can celebrate the triumph of its
liberation.?®

When the illumination is complete the ethical stage has begun in the universal moral
will. However, there is still further moral striving to be achieved, namely, the
connection between the universal-will and the “ground,” in other words, the
consciousness associated with spirit, and that associated with nature, so that together
they can bring the entire universe into a single being, God.”® That force which brings
the universal-will and nature together to form God is nothing other than love. For
Schelling it was in fact love that both separated these dual principles and was the
reason for their unification.

The ground separates itself into the two equally eternal beginnings only in

order that the two that could not be simultaneous or one in the ground as such,

become one through love, i.e. it separates itself only in order that life and love
may be.?*°

This quote concludes its sexual metaphor with the abandonment of desire in favor of morality —
transition from stage two to three. It concludes: “But while the contracting force releases its life and,
so to speak, discerns itself as already past, the higher form of its being and the silent purity of spirit rise
before it like lightning. But this purity, in contrast to the blindly contracting will, is the essential unity
in which freedom, the intellect, and differentiation dwell.” (101-102)

%% |pid., 101.

289 Essence of Human Freedom, 267.

0 Ibid., 277-8.
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Love creates unity between two separate entities. God, then, is the fusion of all life
brought together by love, i.e., all life living for each other according to the principle
of light or spirit.

In the end, for Schelling, the purpose of creation is to separate that which can
love, or that which can be united into God, from that which cannot. The potential for
both good and evil is always present in man, and the final necessary separation of the
two occurs in death. That which is evil does not participate in the unity of God, i.e.,
“the good that was raised from the ground is combined with original good in eternal
unity; those born out of darkness into light join the ideal principle as limbs of its
body.”?* In death, evil becomes reduced to non-being:

[A] state in which its activity, or what strives within it to become active, is

constantly consumed... [W]hen reduced to non-being, or to the state of

potential, it is what it always should be, a basis, subjugated, and as such no
longer in contradiction to God’s holiness or love.?%?
So ultimately the last element of the subjective self or sensual element in man is
extinguished, while the remaining universal will found in love joins into God. Death
is the necessary final step and the final silencing of the self will or selfishness.
Striving ends, to be replaced by eternal quietude in God. This notion is consistent with
the fourth stage of the Moral Progression.

Although the language and vocabulary are altered between Schelling’s early
work, primarily his System of Transcendental Idealism, and his later work, the stages
of development are identical. Both include a cyclical progression departing from unity
in God and returning to unity. Both stress the duality that exists within the self. Both
say that consciousness begins from inclination and desire, and then expands through

the attainment of fear which leads to an understanding of time, including imagination

21 hid., 275.
22 1hid., 275.
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and extended planning for future events. Both find the inclinations of the self in
contradiction with either itself or with other wills. Ultimately, both reject the
selfishness of subjectivity or the self-will in favor of objectivity or the universal will,
leading to a moral state; and Schelling’s later work stresses the necessity of death in
order to completely to abandon selfishness and the individual will, thus completing all

of the stages of the Moral Progression.



Chapter 8. Georg Friedrich Hegel

With Hegel, the Wagner scholar at last returns to the familiar. In the

following outline, discussion of Hegel will be limited to the two works with which

Wagner was the most familiar: Phenomenology of Spirit and Lectures on the

Philosophy of History. In the Miller translation of the Phenomenology there is a

lengthy and thorough Forward written by J. N. Findlay which summarizes the
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dualities and concepts outlined in the work as a whole. One such concise summary is

that which discusses the progress of the self-consciousness to spirit, that progression

with which our Moral Progression is concerned. Findlay breaks down the progression

into several stages: 1. the hedonistic pre-ethical, 2. “law of the heart,” 3. “empty

virtue” against the “way of the world,” 4. objectivity, 5. morality, and finally 6. the

ethical life within a community. The summary is as follows:

Hegel begins by discussing the hedonistic approach to the world, the
reasonableness which makes everything in the world, including the body and
soul of another person, minister to one’s own satisfaction. This attitude
breaks down in a manner analogous to the seeming fullness of sense-certainty:
it condemns the hedonist to an endless, hollow search for new pleasures,
which never provide a lasting content for self-consciousness. The hedonistic
life therefore dissolves in the romantic life of the heart, the life which
espouses grand projects, which in their extravagance measure up to the
sweeping universality of self-consciousness, but which inevitably clash with
the equally grand life-projects of others. The game of the heart then yields
place to the greater game of virtue, of the keeping of oneself pure in quixotic
scruple and total indifference to the ‘way of the world.” This game however,
also interferes with the parallel quixoticism of others, and with the sensible
non-quixoticism of the ordered social world, which is more truly universal
than the cult of personal virtue. The dialectic then swings over from arbitrary
subjectivity to the arbitrary objectivity of Sachlichkeit. A man identifies
himself with a Sache, thing or task, which is his own, and which he pursues
without regard to external success or approval. Everyone else is similarly
supposed to be devoting himself to his own Sache. Such disinterested
fulfillment of tasks rests, however, on self-deception. Its disinterestedness is
always held up for the admiration of others, and is really a form of personal
exhibitionism. When this is exposed, disinterestedness shifts to a moralistic
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form, setting up absolute prescriptions of various simple sorts (Tell the truth,
Help others, etc.). These can, however, never achieve the complete
exceptionlessness to which they aspire. Reasonableness then finally assumes
the Kantian form of identifying the universal with the formally universalizable
or self-consistent. This, Hegel shows, is as vacuous as the universalism of the
Stoics or the Sceptics, since any way of life can be rendered formally self-
consistent. We therefore move to a universalism which is substantial as well
as subjective, the universalism of the ethical life of an actual community,
whose laws and customs clothe the bare bones of ethical prescription with
living flesh, and make the universalizing life genuinely possible. We pass
from the merely Reasonable (Vernunft) to the higher spiritual stage of
Spiritual (Geist).**®
After the initial hedonistic stage — the first stage of the Moral Progression —
the remaining phases for Hegel make up his spiral path toward spirit. Each phase
includes some incarnation of the dialectical opposition between subjectivity and
objectivity. Hegel’s elaborated version of the second stage of the Moral Progression
is made up of two separate oppositions: the subjective “law of the heart” with its
counterpart the “real world” taking the part of the objective, and the subjective
“empty virtue” against the objective “way of the world.” The beginning of the third
stage of the Moral Progression is offered in Hegel’s next opposition, “arbitrary
objectivity” against “interestedness.” Ultimately, the dialectical opposition is silenced
and the process concluded in the real practical ethical community. Though Hegel
implies that this is the final stage of the progression in his Phenomenology of Spirit, in
Lectures on the Philosophy of History he follows Schelling’s example by concluding
that the ethical community will eventually become Spirit. These make up the end of
the third stage and the fourth stage of the Moral Progression.

The first of Hegel’s and the Moral Progression’s stages is pre-ethical

hedonism. As Findlay mentions, everything exists to provide the individual with

2% G.W.F. Hegel. Phenomenology of Spirit. Introduction by J.N. Findlay. trans. A.V. Miller. (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1977), XIX-XX. It should be noted that these are not all of the stages
discussed in Hegel’s progression of the self-conscious, concepts including the ‘unhappy consciousness’
and the Master/Slave dialectic have a place in this progression, though Findlay removed them from his
summary.
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pleasure, and the hedonist is condemned “to an endless, hollow search for new
pleasures, which never provide a lasting content for self-consciousness.” Hegel
describes the “animal functions” of consciousness at this pre-ethical stage: “instead of
being universal, it is the merest particular, we have here only a personality confined to
its own self and its own petty actions, a personality brooding over itself, as wretched
as it is impoverished.””** The self is entirely concerned with its own sense-driven
reality. Self-consciousness is yet unknown to it, as are objects outside of itself. Later
Hegel explains both the lack of an understanding of future time, and the never-ending
series of desires which make up this stage. In speaking of the movement away from
selfishness, Hegel explains something of the nature of this early consciousness:
[W]hat is superseded in the movement [toward a moral existence in the ethical
substance] are the individual moments which for self consciousness are valid
in their isolation. They have the form of an immediate will or natural impulse
which obtains its satisfaction, which is of itself the content of a fresh
impulse.?®
Hegel goes on to describe the transition between this pre-ethical phase and his and the
Moral Progression’s second stage, the “law of the heart”:
The final moment of its existence [pre-ethical consciousness] is the thought of
the loss of itself in necessity or the thought of itself as a being that is
absolutely alien to it [necessity]. However, self-consciousness has in itself
survived this loss; for this necessity or pure universality is its own essence.
This reflection of consciousness into itself, the knowledge that necessity is
itself, is a new form of consciousness.”*®
This specifically occurs in the Master-Slave dialectic at the moment when the would-
be slave in his fear of death, or “loss of itself in necessity,” takes up the causes of

something outside of himself, his master’s will, or “the thought of itself as a being

that is absolutely alien to it.” However this objectivity is ultimately short lived, as the

2% 1hid., 136.
25 1hid., 215.
26 1hid., 221.
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universality of the “law of the heart” is actually the same self, only now this self is
capable of reflection and planning, and believes its own will to represent the universal
will — a substitution consistent with the self’s embodiment of evil in Schelling. These
are the crucial identifiers for the second stage of the Moral Progression.

Hegel goes on to describe further aspects of the “law of the heart”:

It knows it has the universal of law immediately within itself, and because the
law is immediately present in the being-for-self of consciousness, it is called
the law of the heart. This form takes itself to be, qua individuality, essence
like the previous form; but the new form is richer because its being-for-self
has for it the character of necessity or universality. The law, therefore, which
is immediately self-consciousness’s own law, or a heart which, however, has
within it a law, is the End which self-consciousness proceeds to realize.?®’

This selfish, universal “law of the heart” driven self faces the outside world which
results in the self’s violent reaction against the order of the world, and its desire to
supplant this order with its own (personal) ideal order for all. As the self does not
view other selves as being different or having different goals from itself, the self
views its will as that which all beings also will, placing the individual will in the
universal. The world then becomes shaped through the will of the self living by the
“law of the heart.” This enables the “grand plans” Findlay describes at this stage to

come to fruition.

This reality [in which the law of the heart is predominant] is, therefore, on the
one hand [ruled by] a law by which the particular individuality is oppressed, a
violent ordering of the world which contradicts the law of the heart, and, on
the other hand, [made up of] a humanity suffering under that ordering, a
humanity that does not follow the law of the heart, but is subjected to an alien
necessity... This individuality therefore directs its energies to getting rid of
this necessity which contradicts the law of the heart, and also the suffering
caused by it... What it realizes is itself the law, and its pleasure is therefore at
the same time the universal pleasure of all hearts. To it, the two are undivided,
its pleasure is what conforms to the law, and the realization of the law of
universal humanity procures for it its own particular pleasure. Individuality

27 1hid., 221.
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and necessity are one, the law is the law of the heart. Individuality is not as
yet dislodged from its seat, and the unity of both has not yet been brought
about by the mediating agency of the individuality itself, has not yet been
achieved by discipline. The realization of the immediate undisciplined nature
passes for a display of excellence and for bringing about the well-being of

humanity.?*®

However, problems arise when this law takes the place of the laws of the
outside world. Despite the inability of the self, or humanity as a whole, to achieve its
aims by these old laws, the new laws eventually turn against the self as well, in that
what the self desires is in flux and so any system put in place that follows the desires
of any given self will have to be overturned when the desires change. When this
happens, this new system put in place by the self becomes the new enemy and must
itself be overturned. This is quite aside from the obvious reason for overturning the
“law of the heart,” i.e., that it functions as a “law of the heart” only for the individual
who comes up with it, that it is a law with its own rules which vary in detail from

person to person. If others are forced to live under a “law of the heart” which is not

their own and foreign to their interests, and which they did not come up with

themselves, this “law of the heart” will be viewed as no better than the pre-ethical

laws of the older order, one which must be overthrown in favor of a new “law of the

heart.”

The individual then, carries out the law of his heart. This becomes a universal
ordinance, and pleasure becomes a reality which absolutely conforms to law.
But, in this realization, the law has in fact escaped the individual; it directly
becomes merely the relation which was supposed to be got rid of...
Consequently, what the individual brings into being through the realization of
his law is not his law; on the contrary, since the realization is in principle his
own, but actually is for him an alien affair, what he brings about is merely the
entanglement of himself in the actual ordinance, an entanglement in it,
moreover, not as a superior power which is only alien to him, but one which is
hostile. By this act he places himself in, or rather posits himself as, the
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universal element of existent reality, and his act is supposed to have, even
according to his own interpretation, the value of a universal ordinance... The
individual has, by the principle of his action, determined the more precise way
in which the actual universality, to which he has attached himself, turns
against him. Consequently others do not find in this content the fulfiliment of
the law of their hearts, but rather, that of someone else; and, precisely in
accordance with the universal law that each shall find in what is law his own
heart, they turn against the reality he set up, just as he turned against theirs.
Thus, just as the individual at first finds only the rigid law, now he finds the
hearts of men themselves, opposed to his excellent intentions and
detestable.?*

When the self realizes that there is a contradiction both between its own wants
and its wants and the wants of others, rather than recognizing itself as the problem, it
places the problem with the system of laws established by the heart. The self
objectifies the new system, places it outside of itself, and explains that these laws are
a perversion and must be fought against. However, in essence, the self is really

fighting its own desires, which is a pattern which shall continue.

[Consciousness in the law of the heart] speaks of the universal order as a
perversion of the law of the heart and of its happiness, a perversion invented
by fanatical priests, gluttonous despots and their minions, who compensate
themselves for their own degradation by degrading and oppressing others, a
perversion which has led to the nameless misery of deluded humanity. In this,
its derangement, consciousness declares individuality to be the source of this
derangement and perversion, but one that is alien and accidental. It is the
heart or the individuality of consciousness that would be immediately
universal, that is itself the source of this derangement and perversion and the
outcome of its action is merely that its consciousness becomes aware of this
contradiction...This, its Notion, becomes by its own action its object; thus the
heart learns rather that its self is not real, and that its reality is an unreality. It
is therefore not an accidental alien individuality, but just this particular heart,
which in all its aspects is, in its own self, perverted and perverting.*®

Over the course of the battle the self eventually realizes that it, its own
subjective view, is its own enemy. Hegel refers to this state of being as the “unhappy

consciousness” in which the self is in recognition of its own contrasting desires: a

29 |pid., 223-4.
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“dual-natured contradictory being”*°" In the realization of this fact, and the failure of

the “law of the heart” — or what it has become, the law by which all obey only their

own desires, the chaotic “way of the world” — the self views individuality as the

enemy and so changes its way of living from the selfish “law of the heart” to the

hypothetical selfless law of virtue. Hegel describes the shift from the “law of the

heart” to virtue as follows:

The established laws are defended against the law of an individual, because
they are not an unconscious, empty, and dead necessity, but a spiritual
universality and Substance, in which those in whom this spiritual substance
has its actuality live as individuals, and are conscious of themselves; so that
even when they complain about this ordinance as if it went against their own
inner law, and maintain against it the opinions of the heart, they cling to it
with their hearts, as being their essential being; and, if this ordinance is taken
from them, or they place themselves outside it, they lose everything. Since it
is precisely in this that the reality and the power of public order consist, the
latter thus appears as the self-identical essence alive in everyone, and the
individuality appears as its form. But this ordinance is equally a
perversion...This shape of consciousness which, in the law, is aware of itself,
which knows itself in what is intrinsically true and good, not as an
individuality to be perverted and the source of perversion, and therefore
knows it must sacrifice the individuality of consciousness, this shape of
consciousness is virtue.>*

Now the new dichotomy becomes the self-less law of virtue and the selfish

“way of the world.” Virtue places itself as a hypothetical opposite to the existent,

selfish “way of the world.” So virtue is defined as nothing per se, only as the

negation of the “way of the world”: the sacrifice of individuality. But since virtue

only exists as the negation of something else, even the good which it intends to bring

about by the conquering of the previous system can only be known in that it is not the

“way of the world”: only through its rejection of subjectivism. So virtue itself then is

doomed to failure as it cannot be known in and of itself and is solely defined by its

other.

%1 1hid., 125.
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For the virtuous consciousness law is the essential moment, and individuality
the one to be nullified, and therefore both in its own consciousness as well as
in the ‘way of the world’... True discipline requires nothing less than the
sacrifice of the entire personality as proof that individual peculiarities are in
fact no longer insisted on. In this individual sacrifice, the individuality in the
‘way of the world’ is at the same time eradicated... It is from virtue now that
the universal is to receive its true reality by nullifying individuality, the
principle of the perversion. Virtue’s purpose is, by so doing, to reverse again
the perverted ‘way of the world’ and to make manifest its true essence. This
true essence is at first only implicit in the ‘way of the world’, only its in-itself
[an sich]; it is not yet actual, and consequently virtue only believes it. This
faith virtue proceeds to raise to sight, without, however, enjoying the fruits of
its labor of sacrifice. For in so far as it is an individuality, it is the activity of
the conflict it wages with ‘the way of the world’; but its aim and true nature is
to conquer the reality of the ‘way of the world’. The bringing into existence
of the good thus effected is thus the cessation of its activity or of the
consciousness of individuality.*®

Ultimately, being cannot take place in a state of non-being, and the removal of
individuality and experience cannot be a state of being in and of itself. This
conception of virtue cannot exist in a real world, but is only idealized. The “way of
the world” defeats this sense of virtue in that it has actuality and is based on
something per se. The “way of world” is now considered in a better light as it at least
represents actuality, and individuality. As it is through the growth of the individual
and the progression of the duality between subject and object that spirit is achieved, to
reject the individual entirely will not bring about this change, thus the empty sense of
virtue must be rejected. Bringing idealized good into the world through the negation

of being and individuality is impossible.***

Virtue is conquered by the ‘way of the world’ because its purpose is, in fact,
the abstract [removal of individuality], the unreal essence, and because its

%% Ipid., 229-30.

%% |t ought to be noted here that though this “virtue” may seem like a rejection of Hegel’s
predecessors’ views on the rejection of the self in favor of objectivity, it is not. Hegel’s “virtue” is very
specifically a rejection of individuality with nothing to put in its place, whereas duty and dignity and
the like entail either a quieting of the individual will in favor of the universal will, or an aligning of the
individual will with the universal will. In both cases the cause of the universal will is taken up, as a
positive existing entity, something real, rather than a negation of a real world order. As will be shown,
this is consistent with Hegel’s view of the ethical substance and spirit, whereas in “virtue” the positive
taking up of the cause of the universal will is absent.
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action as regards reality rests on distinctions which are purely nominal. It
wanted to consist in bringing the good into actual existence by the sacrifice of
individuality. The good was supposed to be that which has an implicit being,
and to be opposed to what is; but the in-itself, taken in its real and true sense,
is rather being itself. The in-itself is, in the first instance, the abstraction of
essence in contrast to reality; but an abstraction is precisely what is not true,
but exists only for consciousness, which means, however, that it is itself what
is called real; for the real is that which is essentially for an other, or is being.
The consciousness of virtue rests on this distinction between the in-itself and
being, a distinction which has no truth. The ‘way of the world’ was supposed
to be the perversion of the good because it had individuality for its principle;
only, individuality is the principle of the real world; for it is precisely
individuality that is consciousness, whereby what exists in itself exists equally
for an other, it does pervert the unchangeable, but it perverts it in fact from
the nothing of abstraction into the being of reality. Thus the ‘way of the
world’ triumphs over what, in opposition to it, constitutes virtue, triumphs
over that which is the essenceless abstraction of essence.*

In light of this failure, individuality itself and the actions taken by it are re-
examined. During the re-examination the self attempts to define the ideal as
something positive and real rather than merely conceptually as the opposite of
something real; and so enters the third stage of the Moral Progression. Hegel
describes this almost as a return to nature in that the self no longer desires anything in
actions but only wishes unification between his will and that of the world or
universality.

[IIn his actual world he [the self] can find nothing else but its unity with itself,

or only the certainty of himself in the truth of that world... This is the Notion

which consciousness forms of itself as an absolute interfusion of individuality
and being... In his work he has placed himself altogether in the element of
universality, in the indefinite expanse of being [bestimmtheitslosen Raum des

Seins].3%

The self makes two failed attempts at living by a real positive ideal before it succeeds
with the ethical substance. The first type of positive ideal the self imagines is

disinterestedness. The self attempts to abandon long term planning and wish

fulfillment by defining itself by its work [Werke] of the moment. Each moment is

35 1hid., 233-4.
36 1hid., 242.
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considered separately for this objective being; as a result, no attachment can be made
to any particular thing or event, as attachment is contingent upon causality, which is
ignored when each moment is observed or appreciated in isolation. Hegel refers to

this as the “heart of the matter” [die Sache selbst].

Consciousness is reflected out of its perishable work into itself, and preserves
its Notion and its certainty as what objectively exists and endures in face of
the experience and of the contingency of action. It experiences in point of fact
its Notion, in which reality is only a moment... it experiences it as a vanishing
moment, and reality therefore has for consciousness only the value of being as
such, whose universality is one with action. This unity is the true work, it is
the very heart of the matter [die Sache selbst] ... the interfusion of reality and
individuality.®’

However, the other side of the dichotomy, i.e., subjective interest, becomes involved
in the actions of others by passing judgment, with the self as a standard for good
actions on their actions. In this act of passing judgment, the self re-emerges saying in
essence, this action reminds me of myself, so I look on it favorably or vice versa. As
such the pretense of objectivity is lost.
In showing an interest in the work, it is enjoying its own self; and the work
which it censures is equally welcome to it for just this enjoyment of its own
action which its censure provides. Those, however, who think or pretend to
think that they have been deceived by this interference, wanted really
themselves to practice the same kind of deceit. They pretend that their action
and efforts are something for themselves alone in which they have only
themselves and their own essential nature in mind. However, in doing
something, and thus bringing themselves out into the light of day, they
directly contradict by their deed their pretence of wanting to exclude the glare
of publicity and participation by all and sundry.**®
When disinterestedness falls apart as a real positive ideal, Hegel moves next to
the ideal life: one which is led by blanket, seemingly obvious moral and ethical

statements. The self attempts to discover specific rigid moral and ethical laws by

which all people should live that would lead to an ethical community. This leads to

37 1hid., 246.
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its own problems as no community exists in a vacuum, so no ideal laws will be able to
be applied for all civilizations, which are each unique. Hegel brings up two such
possible laws to prove this point: the first relating to truth, the second to love. About

the first possibility Hegel says,

‘Everyone ought to speak the truth.” In this duty as expressed unconditionally,
the condition will at once be admitted: if he knows the truth... For speaking
the truth is made contingent on whether I can know it, and can convince
myself of it: and the proposition says nothing more than that a confused
muddle of truth and falsehood ought to be spoken just as anyone happens to
know, mean, and understand it.**

Again, truth as an ideal is good, but when it is required of real people despite their
knowledge and abilities, it can lead to more harm than good. So truth cannot be a
universal law. Hegel then describes the Christian law “love thy neighbor as thyself”
as essential to the ideal ethical community, but only if the state itself holds it as law.
He explains that if it is held only in interactions between individuals, the law, though
kind, will not lead to anything of lasting effect, and may do more harm than good.

Hegel continues:

Another celebrated commandment is: ‘Love thy neighbor as thyself’. It is
directed to the individual in his relationship with other individuals and asserts
the commandment as a relationship between two individuals, or as a
relationship of feeling. Active love - for love that does not act has no
existence and is therefore hardly intended here - aims at removing an evil
from someone and being good to him. For this purpose I have to distinguish
what is bad for him, what is the appropriate good to counter this evil, and
what in general is good for him; i.e. I must love him intelligently.
Unintelligent love will perhaps do him more harm than hatred. Intelligent
substantial beneficence is, however, in its richest and most important form the
intelligent universal action of the state - an action compared with which the
action of a single individual, as an individual, is so insignificant that it is
hardly worth talking about. The action of the state is moreover of so great a
power that, if the action of the individual were to oppose it, and either were
intended to be a downright, explicitly criminal act, or the individual out of
love for someone else wanted to cheat the universal out of its right, and its
share in the action, such an action would be altogether useless and inevitably

39 1hid., 254.
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frustrated. The only significance left for beneficence, which is a sentiment, is
that of an action which is quite single and isolated, of help in a situation of
need, which is as contingent as it is transitory.**°
The final stage is the inclusion of the self into the ethical substance or
community. Hegel uses the notion of love previously described as the basis for a real
community, and the individuals in it now exist as participating citizens. Their wills
are all unified in the universal will of the state or “individuality of the community,”
and are freed from sensuous individuality. They have a place in the ethical substance
and in the spirit as citizens, but not as individuals, or, as Hegel described to his friend
Niethammer in the language of Schelling: “[S]pirit is unity with itself in otherness.”*!!
Just as it was for his predecessors, the stepping stone for this unity between
individuality and citizenship is found in the will of the family, which Hegel describes
as the original “natural ethical community.”*!? Hegel explains in his Lectures on the
Philosophy of History that the family mutually surrender their individual personalities
to each other, for the betterment of the family; particularly in regard to the betterment
and education of the children. He then explains how this relationship should be used
as a model for an ethical state.
The Spirit of the Family - the Penates [gods of the storeroom/house] — form
one substantial being, as much as the Spirit of a People in the State; and
morality in both cases consists in a feeling, a consciousness, and a will, not
limited to individual personality and interest, but embracing the common
interests of the members generally. But this unity is in the case of the Family
essentially one of feeling; not advancing beyond the limits of the merely
natural. The piety of the Family relation should be respected in the highest

degree by the State; by its means the State obtains as its members individuals
who are already moral (for as mere persons they are not) and who in uniting

%19 bid., 255.
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to form a state bring with them the sound basis of the political edifice - the

capacity of feeling one with a Whole.**®

When this natural ethical state, family, is made the basis for the ethical state, the

mutual self-sacrifice to the state will make every member of the state not a tool to be

used, but an embodiment of the state as a whole. The unification of all, not just a

single individual, will exist in every soul. The self would then finally be in full
realization of its long history and would accept itself for its faults, while

simultaneously willing only for the community.

Because we suffer we acknowledge that we have erred. With this
acknowledgment there is no longer any conflict between ethical purpose and
actuality; it signifies the return to an ethical frame of mind, which knows that
nothing counts but right. But the doer thereby surrenders his own character
and the reality of his self, and has been ruined. His being consists in his
belonging to the ethical law, as his substance...The youth comes away from
the unconscious spirit of the family, and becomes the individuality of the
community.3*

The highest example of this giving of oneself or will over to the community is

achieved by the individual through death.

The deed [which is the act of embracing all of existence in the self] no longer
concerns the living but the dead, the individual who, after a long succession of
separate disconnected experiences, concentrates himself into a single
completed shape, and has raised himself out of the unrest of the accidents of
life into the calm of simple universality. But because it is only as a citizen
that he is actual and substantial, the individual, so far as he is not a citizen but
belongs to the family, is only an unreal impotent shadow. [real existence in
the ethical state comes only from being a citizen]... The universality which
the individual as such attains is pure being; death; it is a state which has been
reached immediately, in the course of nature, not the result of an action
consciously done...What nature did in the individual is that aspect in which
his development into a universal is exhibited as the movement of an
[immediate] existent [i.e. death]. This movement falls, it is true, within the
ethical community, and has this for its end; death is the fulfillment and the
supreme ‘work’ which the individual as such undertakes on its behalf.3*®

%13 G.W.F. Hegel. The Philosophy of History. trans. J. Sibree (Amherst: Prometheus Books, 1991), 42.
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Hegel goes into detail in his description of the coming-to-being of the first society
taking part in spirit: the community of Christ’s followers after the death of Christ.
The act of sacrifice for society, which Christ’s final action exemplified, became their
model for the spiritual society to come or “Kingdom of God.” Through the death of
Christ the society as a whole became reborn in the image of mutual sacrifice to spirit,
where every individual would follow that example for the benefit of spirit and the

ideal ethical community.

We may say that nowhere are to be found such revolutionary utterances as in
the Gospels; for everything that had been respected is treated as a matter of
indifference — as worthy of no regard... Its [the ethical community of Christ’s
followers] first realization was the formation by the friends of Christ, of a
Society — a Church... only after the death of Christ could the Spirit come upon
his friends; only then were they able to conceive the true idea of God, viz. that
in Christ man is redeemed and reconciled: for in him the idea of eternal truth
is recognized, the essence of man acknowledged to be Spirit; and the fact
proclaimed that only by stripping himself of his finiteness and surrendering
himself to pure self-consciousness, does he attain the truth. Christ — man as
man — in whom the unity of God and man has appeared, has in his death, and
his history generally, himself presented the eternal history of Spirit — a history
which every man has to accomplish himself [!], in order to exist as Spirit, or
to become a child of God, a citizen of his kingdom. The followers of Christ,
who live by this principle, with the spiritual life as their aim, form the Church,
which is the Kingdom of God.**

It is not merely the death of the individual that can lead to his inclusion or the
betterment of the ethical society. Hegel’s conception of death is as a positive force
for change; in fact, the betterment for society is only possible via death. He cites the
myth of the phoenix and compares this myth to the ever improving spirit whose
substance is the ethical state, explaining that the ethical state itself is driven higher
and higher to a purer and purer form, and this can only be achieved by the death of the

previous form.

%16 philosophy of History, 328.
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[C]hange while it imports dissolution, involves at the same time the rise of a
new life - that while death is the issue of life, life is also the issue of death.
This is a grand conception; one which the oriental thinkers attained, and
which is perhaps highest in their metaphysics. In the idea of Metempsychosis
we find it evolved in its relation to individual existence; but [this idea is more
well-known as] a myth of the Phoenix as a type of the Life of Nature;
eternally preparing for itself its funeral pile, and consuming itself upon it; but
so that from its ashes is produced the new, renovated, fresh life. Spirit —
consuming the envelope of its existence — does not merely pass into another
envelope, nor rise rejuvenescent from the ashes of its previous form; it comes
forth exalted, glorified, a purer spirit. It certainly makes war upon itself —
consuming its own existence; but in this very destruction it works up that
existence into a new form, and each successive phase becomes in its turn a
material [one], working on which it exalts itself to a new grade... As involved
with the conditions of mere nature — internal and external — it will indeed meet
in these not only opposition and hindrance, but will often see its endeavors
thereby fail; often sink under the complications in which it is entangled either
by Nature or by itself. But in such case it perishes in fulfilling its own destiny
and proper function, and even thus exhibits the spectacle of self-
demonstration as spiritual activity.*'’

It is in this sense that societies in the realm of spirit improve themselves and recreate
themselves anew. The world ends when a new spirit takes over a society, sometimes
called a “national spirit,”*'® and then is reborn from its own ashes better than it was
before. Hegel describes ethical virtue, the notion of sacrifice and ultimately death,
which instead of being a negation of something real, is itself something real in its
voluntary self-renunciation to the universal will or Spirit. This being has attained
complete consciousness of itself and the state into which it is sacrificing itself, and in
its act of sacrifice it improves the state. So what seems like repose in the individual
having attained the balance of his inner dualities is in fact another form of progression,
but now on the spiritual level, in respect of society as a whole.

The noble consciousness thus finds itself, in the judgment, confronting the

state power in such a way that the latter is, indeed, not yet a self, but only the

universal substance; it is however, conscious of being the essence of that

substance, its end and absolute content. Being so positively related to it, it
adopts a negative attitude to its own ends, to its particular content and

*17 philosophy of History. 72-3.
%18 See: Philosophy of History, 75-77.
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existence, and lets them vanish. This consciousness is the heroism of service,
the virtue which sacrifices the single individual to the universal, thereby
bringing this into existence - the person, one who voluntarily renounces
possessions and enjoyment and acts and is effective in the interests of the
ruling power...The sacrifice of existence which happens in the service of the
state is indeed complete when it has gone as far as death.*°
In these actions the individual follows the example that Hegel believes Christ set in
order to better the spiritual society as a whole.

The final stage of spirit is the “Spirit which recognizes itself as Spirit.”*?° It
can look at all of its previous stages of being and observe the path which made it into
a “self-comprehending totality”; a “universal Spirit.”*** It is this spirit which is in
actuality the World-Soul in recognition of itself, or in more religious language, the
plan of God; and it could be argued that it is at this point alone that striving ceases and
the self achieves a final pure repose: an absolute knowing of itself.

Hegel’s elaborated version of the Moral Progression is clear. The self begins
in natural instinctive living — stage 1. Then, through fear of death, the self moves in
the so called “law of the heart” which is characterized by the same selfishness as the
previous stage, except that now the self can make long-term plans to attain its goals —
stage 2. When the world created by this law devolves into contrary desires, both in
the case of the law and the faulty virtue which tries to remove the law, the self is
brought to a stage of disinclined objectivity or another version of natural living —
stage 3. This, in turn, is replaced by moral living, and the ethical substance in which
the individuality is silenced for the benefit of the state or, ultimately, Spirit — stage 4.
The highest example of this is the sacrifice of the individual for the benefit of the

whole [Spirit, etc...] as seen in Christ. This drive will move the ethical spiritual

society ever closer to the absolute. Death is not viewed as an end, but as a means for

%19 phenomenology of Spirit, 306-7.
%20 phenomenology of Spirit, 493; Philosophy of History, 78.
%21 philosophy of History, 78.



155

achieving something greater, a principle of positive change, for the ethical spiritual
society. Although Schopenhauer and Hegel believed they held diametrically
opposing viewpoints, in terms of the path of the individual, they essentially could

have been working together.
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Chapter 9. Goethe’s Faust

The impact of Faust on German culture and literature cannot be overestimated.
Since the publication of Faust. Ein Fragment in 1790, philosophers and literary
analysts have attempted to classify Faust’s progression using their own terminology.
Schelling uses Faust as an exemplification of his system of constant progress:
The spirit of the entire history of the world will find itself represented here in
this tragedy, should it ever be completed; the latter will prove a true image of
the life of humanity itself, effectively embracing the past, the present and the
future. Mankind has been idealized in the figure of Faust; he is the very
representative of humanity.*%
For Hegel, Faust’s position with Mephistopheles represents the initial state of being

from which humanity ought to progress. In the Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel

adapts Faust part I in the following stanza:

Es verachtet Verstand und Wissenschaft It despises intellect and science;

des Menschen allerhdchste Gaben The supreme gifts of man;
es hat dem Teufel sich ergeben It has given itself to the devil
und muf3 zu Grunde geh’n. And must perish.

And then he continues:

It plunges therefore into life and indulges to the full the pure individuality in
which it appears. It does not so much make its own happiness as straight
away take it and enjoy it. The shadowy existence of science, laws and
principles, which alone stand between it and its own reality, vanishes like a
lifeless mist which cannot compare to the certainty of its own reality. It takes
hold of life much as a ripe fruit is plucked, which readily offers itself to the
hand that takes it.*?®

The moral drawn by Schopenhauer from the sacrifice of Gretchen in the first part of

Faust has already been made clear.

%22 This passage from Schelling’s Lectures on Art in: Schelling, Samtliche Werke. 14 vols. (Stuttgart:
Augsburg, 1856-1861):V, 446, was translated in: Rudiger Bubner, The Innovations of Idealism. (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 256-7.

%23 phenomenology of Spirit. 218.
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Though many scholars and critics have tried to use Faust for their own ends
for their own agendas, equally many, counting Goethe himself among their number,
have tried to show that Faust cannot be understood through the guise of any one
philosophy. Once asked to cut through the foreign analyses and reveal the
fundamental concept behind the work, he replied:

The whole splendour of the poet’s task would be destroyed by revealing any
such thing. For the poet should not attempt to explain himself or provide
some careful analysis of his own compositions in terms of everyday prose. He
would cease to be a poet if he did so. The poet brings his creation into the
world; it is the task of the reader, the aesthetic theorist, the critic, to
investigate what he intended with these creations.***

It was left to later generations to relate the second part of Faust to
philosophical writings. By far the most popular comparison was that made between
the progression of Faust and that of Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit. Ernst Bloch
tried to do this by viewing both the dichotomy between Faust and Mephistopheles and
that between the two souls within Faust’s breast in the scene “Before the City Gate”
(. 1112-7) as the moving forces behind Faust’s progression. But this attempt was
also rejected.

There is no doubt whatsoever that Goethe denied his Faust any gradual

liberation from earthly entanglements or any ascent to the absolute through

the exercise of his own powers. And this effectively removes any real basis
for a serious comparison between Faust’s path through life and the movement
that animates Hegel’s Phenomenology.®*®
Thomas Mann, in his essay “Das Ewig-Weibliche,” called upon elements of Schiller’s
and Schelling’s characterization of art as a path to the spirit or the absolute to explain

the final lines of Faust. For Mann, the stillness found in the “Eternal Feminine” is

that which is achieved by art. More recently William Brown tried to do the same with

324 The Innovations of Idealism, 257.
%2 |bid., 262.
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the Schopenhauerian system, noting that Faust cannot be satisfied by the fulfilling of
desires but is in fact thereby brought to another new desire, and that reality is an
illusion, epitomized in Faust | by Faust’s false new appearance which Mephistopheles
gives him upon his looking into the mirror in the scene “Witches Kitchen,” as well as
Faust’s illusion that Gretchen is Helen, and in Faust Il by the system of paper money
that replaces gold, and the appearance of Helen and Faust’s consequent marriage and
child with her in Act I11. Only through the peeling away of the illusion is the truth
made plain: i.e. the realization that the world of the sensuous is a mere shadow to the
world of the spirit, the goal.**® These interpretations are convincing, not because
Faust is particularly Schillerian, Schellingian, or Schopenhauerian, but because those
elements are common to the work of most philosophers from this period.

Our discussion will be limited to a few moments in Faust of import
specifically for Faust’s moral progression to the exclusion of the tragedy of the Faust-
Gretchen love story, as this does not involve a progression for Faust, who is rather led
into it and away from it by his constant companion Mephistopheles. The moments
depicting changes in Faust’s moral progression are few in number as throughout most
of Faust the actual growth of Faust is nothing like Hegel’s conception of the soul;
Faust lives almost entirely in sensuous individuality.

Because of his deal with Mephistopheles, the only way that Faust will ever die

is if he grows content enough to ask a particular moment to linger.

Werd ich zum Augenblicke sagen: If to the moment | should say:
Verweile doch! Du bist so schon! Abide, you are so fair —

Dann magst du mich in Fesseln schlagen, Put me in fetters on that day,

Dann will ich gern zugrunde gehn! | wish to perish then, | swear.

Dann mag die Totenglocke schallen, Then let the death bell ever toll,
Dann bist du deines Dienstes frei, Your service done, you shall be free,

%26 William Brown. “Schopenhauer and Faust II” Postscript: Papers of the Philosophical Association of
the Carolinas. X1V (1997), 18, 21.
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Die Uhr mag stehn, der Zeiger fallen, The clock may stop, the hand may fall,
Es sei die Zeit fur mich vorbei! As time comes to an end for me.%*’
(Faust I: 1l. 1699-1706) (Kaufmann, 185)

So barring such a euphoric feeling, Faust will be immortal. The problem with
philosophically analyzing Faust’s character lies in this: if a fear of death is the only
way consciousness can move forward, as we have seen in the system of every
philosopher discussed, someone with no fear can never grow beyond basic
sensuousness. Another problem is the state of consciousness of Faust at the beginning
of Faust | particularly the sentiment in “Beyond the City Gates,” in which he explains
that his soul is divided in two parts. The recognition or consciousness of this duality
is something more common in the later stages of consciousness. Hegel described it as
the “unhappy consciousness” attained after the realization of the flawed “law of the
heart”. For Schiller this is the key realization before actions of grace can be
undertaken. About this duality, William Brown explains that it stems from an
aesthetically free consciousness:

Through this aesthetic anticipation he has freed himself from the bonds of

corporeal existence, and he steps beyond the illusions of the phenomenal

world: space, time, and individuality; he rejoins the deeper level of reality
hinted at throughout Faust, whether in the trappings of the Christian mythos
or the mysteries of the Mothers, thanks to his ability to overcome himself
aesthetically.?®

It is this same Faust who, it is revealed in the same scene, helped the poor while a

young man for no selfish gain. He took his needs as lesser than those of his society.

The old peasant explains to the audience:

Furwahr, es ist sehr wohl getan, Indeed, it is most kind of you
Dal3 Ihr am frohen Tag erscheint; That you appear this happy day;
Habt Ihr es vormals doch mit uns When evil days came in the past,

%27 The translations from Faust will be taken from Walter Kaufmann’s 1961 translation: Goethe’s
Faust: The original German and a New Translation and Introduction by Walter Kaufmann. (New
York: Anchor Books, 1961)

%28 «Schopenhauer and Faust I1,” 21.
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An bosen Tagen gut gemeint. You always helped in every way.

Gar mancher steht lebendig hier, And many stand here, still alive,

Den Euer Vater noch zuletzt Whom your good father toiled to wrest

Der heiRRen Fieberwut entrif3, From the hot fever’s burning rage

Als er der Seuche Ziel gesetzt. When he prevailed over the pest.

Auch damals Ihr, ein junger Mann, And you, a young man at that time,

Ihr gingt in jedes Krankenhaus, Made to the sick your daily round.

Gar manche Leiche trug man fort, While many corpses were brought out,

Ihr aber kamt gesund heraus, You always emerged safe and sound,

Bestandet manche harte Proben; And took these trials in your stride:

Dem Helfer half der Helfer droben. The Helper helped the helper here.
(Faust I: 1l. 993-1006) (Kaufmann, 137)

And after this sentiment is expressed, Faust shows that he wished he could do more,
by lamenting the inability of his father to come up with what Faust viewed as proper
medicine. Faust viewed his father as a tinkerer in potions, and so decried to Wagner
his inability to save more people and the frustration that comes with being praised for
something he does not feel he deserved.**® This shows not only consciousness of a
dual nature within him, but traces of being within an “ethical community.”

Faust also portrays his ability to observe and react to objects per se without
relation to himself in the first scene with Mephistopheles, “Study.” Faust catches
Mephistopheles and questions him; he asks for his name in several different ways in
order to decipher his characteristics. At first Mephistopheles claims to be a “part of
that force which would do evil evermore and yet creates good.”**° Then upon further
questioning he describes himself as the “spirit who negates. And rightly so, for all that
comes to be deserves to perish wretchedly.”®** But Faust catches him in his
inconsistency, saying: “You call yourself a part, yet whole you make your debut.”3*2
Mephistopheles cannot exist as a part of something and also represent the whole of

something. Faust’s dialogue is almost Socratic in this way: by asking questions, he

allows Mephistopheles to contradict himself. But in order to be Socratic Faust must

329 Faust I: 11. 1022-1055
330 Faust I: 1. 1336.

31 Faust I: 11. 1138-40
332 Faust I: 11. 1345
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be able to be a clear mirror for Mephistopheles’s words and not view Mephistopheles

through the prism of the self. He must be able to look on him per se. Humbled,

Mephistopheles offers this description:

Bescheidne Wahrheit sprech ich dir.

Wenn sich der Mensch, die kleine
Narrenwelt,

Gewohnlich fur ein Ganzes halt —

Ich bin ein Teil des Teiles, der anfangs
alles war

Ein Teil der Finsternis, die sich das
Licht gebar,

Das stolze Licht, das nun der Mutter
Nacht

Den alten Rang, den Raum ihr streitig
macht

Und doch gelingt’s ihm nicht, da es,
soviel es Strebt,

Verhaftet an den Korpern klebt.

Von Korpern stromt’s die Korper
macht es schon

Ein Korper hemmt’s auf seinem Gange;

So, hoff ich, dauert es nicht lange,

Und mit den Korpern wird’s zugrunde
gehn.

(Faust I: 11.1346-1358)

The modest truth | speak to you.

While man, this tiny world of fools,
is droll

Enough to think himself a whole,

| am part of the part that once
was everything,

Part of the darkness that gave
birth to light,

That haughty light that envies mother
night

Her ancient rank and place and would
be king—

Yet it does not succeed
however it contend,

It sticks to bodies in the end.

It streams from bodies, it lends
bodies beauty,

A body won't let it progress;

So it will not take long I guess,

And with the bodies it will perish, too.

(Kaufmann, 161)

Faust’s reaction is the truth that cuts through Mephistopheles’s subjective sentiment.

Where Mephistopheles decries the light's position above darkness, but explains that

the bodies which make up the light will eventually perish, so darkness will have the

last laugh, Faust sees the true kernel behind the statement and says, “I understand

your noble duty. Too weak for great destruction, you attempt it on a minor scale.

55333

Mephistopheles, further humbled, admits the accuracy of Faust’s statement by saying

that no matter what he does, how many people he is able to bring to the darkness,

there are always more, and he will never be able to get them all:

338 Faust I: I1. 1359-61
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Dem ist nun gar nichts anzuhaben: One cannot hurt them anyhow.

Wie viele hab ich schon begraben! How many | have buried now!

Und immer zirkuliert ein neues; Yet always fresh new blood will
frisches Blut. circulate again.

So geht es fort, man mochte Thus it goes on | could rage in despair!
rasend werden!

Der Luft, dem Wasser, wie der Erden From water earth and even air,

Entwinden tausend Keime sich, A thousand seeds have ever grown

Im Trocknen, Feuchten, Warmen, Kalten  In warmth and cold and drought and

mire!
Hatt ich mir nicht die Flamme vorbehalten, If I had not reserved myself the fire,
Ich héatte nichts Aparts fir mich. I should have nothing of my own
(Faust I: 11. 1370-8) (Kaufmann, 163)

Gone is the confidence of the “spirit that negates”. Faust has revealed the truth of his
lot to him. But in a final presentation of Faust’s ability to view objects outside of
himself objectively, he offers Mephistopheles advice on how to escape the

Teufelskreis in which Mephistopheles finds himself.

So setztest du der ewigen regen, And thus | see you would resist

Der heilsam schaffenden Gewalt The ever-live creative power

Die kalte Teufelsfaust entgegen, By clenching your cold devil’s fist

Die sich vergebens tiickisch ballt. Resentfully in vain you glower.

Was anders suche zu beginnen, Try something new and unrelated,

Des Chaos wunderlicher Sohn! Oh you peculiar son of chaos!
(Faust I: 11.1379-84) (Kaufmann, 163)

Mephistopheles then breaks off the debate, but not before noting that he will
consider [besinnen] his words next time they resume it. In this sequence Faust is able

to look upon Mephistopheles completely per se without reference to his will.®**

%34 But in another sense, Mephistopheles initial definition of himself as “part of that force which would
do evil evermore and yet creates good” foreshadows his eventual deconstruction by Faust and
realization of the impossibility and fruitlessness of his task. This line when placed against one of two
similar lines in Book 1 of Milton’s Paradise Lost, the line describing the lot of the powerful Leviathan:

So stretcht out huge in length the Arch-fiend lay
Chain'd on the burning Lake, nor ever thence
Had ris'n or heav'd his head, but that the will
And high permission of all-ruling Heaven

Left him at large to his own dark designs,

That with reiterated crimes he might

Heap on himself damnation, while he sought
Evil to others, and enrag'd might see

How all his malice serv'd but to bring forth
Infinite goodness, grace and mercy shewn
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So if Faust is to be viewed as a progressing consciousness of the kind
described in the above-discussed Moral Progression, his pre-deal behavior indicates a
stage three reflective being which would then move to stage four. But upon making
the deal with the devil, Faust regresses to stage one, an existence free from the fear of
death and the burden of knowledge, only interested in experiencing as much as
possible, and moving from one desire to the next. This state is perhaps best
exemplified by the last lines of Faust’s opening monologue, or dialogue with a silent
version of the earth spirit, in the scene “Wood and Cave.” As he turns from exalting
the Earth-spirit to his realization of the coming of his companion Mephistopheles, his
words mimic the regression which he made upon first entering into the bargain with
Mephistopheles. He begins the scene extolling the gift of the Earth-spirit which made
him see the world of nature objectively, and look upon himself with sober objective

self-reflection:

Erhabner Geist, du gabst mir, gabst Exalted Spirit, all you gave me, all
mir alles,
Warum ich bat. Du hast mir nicht That | have asked. And it was not in vain
umsonst
Dein Angesicht im Feuer zugewendet. That amid flames you turned your face
toward me.
Gabst mir die herrliche Natur zum You gave me royal nature as my own
Konigreich, dominion,
Kraft, sie zu fuhlen, zu genieBen. Nicht  Strength to experience her, enjoy her.
Not

On Man by him seduc't, but on himself
Treble confusion, wrath and vengeance pour'd.

reveals a surrender to or reconciliation with the fact, on the part of Mephistopheles in Faust that is not
present in Leviathan and elsewhere with the creatures at Lucifer’s table in Book 1, that what the
creatures associated with evil will in their effort to go against the will of God ultimately is in line with
that same will of God. Neither Leviathan nor the other creatures are at all reconciled to this fact as
Leviathan is “enrag’d” at “how all his malice serv’d but to bring forth infinite goodness”. So Goethe
begins Mephistopheles’ self-examination with a concession not found in his Miltonian predecessor,
from which Faust’s deconstruction of Mephistopheles is made possible.

But such a deconstruction is found nowhere in the opera literature based on Faust. This sequence
ought to be compared to the equivalent passages in the operas by Berlioz, Boito, and Gounod. In the
Berlioz and Gounod, Faust is overcome and describes his reaction to seeing Mephistopheles, and
describes what Mephistopheles can do for him. In the Boito, Faust asks the same questions of
Mephistopheles, but lacks the insight into the true nature of the creature.



Kalt staunenden Besuch erlaubst du nur,

Vergonnest mir, in ihre tiefe Brust

Wie in den Busen eines Freunds zu
schauen.

Du fuhrst die Reihe der Lebendigen

Vor mir vorbei und lehrst mich meine
Briider

Im stillen Busch, in Luft und Wasser
kennen.

Und wenn der Sturme im Walde braust
und knarrt,

Die Riesenfichte, stlirzend, Nachbaréaste

Und Nachbarstdamme quetschend
niederstreift

Und ihrem Fall dumpf hohl der Hugel
donnert,

Dann fuhrst du mich zur sichern Hohle,
zeigst

Mich dann mir selbst, und meiner eignen
Brust

Geheime tiefe Wunder 6ffnen sich.

Und steigt vor meinem Blick der reine
Mond

Besanftigend heruiber, schweben mir

Von Felsenwanden, aus dem feuchten
Busch

Der Vorwelt silberne Gestalten auf

Und lindern der Betrachtung strenge Lust.

(Faust I: 11. 3217-39)
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The cold amazement of a visit only
You granted me, but let me penetrate
Into her heart as into a close friend’s.

You lead the hosts of all that is alive

Before my eyes, teach me to know my
brothers

In quiet bushes and in air and water.

And when the storm roars in the wood
and creaks,

The giant fir tree, falling, hits and
smashes

The neighbor branches and the
neighbor trunks,

And from its hollow thud the mountain
thunders,

Then you lead me to this safe cave and
show

Me to myself, and all the most profound

And secret wonders of my breast
are opened.

And when before my eyes the pure
moon rises

And passes soothingly, there float to me

From rocky cliffs and out of dewy
bushes

The silver shapes of a forgotten age,

And soften meditation’s somber joy.

(Kaufmann, 311-3)

This is the state in which Faust found himself without Mephistopheles: third stage

self-awareness and objective perception of the world around him moving toward the

fourth stage. But then the thought of his necessary companion returns to him, along

with the realization of his own regression.

O dall dem Menschen nichts
Vollkommnes wird,

Empfind ich nun. Du gabst zu
dieser Wonne,

Die mich den Géttern nah und
néher bringt,

Mir den Gefahrten, den ich schon
nicht mehr

Entbehren kann, wenn er gleich kalt

Alas, that man is granted
nothing perfect,
I now experience. With this happiness

Which brings me close and closer
to the gods,
You gave me the companion whom I can

Forego no more, though with cold
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und frech impudence

Mich vor mir selbst erniedrigt und He makes me small in my own eyes
zu Nichts and changes

Mit einem Worthauch deine Gaben Your gifts to nothing with a few words’
wandelt. breath.

Er facht in meiner Brust ein wildes Feuer  He kindles in my breast a savage fire
Nach jenem schonen Bild geschéftigan.  And keeps me thirsting after that fair

image.
So tauml’ich von Begierde zu GenuB, Thus I reel from desire to enjoyment,
Und im GenuB verschmacht ich nach And in enjoyment languish for desire.
Begierde.
(Faust I: 11 3240-50) (Kaufmann, 313)

To solidify the point that this passage is meant to represent the transition in
microcosm from pre-Mephistophelian to Mephistophelian Faust, Mephistopheles
offers this rebuke to Faust, criticizing his continued existence in his former state of

being and consciousness, saying:

Habt Ihr nun bald das Leben gnug Have you not led this life quite long
gefiihrt? enough?
Wie kann’s Euch in die Lange freuen? How can it keep amusing you?
Es ist wohl gut, dal man’s einmal It may be well for once to try such
probiert; stuff
Dann aber wieder zu was Neuen! But then one turns to something new.**®
(Faust I: 1I. 3251-4) (Kaufmann, 313)

This was Faust’s previous state before Mephistopheles, and now he must degenerate
to the state of Mephistophelian control.®* Faust laments that under the influence of
Mephistopheles he is caught in a circle of desires which upon being fulfilled lead only
to further desires: i.e. Faust is caught in the first stage of our Moral Progression. This

does not bode well for a philosophical analysis such as we have observed hithertofore.

%35 Compare this line to Faust’s rebuke to Mephistopheles in their first scene together where Faust tells
him that he should try something new, i.e., Faust, according to Mephistopheles, is in his own
Teufelskreis.

8 This notion of Mephistopheles wresting back control of Faust in this scene is borrowed from Erich
Heller. I disagree, however, with his final conclusion which states that Mephistopheles saves him from
losing the wager and being satisfied by the moment of communion with nature by interrupting him,
because Faust clearly says in lines Faust |: 3241-2 that what he feels from this communion brings him
close and closer (nah und naher) to the gods. This is not stagnation in a happy moment, but striving for
a moment which he sees coming nearer and nearer, but which is not yet reached. He is in no danger of
losing the bet through this act of communion. See: Erich Heller. The Disinherited Mind: Essays in
Modern German Literature and Thought (London: Bowes and Bowes, 1971), 56-8.
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Let it be said, then, that he made this regression, but still retained memories of
his character and self before the deal, and so a return to the third stage of the Moral
Progression would be unnecessary and redundant for him. Returning to what he had
already done would be tantamount to asking the moment to tarry, so he does not
return to that stage. What then is the moment when Faust progresses again; that
moment when fear is instilled in order to allow progress? Goethe gives us such a
moment quite literally by introducing to Faust the spirit Care-Fear [Sorge] in Faust II:
Act V; “Midnight.” Of her three sisters, Need [Not], Guilt [Schuld], and Want
[Mangel], he is receiving what he needs from Mephistopheles, guilt has no place in
the first stage of consciousness and without fear, and Faust wants for nothing because
of his deal with Mephistopheles, and so none of them is able to enter Faust’s room
and affect him. It is only Care who can enter, the feeling which begins

consciousness’s progression towards morality.®*” She explains her power to Faust:

Auf dem Pfaden, auf der Welle, On the road and on the sea,

Ewig angstlicher Geselle, Ever anxious company,

Stets gefunden, nie gesucht Always found and always nursed,

So geschmeichelt wie verflucht. — Never sought, and always cursed.

Hast du die Sorge nie gekannt? Is Care a Force you've never faced?
(Faust 11: 11.11427-32) (Kaufmann, 459)

Faust then explains that he had never felt Care:

Ein jed Gellst ergriff ich bei den Haaren, Whatever | might crave, | laid my hand

on,
Was nicht gentigte, lieB ich fahren, What would not do, | would abandon,
Was mir entwischte, lief3 ich ziehn. And what escaped, | would let go.

Ich habe nur begehrt und nur vollbracht | would only desire and attain,

%37 A similar point is made in Albrecht Schone’s commentary on Faust II. Citing Schopenhauer and
the fact that his writings were known to Goethe by the time he was writing this section, Schéne
includes Sorge among the feelings which bring about a change in consciousness along with Not (Want-
Need), and Mangel (Guilt) and so makes at least a parallel — if not proposing a direct point of influence
— between Goethe and Schopenhauer, linking Faust’s transformation in this scene and Schopenhauer’s
“Will-to-live” i.e. the second stage of Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and Representation. But as
we have observed, these ideas, particularly in this context the idea that there is a change in
consciousness which is brought about by need-want and care-fear, go beyond Schopenhauer
specifically and were used by nearly everyone discussed above. (Johann Wolfgang Goethe. Faust:
Kommentare. (Frankfurt am Main: Insel Verlag, 2003), 773.



Und abermals gewunscht
(Faust 11: 11.11434-8)
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And wish for more,
(Kaufmann, 459)

Faust ends this thought by saying that he does not concern himself with the unknown,

saying of it:

Nach driiben ist die Aussicht uns
verrannt;

Tor, wer dorthin die Augen blinzelnd
richtet

Sich uber Wolken seinesgleichen dichtet!

(Faust 11: 11.11441-4)

But into the beyond we cannot see;

A fool that squints and tries to pierce
those shrouds,
And would invent his like above the
clouds.
(Kaufmann, 459)

In other words, the world beyond death with which the person with fear concerns

himself, the world which is based on what is not empirically given, is not his concern,

being in the stage of consciousness without fear of death. Care then responds by

explaining what people can achieve, as well as what haunts them, after she has

enveloped them. Her first line makes this clear: “He whom | have conquered could

own the world and not feel good.”**® One who only experiences the world, like Faust,

cannot own the world; only one capable of planning for the future, to secure

themselves for the future, can do that, which is the stage of consciousness which

consistently follows the sensuous stage in the Moral Progression. Care continues by

once again stressing the misery of someone enveloped in care who is constantly

planning for the future to stave off death, and so is never able to enjoy himself:

Ewiges Dustre steigt herunter,
Sonne geht nicht auf noch unter,
Bei vollkommen &uf3ern Sinnen
Wohnen Finsternisse drinnen,
Und er weil3 von allen Schatzen
Sich nicht in Besitzt zu setzen.
Glick und Ungluck wird zur Grille,
Er verhungert in der Fulle;

Sei es Wonne, sei es Plage,
Schiebt er’s zu dem andern Tage,
Ist der Zukunft nur gewartig,

38raust 11: 11, 11453-4

Gloom surrounds him without end.
Sun shall not rise nor descend;
Though his senses all abide,
Darkness now dwell inside,

And though he owned every treasure,
None should give him any pleasure;
Luck and ill luck turn to anguish,

In his plenty he must languish;

Be it rapture or dismay,

He will wait another day,

Worry lest the future vanish,



Und so wird es niemals fertig.
(Faust I1: 11.11455-66)
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And so he can never finish.
(Kaufmann, 459-61)

After Faust spurns Care’s attempts to frighten him, her next litany describes the

inability to make decisions when under her spell. This is consistent with the

inconsistency of desires and their contradictory nature echoing the sentiment of Hume,

Kant, et al. at this stage of consciousness: “We do not know what will make us happy

or what we want.”

Soll er gehen, soll er kommen?
Der EntschluB ist ihm genommen;
Auf gebahnten Weges Mitte
Wankt er tastend halbe Schritte,
Er verliehrt sich immer tiefer,
Siehet alle Dinge schiefer,
Sich und andre lastig drtickend,
Atem holend und erstickend;
Nicht erstickt und ohne Leben,
Nicht verzweifelnd, nicht ergeben.
So ein unaufhaltsam Rollen,
Schmerzlich Lassen, widrig Sollen,
Bald Befreien, bald Erdriicken,
Halber Schlaf und schlecht Erquicken
Heftet ihn an seine Stelle
Und bereitet ihn zur Holle.

(Faust 11: 11.11471-86)

Should he go or should he come?

All decision has grown numb;

In the midst of well-paved places

He reels groping in half places.

As he sinks and is more thwarted,

Everything grows more distorted;

Burdening himself and others,

Breathing deeply he yet smothers;

Not quite smothered not quite dead,

Not resigned but fool of dread.

Ceaselessly he alternates —

Yields, resenting; must, but hates;

Liberated then enmeshed,

Barely sleeping, unrefreshed,

He is pinned down in his cell

And prepared to go to hell.
(Kaufmann, 461)

Again Faust refuses to recognize her power, and then Care curses him with it, and

curses him with blindness until death. But Faust’s reaction to having this sensuous

faculty taken away from him, i.e., making it impossible for him to live purely

experientially in the world, is surprisingly positive. With care he is now capable of

conscious growth. For the first time since the deal with Mephistopheles he is capable

of planning and creating something without having experienced it before. This is the

“brilliant light” of which he speaks. He gathers his servants together to irrigate the

swamp land as they perform his will. He is now capable of grand plans for an

ultimate purpose independent of the sensuous, ever-shifting and ever-fulfilled
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In short, Faust has now moved to the

second stage of consciousness in the Moral Progression. He says upon being blinded:

Die Nacht scheint tiefer tief
hereinzudringen,
Allein im Innern leuchtet helles Licht;

Was ich gedacht, ich eil es zu vollbringen;

Des Herren Wort, es gibt allein Gewicht.

Vom Lager auf, ihr Knechte! Mann fur
Mann!

LaRt glicklich schauen, was ich kiihn
ersann.

Ergreift das Werkzeug, Schaufel riihrt
und Spaten!

Das Abgesteckte muR sogleich geraten.

Auf strenges Ordnen, raschen Fleil3

Erfolgt der allerschonste Preis;

Dal3 sich das grofite Werk vollende,

Gendlgt ein Geist flr tausend Hande.
(Faust 11: 11.11499-11510)

Deep night now seems to fall more
deeply still,

Yet inside me there shines a
brilliant light;

What | have thought I hasten to fulfill:

The master’s word alone has real might.

Up from your straw, my servants!
Every man!

Let happy eyes behold my daring plan.

Take up your tools, stir shovel now
and spade!

What has been staked out must at once
be made.

Precise design swift exercise

Will always win the fairest prize;

To make the grandest dream come true,

One mind for thousand hands will do.

(Kaufmann, 463)

Finally, as his men work to achieve what his will had thought, his final lines describe

the future dream for which this land will be used. The dream is one of freedom. He

dreams of a time when he is gone and people will be able to live on his land as equals;

“With free men on free ground their freedom share”: living toward a common goal,

“A common will fills gaps and checks its course.” His final lines are as follows:

Er6ffn’ ich R&ume vielen Millionen,

Nicht sicher zwar, doch tatig-frei zu
wohnen

Grun das Gefilde, fruchtbar; Mensch
und Herde

Sogleich behaglich auf der neusten Erde,

Gleich angesiedelt an des Higels Kraft,

Den aufgewélzt kiihn-emsige
Volkerschaft.

Im Innern hier ein paradiesisch Land,

Da rase drauf3en Flut bis auf zum Rand,

Und wie sie nascht, gewaltsam

For many millions | shall open regions

To dwell, not safe, in free and active
legions.

Green are the meadows, fertile; and
in mirth

Both men and herds live on this newest
earth,

Settled along the edges of a hill

That has been raised by bold men’s
zealous will.

A veritable paradise inside,

Then let the dams be licked by raging
tide;

And as it nibbles to rush in with force,
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einzuschielen,

Gemeindrang eilt, die Licke zu A common will gaps and checks its
verschlie3en course.

Ja! Diesem Sinne bin ich ganz ergeben, This is the highest wisdom that | own,

Das ist der Weisheit letzter Schlul: The best that mankind ever knew:

Nur der verdient sich Freiheit wie das Freedom and life are earned by those
Leben, alone

Der téaglich sie erobern muRB. Who conquer them each day anew.

Und so verbringt, umrungen von Gefahr,  Surrounded by such danger, each one

thrives,

Hier Kindheit, Mann und Greis sein Childhood, manhood, and age lead
tlichtig Jahr. active lives.

Solch ein Gewimmel mdchte ich sehn, At such a throng | would fain stare,

Auf freiem Grund mit freiem Volke stehn. With free men on free ground their
freedom share.

Zum Augenblicke dirft’ ich sagen: Then, to the moment | might say:
Verweile doch, du bist so schon! Abide you are so fair!

Es kann die Spur von meinen Erdetagen  The traces of my earthly day
Nicht in Aonen untergehn. — No aeons can impair.

Im Vorgefuhl von solchem hohen Gliick  As | presage a happiness so high,
Geniel? ich jetzt den hochsten Augenblick. | now enjoy the highest moment.
(Faust 11: 11.11563-86) (Kaufmann, 467-9)

Faust’s highest moment is the vision of a society of happy free people living
under a common universal will, which will occur after his death, and for which he
would be glad to die. The only quirk in sentiment comes from the line, “Nicht sicher
zwar, doch tétig-frei zu wohnen.” This might not seem at first to be consistent with
the happiness Goethe prizes, but as Steinhauer mentions,

The activity is not for selfish ends; it provides opportunity for others to be

active. There must be freedom (the word is used four times in this one

passage), but a freedom that is fought for. Faust dreams of making life

comfortable for millions; but he does not wish to supply them with a

stagnating security; hence danger will be ever present, to be overcome by

courage and enterprise. Such an ideal, says Faust, could make one content
with life.%*

%9 Harry Steinhauer “Faust’s Pact with the Devil” Modern language Association of America 7 (1956),
197. In addition to this meaning there is a notion here consistent throughout the Moral Progression, but
particularly as formulated by Hegel and Schopenhauer, ironically enough, the two philosophers Goethe
was physically acquainted with. Both stress that morality or pure objectivity in the final stage of their
versions of the Moral Progression is not merely attained, but needs to be constantly reattained in order
for it to have any worth.
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In this way life is to continue its constant striving even in the contented society or
ethical whole which Faust believes will be created by his death. This sentiment
represents the fourth stage of the Moral Progression. Faust dreams of relinquishing
his will to the universal and desires only the happiness of others. So for Faust, the
progression is in part not consistent with the other systems discussed, but then Faust is
a different kind of character. He begins the drama in the third stage of development,
always being one to avoid the sensuous, then regresses to the first stage: the purely
sensuous. He is brought to the second stage by Care and begins to will something
new, and then skips over the already-traversed third stage and moves directly to self-
renunciation for the betterment of a state. Despite Faust’s less travelled path, the
stops along the way are still the same, and it is clear that Goethe had this progression

in mind when writing Faust 11.3%

%40 1t is important to realize that Faust I1 is filled with self-renunciation for the betterment of others,
primarily in the guise of Wagner’s homunculus who by his act of sacrifice at the end of Act Il enables
Faust to be with his desired Helen in Act I11 — the last great desire he had prior to his newly formed
idea attained after his encounter with Sorge. In the homunculus’s desire to attain being he gives up his
present condition of creative impulse, and is transformed into the spirit of Eros which can offer Faust
what he wants the most. The homunculus relinquishes its will, and in its last act in its present state
creates the possibility for love between Helen and Faust. (See: Faust, a Tragedy: An Authoritative
Translation, Interpretive Notes, Contexts, Modern Criticism. trans. Walter Arndt. (New York: W.W.
Norton, 2001), 240, footnote 8.) Helen herself also gives up her life with Faust so that he may abandon
unreal existence and stagnation in fantasy, and thus allow Faust to continue to progress and act. So by
the end of the Act she dissipates back into the unreal state from whence she came, willing her own end,
for Faust’s betterment. The final scene of Faust again stresses the notions of constant progress, and
sacrifice for the benefit of others, as we see Faust’s soul and the souls of unborn pure children wrapped
together. Faust is giving of himself for their betterment, and they of theirs for his. So to weigh in on
an old debate, it is the striving that saves him, and his deed of self-renunciation which he continues
after death for the souls of the unborn children: “Whoever strives with all his power we are allowed to
save.” (1. 11936-7) It is not the love of Gretchen alone, as Hans VVaget among others seem to hold, that
releases Faust’s soul from bondage. (Vaget: “Strategies for Redemption: Der Ring des Nibelung and
Faust” in Wagner in Retrospect ed. Leroy Shaw, Nancy Cirillo, and Marion Miller. (Amsterdam:
Rodopi, 1987), 93.)
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Chapter 10. Ludwig Feuerbach

In the wake of Hegel, for a time in the 1830’s and 40’s Feuerbach became one
of the most famous and discussed philosophers in Europe. Using Hegel’s notions of
the spiritual state and constant progress brought about through inherently dialectically
opposing forces, Feuerbach sought to show that the Christian God was ultimately
redundant and unnecessary if one followed the teachings of Christ. This was perhaps
most clearly expounded in his Essence of Christianity (1841),%*! but it is a common
element in all of his work dating back as early as Thoughts on Death and Immortality
(1828). In these works, he separates himself from the previous generation of
philosophers, that which proceeded from Kant, by removing the spiritual from the
progression of consciousness. In its stead he substitutes the notion of love,
specifically Christian love. Rather than observing the growth of the human
consciousness through its actions, Feuerbach limits his observations on this growth to
the conscious conception of God at various stages of development, and the self’s
reaction thereto: in short he offers a history of man’s relationship with God.

The startling result of this search is that the final stage of religious
development is atheism. The most sincere Christian, he claims, who follows the
doctrine to the letter, is an atheist. Beginning with the Christian doctrines and Hegel’s
dialectical method, Feuerbach explains that by God’s own decree, He is of less import
than humanity as a whole. Christ’s sacrifice on the cross emphasizes the placement of
love of man above that of God, as Christ died for the benefit of man. So in fact God

worships man. From this position Feuerbach returns to Spinoza and shows that as

%41 Wagner described this work as not containing anything new, but as a good summary of Feuerbach’s
thought, in his letter to Rockel from June 8, 1853. In English see: Richard Wagner’s Letters to August
Rdckel. trans. Eleanor Sellar. (London: Simpkin, Marshall, Hamilton, Kent & Company, 1897), 63-64.
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God worships the earthly, man himself is divine, as is all that is earthly. Thus God is
only necessary in His ability to bring about the realization in man that He is
unnecessary.>* It is based on this conclusion that Feuerbach tends to be labelled a
“materialist” by critics and scholars, and the label is not wholly without merit, though
it limits the impact Feuerbach’s philosophy can be supposed to have by examining
only his final conclusion. Here his entire path will be examined.

Since Feuerbach primarily examines humanity in its relationship with God, a
relationship that only appears in the second stage of the Moral Progression, he rarely
discusses humanity before it has a conception of God. But when this pre-God
consciousness is brought up it focuses on the same tropes associated with the first
stage of the Moral Progression. Particularly prevalent in Feuerbach is that the self at
this stage is incapable of viewing objects as independent of itself. All objects appear
to the self as representations of objects given substance by the self alone; or as
Feuerbach says, “Men first see objects only as they appear to them not as they are...
they [Men] posit their own essence in them and do not differentiate the object from
the conception of it.” 3** For Feuerbach, a consciousness at this stage, then, associates
itself with the objects it perceives, not yet separating itself from them.>**

The change comes from the inclusion of two concepts into the self: fear and

love. According to Feuerbach, fear initially stems from the observation that actions

%2 |Ludwig Feuerbach. Essence of Christianity. [1841] trans. George Eliot. (New York: Harper, 1957),
53-4. Van Austin Harvey: Feuerbach and the Interpretation of World Religion (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1995), 47-8.

3 Ludwig Feuerbach. Principles of the Philosophy of the Future. [1843] trans. Manfred Vogel. (New
York: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1966), 60, para 43.

%44 «Before becoming conscious of himself, that is, before his consciousness acquires a reflexive
relationship to itself, man exists outside himself, or his consciousness is absorbed by the object... man’s
self-consciousness is his consciousness of the object. One knows the man by the object which reflects
his being; the object lets his being appear to you; the object is his manifest being, his true objective ego.
This is true not only of intellectual but also of sensuous objects. Anything that is an object of a man’s
consciousness, whether actual or possible, concrete or abstract, close by or farthest removed, expresses
his being.” (Zawar Hanfi “An Introduction” from The Fiery Brook: Selected Writings of Ludwig
Feuerbach. trans. Zawar Hanfi. (New York: Anchor Books, 1974), 22.)
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occur in the world which are independent of the self or occur in the not-I. This is the
key to consciousness.**®> These actions would seem to be in contradiction to an action
of the self, and would then seem to occur in nature, i.e., somewhere in the world of
objects outside the self. The realization of this is the realization of limits: limits to the
power of the will and to the life of the self. For Feuerbach this is the crucial moment
in which real life begins; the realization that life ends.>*® How humanity deals with
this realization is what interests Feuerbach. In the moment of this realization all
striving begins, thus this moment is Feuerbach’s version of the second stage of the
Moral Progression. The self’s new existence becomes one of suffering: a positive
forward step in consciousness which one could liken to Hegel’s “unhappy
consciousness,” among other concepts.
Where there is no limit, no time, and no need, there is also no quality, no
energy, no spirit, no fire, and no love. Only that being which suffers from
need [Notleidend] is the necessary [Notwendig] being. Existence without
need is superfluous existence. Whatever is absolutely free from needs has no
need of existence. Whether it is or is not is indifferent — indifferent to itself
and indifferent to others. A being without need is a being without ground.
Only that which can suffer deserves to exist. Only that being which abounds
in pain is a divine being. A being without suffering is a being without being.
A being without suffering is nothing but a being without sensuousness,
without matter.**’
Out of this suffering, egoism takes over. The self had previously thought that it was
in control of the universe, but now, knowing it is not, it wishes to gain control of the
universe. In order to do this, the self first rejects nature, now viewed as “blind and

59348

deaf to the desires and wants of men. Then the self posits a way to remove its

%> philosophy of the Future, 52, para 33.

¥ See: “Death is not only the real and true end of your existence, but also the true and real beginning
and ground of your existence. For your existence is possible only together with the condition of
death... Death is the presupposed and preceding condition of your existence. As you depart from
existence in death, so you enter existence only in death. Is not the end of something always its true
beginning?” (Ludwig Feuerbach. Thoughts on Death and Immortality. [1830] trans. James Massey.
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980), 42).

$47 «preliminary Thesis on a reform of philosophy” [1843] in The Fiery Brook, 163.

%8 ectures on Religion, 202.
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suffering by hypothesising a being above limitations and above nature who could
fulfill its desires: God. Abstract unsympathetic nature is exchanged for a sympathetic

God.

Egoism is the natural self-love that spurs human beings on to satisfy and
develop all the impulses and tendencies without whose satisfaction one neither
is nor can be a complete person...It fastens onto whatever can alleviate its
dependence and save the self from death... A God is a being who fulfills
man’s desires. And the most heartfelt desire is the desire not to die, the desire
of all desires... Impelled by his instinct for self-preservation, he transforms his
desire into a being capable of granting it, a being with human eyes to see his
tears, [and] human ears to hear his complaints. For nature can not grant his
desire, nature is not a personal being. [It has] no heart [and] is blind and deaf
to the desires and wants of men.**

Thus religion begins on the back of self-interest and fear of death.>*°

In true Hegelian fashion,*** Feuerbach then describes God in terms of not-man
and not-nature. Where nature was impersonal, God would be personal; where man
would be something limited or mortal, God would be unlimited and immortal. But
when God is posited as such he becomes the representation of all the wants of man.
Everything that man is denied, he places in God. God then is the consciousness to the

self-consciousness that is man.

God is the manifestation of man’s inner nature, his expressed self; religion is
the solemn unveiling of man’s hidden treasures, the avowal of his innermost
thoughts, the open confession of the secrets of his love. But if religion, i.e., the
consciousness of God, is characterized as the self-consciousness of man, this
does not mean that the religious man is directly aware that his consciousness
of God is his self-consciousness, for it is precisely the absence of such an
awareness that is responsible for the peculiar nature of religion. Hence in
order to eliminate this misunderstanding, it would be better to say that religion
is the first, but indirect, self-consciousness of man... Man transposes his
essential being outside himself before he finds it within himself... Man is seen
to have worshipped his own essence.

9 | ectures on Religion, 202, 269. Harvey, 176-180.

%0 Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 20. Lectures on Religion, 33. “Man’s tomb is the sole birth
place of the gods.” And; Harvey. The Interpretation of World Religion, 174.

1 Also Fichte and Schelling, but as was mentioned, Hegel is best known for the dialectic format.
%2 «Introduction to Essence of Christianity” in The Fiery Brook, 109-10.
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Through God or man’s self-consciousness, man can achieve every dream,
every whim: but this comes at a cost, and that cost is abiding by the rules of religion.
In religion there is a shift from ordinary theology to speculative theology or
philosophy. The God of ordinary theology is, for Feuerbach, an indefinite being that

has as its own wants and desires, the wants and desires of man. Feuerbach continues:

God creates things that are apart from him, relates himself to himself and
other beings that exist apart from him, loves and thinks himself and other
beings at the same time. In short, man transforms his thoughts and even his
emotions into thoughts and emotions of God, his essence and his viewpoint
into the essence and viewpoint of God... [He] is self-contradictory, for he is
supposed to be a non-human and superbeing; yet in truth he is — according to
all his determinations — a human being.

However the God of religion or speculative philosophy holds the exact opposite
position: God does not want what man wants, God wants the opposite of what man

wants.

God [in speculative philosophy] is in contradiction to man; he is supposed to
be the essence of man, at least of reason, and yet in truth he is a non-human
and superhuman, that is, abstracted being. In ordinary theology, the
superhuman God is only imaginary, an edifying cliché and a toy of fantasy; in
speculative philosophy, on the other hand, he is truth and bitter seriousness.
The severe contradiction in which speculative philosophy became involved
was caused only by the fact that it made God — who in theism is only a being
of fantasy, a far-removed, indefinite, and cloudy being — into a present and
definite being, thus destroying the elusive charm that a being far removed has
in the blue haze of the imagination.®**

Once speculative philosophy took over, God had to become something
specific and could no longer remain in the domain of wonder with his role as simple
wish-granter, but had to have an origin and a purpose; and so speculative philosophy

found a way to define its God’s characteristics as the negation of everything human.

%3 principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 11, para 8.
%4 Ibid., 11-12, para 8.
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God is pure spirit, pure essence, and pure action, without passion external
determination, sensation or matter. Speculative philosophy is the pure spirit
and pure activity realized as an act of thought — the absolute being as absolute
thought.>*®
They have created a “real being” from the “blue haze of the imagination” and the
“real being” represents the not-I or self-consciousness to the | or consciousness of the
self.

The initial gain for creating such a being is that when God is made real, so are
the benefits he brings. In this sense, speculative philosophy created the ability to live
forever and achieve everything by believing in a real God. When God becomes a
personal God so the goals of the self can be achieved, and therefore is working toward
the same goals as the self, the self with its God extension becomes the totality or the
absolute: being both I and not-I; this totality, however, is under the influence of the
subjective personal will. The personal will, now found in God, can achieve every
goal. This is Feuerbach’s version of Hegel’s “law of the heart,” where the universe is
under the will of the subjective self.>®

The essence of faith, as may be confirmed by an examination of its

objects down to the minutest specialty, is the idea that that which

man wishes actually is: he wishes to be immortal; therefore he is

immortal; he wishes for the existence of a being who can do

everything which is impossible to Nature and reason, therefore such

a being exists; he wishes for a world which corresponds to the

desires of the heart, a world of unlimited subjectivity, i.e., of

unperturbed feeling, of uninterrupted bliss.®’

This stage, though, is pure fantasy, and obeys none of the rules of logic. Feuerbach

neatly expresses the whole problem of the delusion of the second stage of the Moral

Progression in the following epigram-like passage

%5 Ibid., 12, para 10.
%% Also Schelling’s evil man, etc...
%7 Essence of Christianity, 128.
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[T]he subjective man is not guided by the wearisome laws of logic and

physics, but by the self-will of the imagination; hence he drops what is

disagreeable in a fact, and holds fast alone what is agreeable.**®
This phase passes because, according to Feuerbach, the nature of God cannot be
simultaneously determinable by the rules of logic and illogical flights of fancy. The
determinability and logic of speculative philosophy get in the way of the “self-will of
the imagination” and eternal bliss-desiring of the subjective self. So the illogical
human aspect of God is removed in favor of a logical non-human one, and the
characteristics of God then become completely determinable.

These characteristics, following the I — not-1 dichotomy, have their roots in the
neo-Platonic rejection of the material world in favor of the world of forms, or the
spiritual world. Feuerbach discusses the difference between ancient philosophy and
neoplatonic philosophy in that the ancients (referring to the Platonists, the Peripatetics
[Aristotelians], Stoics, and Epicureans) were aware of the balance between the
physical and the mental worlds. Philosophy was not necessarily solely metaphysics
for them, but was also anthropology. Any concept of there being any worthwhile

knowledge in the physical world was rejected by the neo-Platonists.**®

To the neo-Platonic philosophers, on the other hand, matter — namely, the
material and the real world in general — is no longer an authority and a reality.
Fatherland, family, world ties, and goods in general, which the ancient
peripatetic philosophy still counted as man’s bliss — all these are nothing for
the neo-Platonic sage. He even considers death better than corporeal life; he

%8 |bid., 137. See also: Wartofsky. Feuerbach, 218. “The characterization of fantasy in Feuerbach's
earlier works emphasizes its lack of self-limitation, its penchant for “infinitizing” its particular
representation. Insofar as fantasy imposes no self-limitations, it is essentially lawless, arbitrary. But
insofar as fantasy remains merely fantasy (i.e., the work of imagination), it is not self-contradictory, for
it can be self-contradictory only with respect to a logic, a system, a concept - all of which it eschews.”
%9 Feuerbach does not offer specific examples of this trait, but for those interested, Plotinus wrote a
treatise called “Matter”; the second tractate of his third Ennead, in which he is explicit on the evils of
the material plane. That being said, Feuerbach does appear to be giving the peripatetic school undue
credit for its anthropological works. One could liken Aristotle’s conception of happiness or ethical
living to Hume’s conception of moral man or Schiller’s conception of Anmut in that happiness comes
from a balance between the physical and the mental. The physical alone offers nothing ethically sound,
which seems to be what Feuerbach is implying, and the mental alone is beyond the achievement of
mortal men.
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does not include the body in his essence; he transfers bliss to the soul only and

separates himself from all [that is] corporeal, in short, external things... Matter

can be found in the immaterial world of the neoplatonists, but it is here only

ideated and imagined matter. And where man no longer has a being apart

from himself, he posits a[n] [imagined] being in his thought.*®
This imagined being which he posits is God. It represents all of the features of the
not-1, it is not sensuous, it is immortal, it is without passion, it is without conflict, and
it was never created. These then become the features religion wishes men to strive for
if they ever wish to attain ultimate happiness. For this goal of happiness, they are able
to put immediate pleasure aside and follow the example of the speculative neo-
Platonic God. They shun all that is sensuous, and hide their passions so that they may
achieve bliss according to the will of the not-I.

This is Feuerbach’s version of Hegel’s false virtue. God here is not viewed as
something per se, but only as the negation of all that is human; so living virtuously, in
Hegel’s terminology, or living religiously — i.e., living according to speculative
philosophy according to Feuerbach’s terminology — is described only by negativity
and not as something real. In religion, man emulates the characteristics of God. He
shifts from the subjective center of the universe, the superimposing of his will on God,
to its opposite, the rejection of his will to follow the rules according to God, but God
in this case is nothing but the negation of the self.

Man denies as to himself only what he attributes to God. Religion abstracts

from man, from the world; but it can only abstract from real or perceived

wants or limitations; in short, from the negative, not from the essence, the
positive of the world and humanity[.]***

Feuerbach finds numerous flaws with this speculative philosophical

conception of God, the most important of which is the contradiction of the substance

of God, whether or not he has or is made up of matter, i.e., whether it is possible that

%0 principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 45, para 29.
%1 Essence of Christianity, 27.
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he can exist. Nature is representative of matter. God must be placed above nature
and as such cannot be made up of matter but is rather above or beyond matter. God is
supposed to be without limits, immortal, and a being from which all was created. If
he is without limits, then he must contain matter; otherwise his existence is limited to
that which does not have substance, making him nothing. If other objects are created
from him then they must exist and have substance within the mind of God, in which
case the mind of God must also be material. So God cannot be immaterial, or else he
would not logically be able to exist. On the other hand, if he is made of matter he
can’t exist either. The primary characteristic of God is something above nature, being
the extent of the material plane that can control nature. If God is material, that would
mean that he is actually nature, which cannot be posited above itself, so in this case
God cannot exist.**?

As Feuerbach says: “Matter is indeed posited in God, that is, it is posited as
God, and to posit matter as God amounts to saying “There is no God,” or what
amounts to the same, it is to renounce theology and to recognize the truth of
materialism.”*®® So for Feuerbach, the God of speculative philosophy has at his core
his own destruction. “Speculative philosophy as the realization of God is at the same
time the positing and the cancellation or negation of God, at the same time theism and
atheism.”*** God, then, cannot exist in this speculative neo-Platonic guise.

From a more practical point of view, this view of God, like Hegel’s conception
of empty virtue, is still based on the same selfishness as the God whose will is really
the will of the self, or Hegel’s “law of the heart.” This is not existence defined by

what it is, but only by what it is not — the self —and as such will always be empty.

%2 principles of the Philosophy of the Future. para 12, 14, 21.
%3 principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 33, para 21.
%4 principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 19, para 14.
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These two conceptions of God for Feuerbach fit smoothly into the self-oriented
second stage of the Moral Progression, just as they did in Hegel’s schema.

Feuerbach then follows Hegel again. Hegel viewed consciousness as
something which needed to be based on something positive, an other that was not
merely the negation of the self. This was found first by being able to observe other
men objectively, and then by surrendering the will of the individual into an ethical
community. Feuerbach does exactly this by switching his conception of God from the
speculative philosophical one to the Christian God who sacrificed himself for love of
humanity.®® If the notions of this God are taken to be maxims for living, then it is not
in the negation of man that one finds God, but in love and man himself.

Love determined God to the renunciation of his divinity. Not because of his

Godhead as such, according to which he is the subject in the proposition, God

is love, but because of his love, of the predicate, is it that he renounced his

Godhead; thus love is a higher power than God. Love conquers God. It was

love to which God sacrificed his divine majesty. And what sort of love was

that? Another than ours? Than that to which we sacrifice life and fortune?

Was it the love of himself? Of himself as God? No! it was love to man...

Love; for God as God has not saved us, but Love, which transcends the

difference between the divine and human personality. As God has renounced

himself out of love, so we, out of love, should renounce God; for if we do not
sacrifice God to Love, we sacrifice Love to God, and, in spite of the predicate
of love, we have the God — the evil being — of religious fanaticism.*®

So this becomes the new model for the consciousness: love others, and in
loving others you give your self to them and love them objectively for what they are.
Love is impossible without being able to recognize an object or other self as

independent of the self. “Only in feeling and in love does “this” — as in “this person”

or “this object” that is the particular have absolute value[.]”*®” So Feuerbach goes one

%> Feuerbach does not view the God of “modern” Christianity in this sense, only the God of the
original ideal christianity. The God of “modern” Christianity is essentially the same as the God of
Speculative philosophy. “Christianity cared nothing for the species, and had only the individual in its
eye and mind.” (Essence of Christianity, 151).

%6 Essence of Christianity, 53.

%7 principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 52, para 33.
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step further and exclaims that objectivity is only possible through sensuousness,
feelings and love. So when we recognize another person as an independent object
rightly capable of working towards his own ends and not ours, according to Feuerbach,
this capability stems from our ability to love. By this act of recognition we are, in
some degree, giving love to that outside object. “Love is the true ontological proof of
the existence of an object apart from our mind; there is no other proof of being but
love and feeling in general.”*%

Feuerbach does note there is a middle ground between self-love and love, in
which the self is only partially able to relinquish itself in its loved object. Such is the
case with the miser and is a regression into something akin to Hegel’s “law of the
heart”.

The miser exists in his money and at the same time outside of it; he is

dependent on it and at the same time independent of it; he surrenders himself

to an object to which he can not surrender the self and which, therefore,
always returns and reflects back to him his unsurrendered, unfulfilled self.

There thus arises in him the terrible contradiction that he is poor in wealth, is

empty in abundance. In this way passion, as a disordered condition, is

perverted into the desire to devour the object instead of the desire to let
oneself be consumed by the object.**
It can only be through a complete withdrawal of the self into the loved object that real
love is achieved.

This love occurs on two levels: family and community. The immediate form
of this type of love, i.e., not self-love, is through the family exemplified by Feuerbach
as sex. Itis in part through sex that man is able to recognize himself as a part of the
species as a whole.

Sex is the cord which connects the individuality with the species, and he who
belongs to no species, belongs only to himself, is an altogether independent,

%8 principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 53, para 33.
%9 Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 123.
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divine, absolute being... He who lives in the consciousness of the species, and
consequently of its reality, lives also in the consciousness of the reality of sex.
He does not regard it as a mechanically inserted, adventitious stone of
stumbling; but as an inherent quality, a chemical constituent of his being. He
indeed recognizes himself as a man in the broader sense, but he is at the same
time conscious of being rigorously determined by the sexual distinction,
which penetrates not only bones and marrow, but also his inmost self, the
essential mode of his thought, will, and sensation. He therefore who lives in
the consciousness of the species, who limits and determines his feelings and
imagination by the contemplation of real life, of real man, can conceive no life
in which the life of the species, and therewith the distinction of sex, is
abolished; he regards the sexless individual, the heavenly spirit, as an
agreeable figment of the imagination.*”

The love between two people, just as it is in the ideal love between an individual and
society, is achieved through the relinquishing of selfish subjective existence into the

object of your affection:

The human loves and must love. But human love has great variety, and its
truth and value are measured by the content and extent of that which is loved.
The human loves either that which is single, sensible (money, determinate
things) or honor, fame, or, again, that which is substantial, universal, living;
he loves either single persons, determinate beings (sensible love), or humanity
in general, the humanity in humans, the good in humanity, or the purely
universal good, God, or the pure truth. The deeper the content of the object of
love, the greater is its extent. And the value of love can be determined by the
extent of the beloved object in the following manner: the more you sacrifice
yourself, the greater and more genuine is your love. For one can not love
without self-sacrifice. In loving, | love myself in another, | locate myself, my
essence, not in myself, but in the object that | love. | bind my being to the
being of another; | exist only in, with, and for another. If I am not in love I
exist only for myself.>"*

Here Feuerbach repeats a notion of early love and early objectifying that goes back to

at least Hume: loving another because the self is able to see itself in another. So by

%70 Essence of Christianity, 170.

%71 Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 122. See also: “Love as it appears in humanity is a consuming
fire. The being of the single and the particular, of the diverse and various, which otherwise has
existence and reality for you, is consumed and destroyed by love. In and before the object of love,
which, to you, is one and all, everything that is distinct and separated from it, which otherwise would
be something for you, becomes nothing. All multiplicity and variety are destroyed in you as love arises
in you; its arising is the disappearing of all particular existence. When you love, you no longer exist in
the connections and associations with things and humans in which you previously existed and which
alone constitute particular existence; you no longer exist in your particular interests, in your affairs, in
the many objects in which you used to exist. You exist now only in the one being that is object of your
love. All outside of it is vanity, is nothing.” (Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 37.)
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loving the other, what is really loved is the self in the other. This level of love occurs
right before true objective love.

This is the first stage of love. The next is the relinquishing of the self into a
community, and by doing so the community itself is enriched. So in essence, both
objects relinquish what they are and become a new communal being sometimes
referred to as the perfect man or as containing the essence of man.*2
But at the same time this perishing is a new and more excellent state of being.
Accordingly you exist and do not exist in love; love is being and not-being in one, life
and death as one life. Love gives life and takes it away, destroys and engenders life.
Life and existence obtain meaning only by and in the all-consuming and painful
purgatory of love. But only meaning makes life into life; a meaningless existence is
as nothing. Thus existence really becomes existence only when it is the existence of
love; love changes being into nothing and nothing into being, and only the something
that is purged in nothing means and is something.>"

Or elsewhere:
All men are sinners. Granted; but they are not all sinners in the same way; on
the contrary, there exists a great and essential difference between them. One
man is inclined to falsehood, another is not; he would rather give up his life
than break his word or tell a lie; the third has a propensity to intoxication, the
fourth to licentiousness; while the fifth, whether by favour of Nature, or from
the energy of his character, exhibits none of these vices. Thus in the moral as
well as the physical and intellectual elements, men compensate for each other,
so that taken as a whole, they are as they should be, they present the perfect
man... But this perfect being, free from the limits of the individual, is nothing

else than the species, which reveals the infinitude of its nature in this, that it is
realized in infinitely numerous and various individuals.™

%72 In the context of Hegel, Feuerbach, and Wagner the word here interpreted as “relinquish” is usually

either “(selbst)vernichten”, by which is meant two subjects destroying themselves to form a greater
subject, or “erhaben” by which is meant two subjects ennobling themselves into a greater subject and
so cancelling out what they formerly were. Though Wagner uses this concept to explain much of his
philosophical thought, it can most famously be seen in his conception of Gesamtkunstwerk in which all
arts destroy-ennoble themselves into one enriched all-encompassing total art.

%73 Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 38.

%74 Essence of Christianity, 155f., 157
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The notion that the self should relinquish its will into that of the community or the
universal will is familiar to us from Hegel and nearly everyone else discussed above.
Feuerbach offers another explanation of it in his Essence of Christianity: “In isolation
human power is limited, in combination it is infinite.”*”> And in Philosophy of the

Future:

The single man for himself possesses the essence of man neither in himself as
a moral being nor in himself as a thinking being. The essence of man is
contained only in the community and unity of man with man; it is a unity,
however, which rests only on the reality of the distinction between | and thou.
Solitude is finiteness and limitation; community is freedom and infinity. Man
for himself is man (in the ordinary sense); man with man - the unity of I and
thou — is God... The secret of the trinity is the secret of communal and social
life; it is the secret of the necessity of the ‘thou’ for an ‘I’; it is the truth that
no being — be it man, God, mind, or ego — is for itself alone a true, perfect, and
absolute being, that truth and perfection are only the connection and unity of
beings equal in their essence. The highest and last principle of philosophy is,
therefore, the unity of man with man. All essential relations — the principles
of various sciences — are only different kinds and ways of this unity[.]*®

And in his Thoughts on Death and Immortality:

Being is an abundance of associations with others, rich connections, the

inexhaustible source of the most various connections; that which is, is

necessary with others, in others, and for others. Being is [possible only in]
community.®’’

The final stage for Feuerbach is the self’s final silencing of its will into that of
the community by its death. After an existence spent attempting to limit the
separation between itself and other beings as well as the community as a whole
through the love it feels towards other beings, the boundaries are finally broken by its

death, and in a sense it merges with the community. Here again we see an important

common element in the “surrender to death” trope in the Moral Progression is the

¥ |pid., 83.

%7 principles of the Philosophy of the Future,71-2: para 59, 60, 63.

37 |Ludwig Feuerbach. Todesgedanken. Feuerbach Samtliche Werke. Bd 3, 15. « Sein ist
beziehungsreiche Fille, inhaltsvolle Verbindung, der unerschépfliche Schooss der mannigfaltigsten
Zusammenhange; was ist, ist Notwendigkeit mit Anderem, in Anderem, fur Anderes. Sein ist
Gemeinschaft.”
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willfulness with which it must take place, not from self-consciousness but from duty,

dignity, or as Feuerbach says, the “universal will in your will.”

Thus your life as a continuing process of recollection and spiritualization, is
the uninterrupted process of cancelling the boundary between you and others
and therefore of cancelling your personal being and with it your personhood.
In death, the result of this process, those boundaries for the cancellation of
which you have worked in and by Spirit throughout your entire life
completely disappear. The last word that you speak is death, in which you
totally express yourself and impart yourself to others. Death is the ultimate
act of communication. You live only as long as you have something to
communicate, only as long as there still remains in you something that is not
yet communicated, and therefore, only as long as there exists a boundary
between you and others which is still to be cancelled. When you have
communicated everything, when there is nothing left but the last dry shell of
your personhood, then you give yourself up. This surrender is death...
[D]eath comes from the ethical essence, from the innermost heart, from love.
Indeed, death comes not just from your love for another, but from love in
general... The spiritual surrender of the self must also be a natural, physical
surrender, although, as already stated, this surrender must be willed and
established, not by your own intentional self-conscious will, but by the
universal will in your will. Natural death is thus the ultimate sacrifice of
reconciliation, the ultimate verification of love.*"

But Feuerbach is not wholly consistent on how the self transfers to the
community. In this last quote it seems that the memory of the community, which
itself is immortal, will incorporate the self into it in the last moment of the self’s life;
and in this moment the self through this memory, becomes immortal. In other cases,
he fuses this idea of the community’s memory with the notion that what is immortal
in man is his capacity to love and comprehend, and if one being dies he is replaced by
another with the same abilities, so the abilities specific to humanity never die.

In the act of love, our essence demands other essences and, in fact, in such a

way that love appears to be only the materialization and sensible

manifestation of a more profound and lofty union, of a union that is more
truthful than love itself. Thus others remain after your death, your essence
remains after your death; humanity remains uninjured and undiminished by

your death. Humanity is eternal; infinite Spirit guarantees it. Spirit is eternal;
consciousness is everlasting and infinite; freedom and will are withdrawn

%78 Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 121, 125.
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from all of nature and therefore from death. Thus persons, conscious, willing,
free beings, will also exist for eternity. But you as a determinate person, as
only an object of consciousness and not consciousness itself, must at some
time depart from consciousness and a new fresh person will replace you in the
world of consciousness... Death is nothing but the action whereby you again
give back and hand over your consciousness to others. Your knowing once
again steps out of you and into the other. As in the beginning, your
knowledge again becomes only others’ knowledge of you, a knowledge that is
now recollection, memory, remembrance. Consciousness is like an office that
you hold for life. In death you resign it.>”

In either case the example of Christ and sacrifice for the species through love is used,
and when Christ’s example has been fully integrated into the collective consciousness
of humanity, then the species can live as a whole guided by the informal law of love.

Christ, as the consciousness of love, is the consciousness of the species. We

are all one in Christ. Christ is the consciousness of our identity. He therefore

who loves man for the sake of man, who rises to the love of the species, he is

a Christian, is Christ himself. He does what Christ did, what made Christ

Christ. Thus, where there arises the consciousness of the species as a species,

the idea of humanity as a whole, Christ disappears, without, however, his true

nature disappearing; for he was the substitute for the consciousness of the
species, the image under which it was made present to the people, and become
the law of the popular life.>®

It is through such a categorical imperative that religion can be abandoned

entirely for the benefit of the state.

Feuerbach’s major problem with his idealistic predecessors, primarily Hegel,
was in their adherence to the immaterial idea and its dominance over the material
object. In Hegel, all things material and immaterial join together to form the Absolute,
an idea Feuerbach dismissed as speculative. Yet Feuerbach himself has, in the guise
of the species, an immortal being to which everything returns through love and death,
i.e., the species or state. All things considered, Feuerbach’s outlined moral

progression, despite its vocabulary, does not differ greatly from the moral

progressions outlined by his predecessors. The journey of the self begins in natural

%% Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 114, 116.
%0 Essence of Christianity, 269.



188

instinct and journeys to theism and the view that a speculative God will grant all of
his desires. But this is really the same as saying the self creates in it a subconscious
not-1 and so makes it possible to superimpose its own self will over nature. The
positing of such a God, i.e., the transition to theism, was brought on by the realization
of death or finitude. The self then shifted its view of God from wish-granter for the
self’s own gain to virtuous not-1 which ought to be emulated — to the general
detriment of the sensual self. The relinquishing of self in favor of the virtuous not-I
God is then altered to the relinquishing of the self in favor of the universal will,
species, essence of man, or perfect man through love, and the realization of love’s
dominance over God. This is then objective living and the ability to look at objects in
the world purely per se and without reference to the selfish will. Finally, the journey
of the self ends with the sacrifice of the life of the self to the universal immortal
species, ever changing in its parts, yet absolute. The moral of Feuerbach is that death
and love are connected. It is only through the realization of death that love is possible,
and death itself becomes the ultimate act of love. It is both an end and a new

beginning: a rejuvenation of the absolute ever into something new.
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Chapter 11. Conclusion — Summary of the Moral Progression

This journey through time and thought has been most revealing. In the search
for the specific ethical-metaphysical path of the self, whether in its own process of
becoming or entwined with social or political change, there are distinct points of
consistency between all of the philosophers discussed above.

In every case the self begins from a type of natural, innocent instinct, aware
only of the objects around him, and defining himself using those objects. Moving
from object to object, the self is always seeking to satisfy its ever-altering, ever-
wavering desires. There is no inner conflict at this stage; nature or the world provides
all of the objects necessary to sate these types of desires. There is no consideration of
the future or of other beings as beings per se independent of the original self.

Then something happens: consciousness. It may be caused by curiosity, to will
something that is unnecessary and against the natural order, as per Kant; or the self
may experience a sudden ability and desire to use the imagination, as per Hume; but
most importantly, it realizes the limitations of existence, i.e., fear: the self no longer
can be sustained by what nature or the world at large can readily give it and begins to
desire objects outside its immediate periphery, objects and concepts that take planning
to acquire. The self now has a conception of the future, and in using its imagination
or will to shape the world around it, all desires are satiable. The problem with this
stage is that now that the self has posited its will as both individual self and the world
or universal self the unity it previously had is now broken up. The self is now filled
with contradictory desires, a state of being universally described as painful. The
philosophers discussed above believe that upon this recognition, the individual self or

desire should be quieted. For Hume this means an attempt at an Aristotelian balance
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between the passions and reason. For Spinoza and most others this means a
relinquishing of individual desires in favor of living life for the community as a whole
or for, at least in some sense, God. Though Hegel and Feuerbach follow this notion
of self-relinquishing for the community or the absolute, they both emphasize an
intermediary stage still focused on the selfish, individual will

Before the self relinquishes what it is into something else, it directly negates
itself, and lives according to the negation of the self. For Hegel this is empty virtue
and for Feuerbach this is religion according to speculative philosophy. However, in
this middle ground, the self is still living only for itself: it may be living for the
negation of the self, but it still does not recognize other beings and live for them.
What follows then is a moment of either great pain or transcendence, in the case of
Schiller, Schelling, Fichte, and Faust the character, in which a shift takes place
between selfish existence and selfless existence. Hume, following an earlier tradition,
explains that only beings higher than man are capable of such a sacrifice and so mere
men should concentrate on attaining a balance between the passions and reason,
subject and object. That being said, he does say that living for the public interest is a
sublime notion. So although he doesn’t hold that it is possible for man so to live,
living for the benefit of the state rather than for your own interests is for Hume
perhaps the highest goal of existence. The others do believe that such a sacrifice for
and in the state is possible, and it is given as the ultimate goal. In Kant, Fichte, Hegel,
Feuerbach, and Schopenhauer, this is achieved through a complete annihilation of the
sensuous part of the self, whereas for Spinoza, Schiller, and Schelling this is achieved
through some form of union of the two, though the union consistently entails an
altering of the sensuous self or subjective self so that it resembles the objective self or

universal. So theirs is, despite the different vocabulary, the same process.
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On the way to achieving this, the self learns to look beyond itself and
recognize the existence of other beings. First this is done only through an
appreciation of the parts of other beings that resemble the self; this appreciation grows
until the self is fully able to observe and appreciate foreign objects per se. This
ability is viewed as a conscious return to nature — not the purely sensuous nature, i.e.,
the unconscious experiential nature, but a reasoned version — a conscious acceptance
of a return to a natural state in which selfish striving ceases and the will of the world,
universal will, ethical community or an absolute takes over in its stead. Then, through
duty — in the case of the philosophers up to and including Kant — or love — in the case
of Schelling, Hegel, and Feuerbach — the self increasingly transforms itself into the
other, either the community or the absolute, until this self-annihilation is completed
by death — the last perfect act of duty or love.

There are two distinct ideological sides to how this ideal state or return to
naturalness-ethical community is attained — i.e., the transition from the second to the
third stage of the Moral Progression. This distinction lies in whether humanity is
conceived as an instinctively moral Volk or as a gullible immoral Maase-Publikum.
Spinoza, Hume, and Rousseau have a faith in a natural law and freedom which can
and ought to be returned to if, in the case of Hume and Spinoza, and presently, in the
case of Rousseau, the establishment no longer follows the will of the people. Kant
expresses this view to an extent in his earlier writings, as we have seen. However, in
the time immediately following the Revolution in Paris, philosophers expressed a
preference not for a natural government, but for one that contained characteristics of
the natural state mixed with some form of required moral education, the purpose for
which would be to instill moral selflessness in the populace. It was no longer

assumed that if the Volk took control of the government everyone would be free. The
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Volk was no longer idealized in that manner, but was now referred to negatively as the
Maase or Publikum.

Proudhon looked to a revolution which could be attained by an ideal Volk in
part without this wholesale overturning of the status quo; only property had to be
abolished.*®' The realization of this necessity can be considered a type of moral
education, but it is assumed that this one decision — abolishing property — would be
made only by one person and not by the Volk as a whole, and from this one decision
the moral state would inevitably follow from the naturally behaving Volk, with no
further moral education required other than that which their own humanity can offer
them. If property were abolished then the moral state would eventually naturally
come about as a result.

The difference between these two ideologies, then, is essentially that between
revolution — belief in the rightness of the Volk as a whole and their natural ability to
make moral decisions in a free environment — and conservatism, in which the people,
the mob, or the public need to be educated, or need some form of self-realization in
order for the free state to be attained. This difference will be further explored in Part
Il in Wagner’s own writings which vacillate between these two ideologies.

Concerning the ends of the progressions, there are also a few differences.
Spinoza believes that the final act of death cements the fusion of the self with God
under the will of God.**? Fichte, Schelling, Goethe, and Hegel all present a variation
of this: the self in its final sacrifice joins with the absolute or the universe as a whole,
Nature, or God, which is constantly rejuvenating itself. Hume, Rousseau, Kant and
Schiller do not go beyond death in their discussions, so the self ends by joining with

or sacrificing itself to the state or community. Feuerbach combines these two

%1 See Appendix below.
%2 The God of Spinoza of course is the world or nature.
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elements. The self ends by sacrificing itself to and joining with the state or
community, which is constantly rejuvenating itself, but he posits the state or
community as immortal and the only possible material form of Hegel’s absolute.
Schopenhauer, on the other hand, though similar to Feuerbach in his belief in both the
unification of beings through an extinguishing of their individual wills and absorption
into the absolute as well as in his belief in the impossibility of a non-material absolute,
differs from Feuerbach in that he also rejects any material absolute. So the being in
which all beings sacrifice their wills is, in fact, non-being or nothingness. There is no
rejuvenation or constant improvement. “The rest is silence.”

With the Schopenhauerian “keystone” in mind, a specific, essentially four-part
path of becoming has been established and can then be considered, in terms of the
path itself without reference to its final end, an enlightenment/post-enlightenment
philosophical Zeitgeist — or from Wagner’s perspective, an “horizon of expectations”
from which to work. It is perhaps now clear why Schopenhauer was viewed by
Wagner and Oxenford as a shining white knight making clear what was unclear in
German philosophy. Schopenhauer seems to have fused, on the one hand, the
aesthetic-based Frihromantik philosophy, with its roots in Aristotle’s Poetics and art
as a means of living morally by employing the faculty of feeling, with, on the other
hand, the German “Idealistic” tradition and its progression to moral living.

In addition to this progression must be added two other important notions
which contribute to a Zeitgeist of the period or to Wagner’s “horizon of expectations.”
The first is that of the community of individuals giving up their individual wills for
the betterment of the state, common to all the philosophers discussed above, and
representative of the third and fourth stages of the progression. This idea is

revolutionary, a chastisement of the monarchical system in favor of a socialist state of
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equals. Hegel and Feuerbach in particular speak of a society destroying itself
periodically and making itself better with each destruction. This refers in particular to
one form of government being destroyed and made into something better, something
more beneficial to its parts. Spinoza, Hume, and Rousseau speak directly of
monarchy when they discuss the failed state which is for the benefit not of the whole,
but of the few, or the king alone, i.e., the king’s will is taken for that of the state,
rather than the other way around.®® Their remedy is dethronement of the king,
removal of his government, and a return to a social democracy of equals, thought by
them to be a natural state. This state of social democracy of equals is nearly always
described as a government directed to or by the Volk — the common, ideal human
nature.

The second is the notion of Notwendigkeit or necessity. This idea is taken up
in great detail by Wagner, particularly in the writings of the Ziirich period. The
principle is that there is an inner drive that takes over a person’s actions, over which
he has little direct control, and which leads him to achieve or attempt to achieve not
the goals of his personal will, but of a greater will: that of the world soul or universal
will. This “necessity” takes over particularly between the second and third stages of
the Moral Progression and is a possible source for positive moral behavior or the
switch in willing from selfish to selfless. To a lesser or greater extent, all of the
philosophers discussed here have a concept which represents this inner necessity or
drive which brings on moral behavior, but there are a few instances that are
particularly worthy of note.

Spinoza, in his discussion of the mystery of nature, explains that it leads men

to act in a particular way which may not seem to follow reasonably but stems from the

%83 |In some contexts like “What is Enlightenment,” this applies to Kant as well. See: Note 160 above.
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fundamental unity of the world. We may not fully understand it, but it is for a greater

good.

Nature is not bounded by the laws of human reason, which aims only at man's
true benefit and preservation; her limits are infinitely wider, and have
reference to the eternal order of nature, wherein man is but a speck; it is by the
necessity of this alone that all individuals are conditioned for living and acting
in a particular way. If anything, therefore, in nature seems ridiculous, absurd,
or evil, it is because we only know it in part, and are almost entirely ignorant
of the order and interdependence of nature as a whole, and also because we
want everything to be arranged according to the dictates of our human reason;
in reality that which reason considers evil, is not evil in respect to the order
and laws of nature as a whole, but only in respect to the laws of our reason.***

Kant takes up this notion of a nature beyond reason which follows an
incomprehensible higher order in his Conjectures on a Universal History, quoted
above, which in the context of the Spinoza example seems not like an original thought
of Kant’s, but a paraphrase of Spinoza.*®® But the real use of Notwendigkeit as a
specific term in this context begins with Schiller. The twenty-fourth letter of his
Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Man highlights Schiller’s aspects of
Notwendigkeit. In general, Schiller’s conception of Notwendigkeit is as an inner
necessity which drives man — ultimately to morality — from his earliest primitive stage
on.

Accordingly, three different moments or stages of development can be

distinguished, which the individual man, as well as the whole race, must of

necessity traverse in a determinate order if they are to fulfil the circle of their
determination. ... Man, in his physical condition, suffers only the power of

nature; he does away with this power in the aesthetical condition, and he rules
them [nature and desire] in the moral state.*®®

%4 Spinoza. Theologico-Political treatise, 202. Spinoza wrote in Latin and so did not use the specific
term Notwendigkeit, but it is clear that Spinoza’s description was an early forerunner of it. Hereafter,
as we are examining the use of a specific German term Notwendigkeit | will include the German
original in the footnotes which will show the clearly similar use and meaning of the term by the
philosophers who employed it.

¥ See page 203 above; Conjectures 227-8. Kant here does not use the specific term Notwendigkeit,
which is why the original German is absent here.

%86 Schiller, Letters on Aesthetic Education of Man. XXIV, 115. In the original: “Es lassen sich also
drei verschiedene Momente oder Stufen der Entwicklung unterscheiden, die sowohl der einzelne
Mensch als die ganze Gattung notwendig und in einer bestimmten Ordnung durchlaufen missen, wenn
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But he differentiates between the lower level of this guiding principle,
necessity viewed as constraint, what Schiller calls the “matter’s [the sensuous’s] blind
constraint” [der blinden N6tigung der Materie] and the higher level of necessity that
requires morality, “reason’s sublime necessity” [die erhabene Notwendigkeit der
Vernunft].*¥" We see traces of these two aspects in Schiller’s “second nature™: an
early conception of the dichotomy that exists between the sensuous conception of
nature and the intellectual conception — or in the language of Schelling and Hegel,
spiritual conception — of nature. With Spinoza and Kant both aspects — instinct and
the seemingly incomprehensible higher order — fit under the overall arch of nature.
Schiller divides these into two separate aspects of nature. In the sensuous conception
of nature this necessity exists in an ideal primitive state of nature without
understanding or choice, i.e., freedom, whereas in the intellectual conception of nature,
the Abramsian spiral back to an enlightened or ennobled conception of nature has
been traversed and the individual returns to nature now by choice and with
understanding. This second nature or necessity pushes the individual again towards
morality.

There is a moment, in fact, when the instinct of life, not yet opposed to the

instinct of form, acts as nature and as necessity[.] [A moment] when the

sensuous is a power because man has not begun; as [at this moment] mankind
can have no other power than will. But when man passes over into the realm
of thought, reason, on the contrary, will be a power, and moral or logical
necessity will take the place of physical necessity. Sensuous power must then
be annihilated before the law which must govern it can be established. It is not

enough that something shall begin which as yet was not; previously something
must end which had begun. Man cannot pass immediately from sensuousness

sie den ganzen Kreis ihrer Bestimmung erfiillen sollen. ... Der Mensch in seinem physischen Zustand
erleidet bloR? die Macht der Natur; er entledigt sich dieser Macht in dem &sthetischen Zustand, und er
beherrscht sie in dem moralischen.” (Emphasis mine.) (Uber die &sthetische Erziehung des Menschen
in einer Reihe von Briefen. from Schiller, Sdmtliche Werke. 5 vols. (Munich: Hanser, 1962): V, 645-
646).

%7 Ibid., 649.
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to thought. He must step backwards, for it is only when one determination is
suppressed that the contrary determination can take place.®

We again see this conception of Notwendigkeit in the writings of Schelling. Schelling
shifts the emphasis back to Kant, and the necessity in question is only partially
embodying nature and now embodies a spirit which drives history forward.**® The
same characteristics of this spirit of history apply to the spirit of nature as discussed
by Spinoza, Kant, and Schiller, but Schelling takes his lead from Schiller and this
spirit represents the higher order of nature, the higher form of the dichotomy. The
spirit or necessity is often incomprehensible to the individuals who feel its force, but
it leads them to morality and to an overall unification with other individuals into a
community and ultimately with this spirit itself. This notion of forming into a
community might be considered a new element of this inner Notwendigkeit, but as has
been shown in the above-described Moral Progression, every third stage leads to a
moral community. So although this idea is not new, Schelling is perhaps the most
explicit in his description of it as such.

The objective factor in history is thus an intuition indeed, but not an intuition

of the individual, for it is not the individual who acts in history, but rather the

species; hence the intuitant, or the objective factor in history, will have to be
one for the entire species. But now although the objective element in all

%8 |bid., XX, 94-5. In the original: “Denn es gibt nun einen Moment, wo der Lebenstrieb, weil ihm der
Formtrieb noch nicht entgegenwirkt, als Natur und als Notwendigkeit handelt; wo die Sinnlichkeit eine
Macht ist, weil der Mensch noch nicht angefangen; denn in dem Menschen selbst kann es keine andere
Macht als den Willen geben. Aber im Zustand des Denkens, zu welchem der Mensch jetzt ibergehen
soll, soll gerade umgekehrt die Vernunft eine Macht sein, und eine logische oder moralische
Notwendigkeit soll an die Stelle jener physischen treten. Jene Macht der Empfindung muR also
vernichtet werden, ehe das Gesetz dazu erhoben werden kann. Es ist also nicht damit getan, dass etwas
anfange, was noch nicht war; es mu zuvor etwas aufhtren, welches war. Der Mensch kann nicht
unmittelbar vom Empfinden zum Denken uibergehen; er muf einen Schritt zuriicktun, weil nur, indem
eine Determination wieder aufgehoben wird, die entgegengesetzte eintreten kann.” (Emphasis mine.)
(Ibid., 632).

%9 Schelling further elucidates this “historical spirit” as follows: “History as a whole is a progressive,
gradually self-disclosing revelation of the absolute. Hence one can never point out in history the
particular places where the mark of providence or God himself is as it were visible. For God never
exists, if the existant is that which presents itself in the objective world; if He existed thus, then we
should not; but He continually reveals Himself.” (Transcendental Idealism, 211) In this context God
not being able to be specifically noticeable in the actions or events which unfold in this spirit serves the
same function as the nature which is unclear in its reasoning to humanity, but leads to a higher morality.
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intelligences is the same, still, every distinct individual acts with absolute
freedom, and thus the actions of different rational beings would not
necessarily harmonize; on the contrary, the freer the individual, the more
contradiction there would be in the whole, unless this objective factor
common to all intelligences were an absolute synthesis, wherein all
contradictions were resolved and eliminated beforehand. — From the wholly
lawless play of freedom, in which every free being indulges on his own behalf,
as though there were no other outside of him (which must always be assumed
as a rule), something rational and harmonious is still to emerge eventually,
and this 1 am obliged to presuppose in every action. Such a thing is
inconceivable unless the objective factor in all acting is communal, whereby
all the acts of men are guided to one harmonious goal; and are so guided, that
however they may set about things, and however unbridled the exercise of
their choice, they yet must go where they did not want to, without, and even
against, their own will; and this owing to a necessity hidden from them,
whereby it is determined in advance that by the very lawlessness of their act,
and the more lawless it is, the more surely, they bring about a development of
the drama which they themselves were powerless to have in view. But this
necessity can itself be thought of only through an absolute synthesis of all
actions, from which there develops everything that happens, and hence also
the whole of history; and in which, because it is absolute, everything is so far
weighed and calculated that everything that may happen, however
contradictory and discordant it may seem, still has and discovers its ground of
unity therein.**

%% Schelling, System of Transcendental Idealism, 206-7. In the original: “Das Objective in der
Geschichte ist also allerdings ein Anschauen, aber nicht ein Anschauen des Individuums, denn nicht
das Individuum handelt in der Geschichte, sondern die Gattung; also misste das Anschauende, oder
das Objektive der Geschichte eines sein fur die ganze Gattung. Nun handelt aber doch jedes einzelne
Individuum, obgleich das Objektive in allen Intelligenzen dasselbe ist, absolut frei, es wiirden also die
Handlungen verschiedener Vernunftwesen nicht notwendig zusammenstimmen, vielmehr, je freier das
Individuum, desto mehr Widerspruch wirde im Ganzen sein, wenn nicht jenes Objektive, allen
Intelligenzen Gemeinschaftliche eine absolute Synthesis wére, in welcher alle Widerspriiche zum
voraus aufgeldst und aufgehoben sind. — Dal} aus dem véllig gesetzlosen Spiel der Freiheit, das jedes
freie Wesen, als ob kein anderes auRer ihm ware, flr sich treibt (welches immer als Regel
angenommen werden muf3), doch am Ende etwas Verniinftiges und Zusammenstimmendes
herauskomme, was ich bei jedem Handeln vorauszusetzen gendtigt bin, ist nicht zu begreifen, wenn
nicht das Objektive in allem Handeln etwas Gemeinschaftliches ist, durch welches alle Handlungen der
Menschen zu einem harmonischen Ziel gelenkt werden, so, dass sie, wie sie sich auch anstellen mdgen,
und wie ausgelassen sie ihre Willkiir Gben, doch ohne, und selbst wider ihren Willen, durch eine ihnen
verborgene Notwendigkeit, durch welche es zum voraus bestimmt ist, dass sie eben durch das
Gesetzlose des Handelns, und je gesetzloser es ist, desto gewisser, eine Entwicklung des Schauspiels
herbeifiihren, die sie selbst nicht beabsichtigen konnten, dahin miissen, wo sie nicht hin wollten. Dies
Notwendigkeit selbst aber kann nur gedacht werden durch eine absolute Synthesis aller Handlungen,
aus welcher alles, was geschieht, also auch des ganze Geschichte sich entwickelt, und in welcher, weil
sie absolut ist, alles zum voraus so abgewogen und berechnet ist, dass alles, was auch geschehen mag,
so widersprechend und disharmonisch es scheinen mag, doch in ihr seinen Vereinigungsgrund habe
und finde.” (Emphasis mine.) (Schelling. System der Transcendental Idealismus. (Hamburg: Felix
Meiner Verlag, 1992), 268-269.)

Hegel has a similar conception of history and its goal of bringing about unity, and he uses the same
language to describe this seemingly incomprehensible spirit of history (for Kant and Spinoza, nature)
that strives for unification of all into Universal Spirit. “The history of the world begins with its general
aim - the realization of the Idea of Spirit only in an implicit form (an sich) [for itself] that is, as Nature;
a hidden, most profoundly hidden unconscious instinct; and the whole process of History (as already
observed), is directed to rendering this unconscious impulse a conscious one. Thus appearing in the
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For Hegel, Notwendigkeit serves the same function as for the others. Itisa
driving force that leads to morality and absolute unity with spirit. In some cases he
uses the word to refer to a force pushing the individual on to a particular new stage of
development, as opposed to a general force pushing the individual forward
specifically towards absolute unity. One example of this earlier notion of necessity is
found in his description of the “law of the heart” in which the individuality which
exists at the second stage of the Moral Progression fights against the “way of the
world” to bring about its own idealized version of the world before it realises the
futility of such a conception. Necessity is pushing the self morally forward along the
path of the Moral Progression, bringing the conflict between the “law of the heart”
and the “way of the world” to an impasse. The acknowledgement of this impasse will
bring about further moral development and bring the self closer towards the third
stage of the Moral Progression.

This individuality therefore directs its energies to getting rid of this necessity

which contradicts the law of the heart, and also the suffering caused by it.

And so it is no longer characterized by the levity of the previous form of self-

consciousness, which only wanted the particular pleasure of the individual; on

the contrary, it is the earnestness of high purpose which seeks its pleasure in
displaying the excellence of its own nature, and in promoting the welfare of
mankind. What it realizes is itself the law, and its pleasure is therefore at the
same time the universal pleasure of all hearts. To it, the two are undivided; its
pleasure is what conforms to the law, and the realization of the law of
universal humanity procures for it its own particular pleasure. Individuality
and necessity are one, the law is the law of the heart. Individuality is not as
yet dislodged from its seat, and the unity of both has not yet been brought

about by the mediating agency of the individuality itself, has not yet been
achieved by discipline. The realization of the immediate undisciplined nature

form of merely natural existence, natural will - that which has been called the subjective side - physical
craving, instinct, passion, private interest, as also opinion and subjective conception - spontaneously
present themselves at the very commencement. This vast congeries of volitions, interests and activities,
constitute the instruments and means of the World-Spirit for attaining its object; bringing it to
consciousness and realizing it. And this aim is none other than finding itself - coming to itself - and
contemplating itself in concrete actuality.” (Philosophy of History, 25) This is in essence Hegel’s
definition of Notwendigkeit, though he doesn’t here use the specific term. This process of progress
from the unconscious sensual conception of nature to the conscious spiritual one (Hegel’s version of
the binary opposition that exists in nature) derives from Notwendigkeit.
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passes for a display of its excellence and as a productiveness of the welfare of
humanity.***

Elsewhere, Notwendigkeit is synonymous with universality and the bringing about of
Hegel’s unification of all in the Spirit.>** At the end of the early selfish phase before
the “law of the heart” rules the individuality, it is necessity, likened by Hegel to pure
universality, which, upon being recognized as the very nature of the self, incites the
self to moral progress.
The final moment of [individuality’s] existence is the thought of the loss of
itself in necessity or the thought of itself as a being that is absolutely alien to it.
However, self-consciousness has in itself survived this loss; for this necessity
or pure universality is its own essence. This reflection of consciousness into
itself, the knowledge that necessity is itself, is a new form of consciousness.**
Finally, with Feuerbach Notwendigkeit becomes very specifically the moral urging
that leads men to abandon the self and egoism in favor of others and the community.
We found this notion in Schelling specifically, though, as observed in the Moral
Progression, this is the ultimate direction of every third and fourth stage and so he is

consistent with his forbears, despite the use of secular humanist vocabulary.

Feuerbach mentions a “natural-necessity” when referring to a feeling that works in

¥ Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, 221-2. In the original: “Diese [Individualitat] dem Gesetze des
Herzens widersprechende Notwendigkeit, so wie das durch sie vorhandene Leiden, aufzuheben, darauf
ist also dies Individualitét gerichtet. Sie ist hiermit nicht mehr der Leichtsinn der vorigen Gestalt, die
nur die einzelne Lust wollte, sondern die Ernsthaftigkeit eines hohen Zwecks, die ihre Lust in der
Darstellung ihres vortrefflichen eigenen Wesens und in der Hervorbringung des Wohls der Menschheit
sucht. Was sie verwirklicht, ist selbst das Gesetz, und ihre Lust daher zugleich die Allgemeine aller
Herzen. Beides ist ihr ungetrennt; ihre Lust das GesetzmaRige, und die Verwirklichung des Gesetzes
der allgemeinen Menschheit, Bereitung ihrer einzelnen Lust. Denn innerhalb ihrer selbst ist
unmittelbar die Individualitat und das Notwendige Eins; das Gesetz, Gesetz des Herzens. Die
Individualitét ist noch nicht aus ihrer Stelle gerlckt, und die Einheit beider nicht durch die vermittelnde
Bewegung derselben, noch nicht durch die Zucht zu Stande gekommen. Die Verwirklichung des
unmittelbaren ungezogenen Wesens gilt fur Darstellung einer Vortrefflichkeit und fur Hervorbringung
des Wohls der Menschheit.” (Emphasis mine) (Hegel, Phanomenologie des Geistes. Philosophische
Bibliothek Bd. 414. (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 1988), 244-245).

%92 See the quote from Philosophy of History in Note 401.

%% Hegel. Phenomenology of Spirit, 221. In the original: “Bis hierher geht die Erscheinung dieser
Gestalt des Selbstbewul3tseins; das letzte Moment ihrer Existenz ist der Gedanke ihres Verlusts in der
Notwendigkeit, oder der Gedanke ihrer selbst als eines sich absolut fremden Wesens. Das
SelbstbewuBtsein an sich hat aber diesen Verlust tiberlebt; denn diese Notwendigkeit, oder reine
Allgemeinheit ist sein eignes Wesen. Diese Reflexion des Bewusstseins in sich die Notwendigkeit als
sich zu wissen, ist eine neue Gestalt desselben.” (Emphasis mine) (Hegel, Phdnomenologie des Geistes.
243.)
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contradiction to the irrational fear of death. “And the most heartfelt desire, at least of
those men whose desires are not curtailed by natural necessity, is the desire not to die,
the desire of all desires.”®** When natural-necessity becomes a guiding principle for
an individual, the fear of death is no longer present, and so the individual is an
advanced moral being. Through natural-necessity this advancement becomes possible.
Feuerbach uses the idea of “the essence of man” [das Wesen des Menschen] to
describe the goal of this necessity as existence in a community, the relinquishing of
self in favor of the other or whole.**® But perhaps the most important characteristic of
this Notwendigkeit, for Feuerbach, is its inherence in love and love’s final act: death.
It is a natural necessity that is instilled in the individual who wills (or more
specifically is willed by his inner manifestation of the universal will towards) a
voluntary death for the benefit of the other or community out of his love for them.
Love would not be complete if death did not exist. The free act of humanity
must exist simultaneously as necessity in nature. The spiritual surrender of
the self must also be a natural, physical surrender, although, as already stated,

this surrender must be willed and established, not by your own intentional
self-conscious will, but by the universal will in your will.*%

¥4 Feuerbach, Lectures on Religion, 202, 269.

%% See Note 376 above. Feuerbach. Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, 71-2. In the original:
“Das Wesen des Menschen ist nur in der Gemeinschaft, in der Einheit des Menschen mit dem
Menschen enthalten — eine Einheit, dies sich aber nur auf die Realitdt des Unterschieds von Ich und Du
stiiRt. Einsamkeit ist Endlichkeit und Beschrénktheit, Gemeinschaftlichkeit ist Freiheit und
Unendlichkeit. Der Mensch fir sich ist Mensch (im gewdhnlichen Sinn); Mensch mit Mensch — die
Einheit von Ich und Du ist Gott. ...Die Trinitdt war das hochste Mysterium, der Centralpunkt der
absoluten Philosophie und Religion. Aber das Geheimnis derselben ist, wie im Wesen des
Christenthums historisch und philosophisch bewiesen wurde, das Geheimnis des gemeinschaftlichen,
gesellschaftlichen Lebens — das Geheimnis der Notwendigkeit des Du fiir das Ich — die Wahrheit, das
sein Wesen, es sei und heil3e nun Mensch oder Gott oder Geist oder Ich, fiir sich selbst allein in wahres,
ein vollkommnes, ein absolutes Wesen, das die Wahrheit und Vollkommenheit nur ist die Verbindung,
die Einheit von wesensgleichen Wesen. Das hdchste und letzte Prinzip der Philosophie ist daher die
Einheit des Menschen mit dem Menschen. Alle wesentlichen Verhaltnisse — die Principien
verschiedener Wissenschaften — sind nur verschiedene Arten und Weisen dieser Einheit.” (Emphasis
mine) (Feuerbach. Grundséatze der Philosophie der Zukunft para. 59, 60, 63).

%% Feuerbach. Thoughts on Death and Immortality, 125. In the original: “Die Liebe ware nicht
vollkommen, ware kein Tod. Die freie That des Menschen muss zugleich in der Natur als
Notwendigkeit existieren, die geistige Aufgebung des Selbst zugleich eine natirliche, leibliche sein.
An und fiir sich ist der Tod als naturlicher das letzte Verséhnungsopfer, die letzte Bewahrung der
Liebe.” (Feuerbach. Gedanken tiber Tod und Unsterblichkeit.)
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Notwendigkeit then, can be taken as an inner necessity that drives the
individual to progress morally and ultimately, to sacrifice his individuality for the
betterment of the whole, whether it is through the physical act of death for the
community, or the spiritual Aufhebung or Selbstvernichtung that joins both the
individual and the community with the whole as in Hegel, (and to an extent Schelling
and Schiller), or a sacrifice of individuality to the inner necessity inherent in
following a higher ideal of nature that we have seen particularly in Spinoza and Kant,
but also in everyone else discussed above.*” Notwendigkeit is an intuitive urge which
comes from without that leads away from selfishness and to morality and oneness
with the whole.

A third, by no means universal notion, but one arguably vital for Wagner, is
the importance of the Friihromantik conception of art exemplified in this study by the
works of Schiller and Schelling.®*® Schiller and Schelling share the belief that it is
through artwork that man learns to be objective and relinquish his self, and to reattach
himself and his will to the community or the Volk. In the case of Schiller it is through
the observation of artwork, particularly drama, that humanity is able to rise above
selfishness and move toward selflessness. This is achieved by the example of the

self-sacrificial hero or villain in a tragedy and such an example offers an

%7 Despite Jane Fulcher’s opinion regarding Proudhon’s lack of this conception of Notwendigkeit in his

philosophy (see: Jane Fulcher, “Wagner, Comte, and Proudhon: the aesthetics of positivism in France”,
Symposium, 33:2 (1979: Summer) 150), | would call the attention of the reader to the following
passage from “What is Property?” “Duty (Devoir) and right (Droit) are born of need (besoin), which,
when considered in connection with others, is a right, and when considered in connection with
ourselves, a duty.” (Proudhon, “What is Property?” 282) Although Besoin isn’t always a direct
translation for Notwendigkeit, Proudhon uses this as his foundation for his ideal system of anarchy: a
society based on the highest stage of morality, in which every duty and right inherent in moral behavior
is based on need, a need then which then shapes the ideal civilization and drives toward the moral
behavior. In short, it is Notwendigkeit with all of the connotations which that implies; which is no
surprise considering the German philosophical influence on Proudhon.

%% The same applies likewise to Schopenhauer, but if we are examining an horizon of expectations for
Wagner which helped to shape the writing of the Ring, Schopenhauer ought not to be included as he
does not clarify art and its purpose in the same overarching way that would make it possible to view
him as a clear exemplification of the German late-eighteenth- through nineteenth-century philosophy of
morality.
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aesthetic/moral education to the audience. Schiller advises that the audience should
ideally see the transition the hero makes which leads to the act of necessary self-
sacrifice for the betterment of his people — or in the case of the villain, the act of evil
and the process of redemption. In this way the audience can make the journey with
the hero, and come out of the work with a knowledge of morality learned by example.
While with Schelling the observation or intuiting/feeling of a work of art can bring
about this same moral education, he is not specific as to what kind of art should
achieve this, and instead prizes the act of creation of art as the sublime moment when
the constant striving ceases and the moral life begins.

The important feature of this realization is that art is taken in or cognized
through the faculty of feeling or intuition, not through a reflective faculty of reason or
understanding. For Schiller and Schelling the appeal to the faculty of feeling through
the artwork and most importantly through the final sublime moment of the artwork, is
necessary in order to complete the aesthetic education. The Friihromantiks would
follow this notion of the artistic appeal to the faculty of feeling. Frederick Beiser
summarizes it well by saying, “The chief aim of aesthetic education, whether in the
romantic or Leibnizian-Wolffian tradition, was the cultivation of sensibility.”**° In
this context, sensibility refers to the opposite of the understanding: all of the sensual
faculties, primarily feeling. Beiser paraphrases Novalis from his unpublished essay
“Vorarbeiten 1798”: “To romanticize the world... is to make us aware of the magic,
mystery, and wonder of the world; it is to elucidate the senses to see the ordinary as
extraordinary, the familiar as strange, the mundane as sacred, the finite as infinite.”*®

It is arguable that Novalis was able to achieve this in his famous work Heinrich von

Ofterdingen. The entire movement, and its members like Schelling, built upon this

%99 Beiser, The Romantic Imperative, 100.
“© Ipid., 101.
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notion of feeling, or a higher form of the feeling — intuition — being the basis upon
which art was both created by the artist and internalized by the audience, and morality
thereby learned.***

Friedrich Schlegel built on the notion of aesthetic education by the heroic
process in tragedy, and discussed eight features which ought to be in a romantic
poetry meant to be morally educating. They are as follows: 1. Mixture of genres 2.
Insatiable longing, and eternal striving 3. lIrony 4. A focus on: the individual, the
similarities and differences between things, and individuality at the expense of
universality 5. A lack of concern with pure beauty and an attempt to make art serve
the interests of morality and science. 6. An absence of self-restraint, where goals are
reached only to be transcended. 7. An attempt to portray a whole age, the culture of an
epoch. 8. An attempt to fuse philosophy and poetry.“*

The first point is not new. Both Schiller and Schelling thought that art should
Cross genres, i.e., painting should be like music, which in turn should be like dance.
But Schlegel has expanded Schiller’s notion of a progression leading to an ultimate
act of morality to embrace, if we take points two through seven as a whole, something
akin to the Moral Progression. Schlegel begins with insatiable longing which could
be likened to the first stage, follows it with “a focus on the individual at the expense
of the universal,” which is the second stage, and follows this by, “an attempt to make
art serve the interests of science and morality” which resembles Schiller’s notion that
before humanity can be moral, an aesthetic education will be necessary; he proceeds
from here with “the reaching and transcending of goals” and ““a portrayal of a whole
age”, which exemplifies both the end result of the Moral Progression, and the

portrayal in a work of art of the entire progression.

%01 See: Schelling, System of Transcendental Idealism, 220-35.
“92 Eirst mentioned in “Studium Aufsatz” but repeated throughout his work. The list below was
translated by Beiser in from “Studium Aufsatz”. See: Beiser, The Romantic Imperative, 109.
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The final feature — “the fusion of poetry and philosophy” — Schlegel and
Schelling explain can be found in mythology. Schelling himself views the myth as
artwork, as has been observed in his thoughts on Homer and Hesiod, and as a means
of transfiguring a society to a higher level. When Homer and Hesiod encapsulated the
history of the world to their time via myth by means of the written word, they
separated themselves from the previous age. Schelling says that a similar separation
then could take place between the current age, representing the stage of the Moral
Progression before the advent of the morally-based social state of equals, and the next,
a transition which could be made by a new mythology which would summarize the
history of the world and its end just as Hesiod had. The mythology’s purpose would
then be to summarize the universal culture, telling its history leading to the present
moment, and thence to stimulate the transition of society as a whole to the new age.*%®

What can be constructed from these sources concerning artwork and
mythology is that the ideal art, which will be able to educate mankind and bring it to
its next stage of development, will be in the form of a work of art, a myth, which will
combine elements of different art forms together. It will summarize the thoughts of
an entire age, which will include the various stages of development of man and
society that are outlined in that age, from selfish striving to heroic self-abandonment
for the betterment of society, and it will propel the audience members who observe
the work, by the example set in it, to moral living by appealing directly to their
faculties of feeling as opposed to their understanding. But how could this new society
come about, except through the end of the old society? Thus the artwork will move

people to join the new social order of equality and, by necessity, lead them to revolt

“%3 As is also the case in other Frithromantik writings including: Schlegel “Gespréche iiber die Poesie”,
Novalis “Fragmente und Studien” and the Anonymous Bamberg Treatise “Systemprogramm des
deutschen Idealismus”.
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against and destroy the current society, i.e., its government, in order to achieve the
new ideal state.

All told, this precisely describes how Wagner considered his Ring des
Nibelungen. Part II then will focus on Wagner’s writings: with an eye towards
Wagner’s general consistency with the Moral Progression, and more specifically,
those on the artwork and its place in forming a new society and how this is vital in

Wagner’s conception of the Ring.
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Part Il — Wagner and the Moral Progression
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Introduction. The Problem of Wagner’s Prose

Wagner in Translation

In examining the writings of Richard Wagner numerous difficulties arise, and
these difficulties need to be addressed before making use of Wagner’s writings to
inform our discussion. We native English speakers reading Wagner in translation are
immediately thrust into the shadow and drama of William Ashton Ellis; a man whose
translations spark great debate among Wagnerians and tend to be either loved or hated.
The negative side of these translations is perhaps best summarized by Stewart Spencer,
a fellow Wagner translator:

Although he did at least have the advantage of understanding what Wagner

was trying to say, he believed, unfortunately, that only by reproducing

Wagner’s sentence structures and word-formations could he convey the sense
and tone of the original. As a result Ellis’s translations can really only be
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understood by readers already familiar with the German.!
There are examples beyond measure of his German sentence constructions which
often, as Spencer says, make his translations extremely difficult to understand for
those who do not have a rudimentary knowledge of German. A particular oddity of
Ellis’s approach is his practice of frequent capitalization of nouns. In German it is
common practice to capitalize every noun, but this is not the case in English unless it
IS meant to accentuate a particular word. Unfortunately, as he does not capitalize all
nouns, it is difficult to tell which he is trying to do: follow the German use of
capitalization of nouns, or add emphasis to a particular word. The reader is then
constantly wondering which words to focus on in order to decipher the basic meaning
of any given passage. Moreover Ellis’s explanation of his use of capitalization does
not clear this matter up, as he says that his choices for words to capitalize are decided

992

both “arbitrarily” and “with a definite purpose.” This just adds another layer of

confusion to a work which already has it in abundance.

! Stewart Spencer, “Collected Writings™ in The Wagner Compendium: A4 Guide to Wagner’s Life and
Music. ed. Barry Millington (London: Thames and Hudson Ltd., 1992), 196. H.S. Chamberlain,
another native Englishman, regretted that Wagner’s writings were to be revealed to the English
speaking world through Ellis’s unclear writing. In letters to Cosima written in 1893 after having had a
chance to look at the translations, he wrote “I think Ellis is a good man, but alas! That is a sad business!
Only now have | been able to examine his work as translator, and | have to look upon it as a pure
calamity.” (October 4™, 1893) Cosima assumed in her reply of October 8" that this meant that Ellis’s
translation was not faithful to the original. But when Chamberlain again broaches the subject with her
on November 15™ he explains more clearly the nature of the problem of Ellis’s translation. He says “I
must talk to you some other time about Ellis's translations. | did not mean, as you appear to think, that
they are not faithful; but they are not English. No Englishman who does not understand German can
understand this Ellis-style. Ellis is faithful enough to the word — too faithful; but not to the sense.”
(Cosima Wagner und Houston Stewart Chamberlain im Briefwechsel 1888-1908, ed. Paul Pretzsch
(Leipzig: Philip Reclam jun., Verlag.,1934) 354, 363 or Ernest Newman, The Life of Richard Wagner.
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1936), 11 564-5.) That being said, being Wagner’s son-in-law, writing to
Cosima of all people, it would have been highly unlikely to read from his pen that Wagner was ever
unclear in his writings. For an excellent background of Ellis and his relationship with Bayreuth and
future scholarship see: David Cormack “Faithful, All Too Faithful: William Ashton Ellis and the
Englishing of Richard Wagner” Wagner XIV 3 (1993): 104-137.

2 <] am perfectly aware that the use of a capital A for “Art” is jeered at by those whose own art had
better be printed upside down; yet I have felt that it was not only allowable, but helpful, to capitalise
such words as “Understanding and Feeling” and several others, rather than run a greater risk of
misunderstanding. | ought to say, however, that all nouns are decorated with capitals, in the German;
therefore, that my selection of any particular word for this mark of distinction is purely arbitrary,
though guided by a definite purpose.” Opera and Drama from: Richard Wagner’s Prose Works. trans.
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Because of these translation issues, many dismiss Ellis’s work, and are
inspired to follow in the footsteps of Newman, among others writers on Wagner, by
forming their own translations from the original German. The problem which we
native English speakers then face is the realization that the original German is itself
convoluted and unclear: the dirty little secret of those who mock Ellis’s translations
and the reason why another translation on Ellis’s scale has never been made. As
Newman discovered:

| have made all [my] translations from the prose works, the letters, the

autobiography, etc., direct from the originals. This has necessitated referring

to them throughout in the German editions, but no one who has the current

English versions will have any difficulty in tracing any particular passage by

means of dates and indices. | cannot hope that with prose so involved as that

of Wagner’s I have always been able to achieve perfect accuracy; but I am
consoled by the consciousness that native German scholars to whom | have
referred a few passages have been as puzzled over them as myself.*
So in truth, being in touch with the Zeitgeist, to paraphrase Spencer, is worth a great
deal in a study such as this, where Ellis plays the part not only of translator but of
interpreter as well. He tends to use the appropriate consistent terminology when
equating Wagner’s sentiment to a similar philosophical idea. That being said, his
knowledge of this subject is somewhat concentrated on Schopenhauer, Feuerbach and

to some extent in the later volumes, Nietzsche; which is disappointing as someone

with as sharp a mind as he clearly has could have offered a fascinating look into more

William Ashton Ellis. 8 vols. (London: K. Paul Trench, Triibner, 1892-1899) (Hereafter referred to as
PW) II. xix-xx. Regarding references to the German editions of Wagner’s writings, his Gesammelte
Schriften und Dichtungen. 10 vols. (Leipzig: E.W. Fritzsch, 1887-8) shall be referred to as GS, and his
Samtliche Schriften und Dichtungen. ed. Richard Sternfeld and Hans von Wolzogen. 16 vols. (Leipzig:
Breitkopf und Hértel, 1911-6) shall be referred to as SS.

® Ernest Newman. Wagner as Man and Artist. x. Ellis himself in the Introduction to his translation of
Opera and Drama mentions something similar. First, Opera and Drama had been translated in the
1850s but upon looking at the translation Ellis thought it would not help him in his work. Second, and
more importantly, he had particular trouble translating some of the work for the very reason Newman
discovered; because the German prose is often-times confusing. “The Third Part is undeniably a
difficult piece of work, and | am not ashamed to confess misgivings as to my rendering of certain
passages, for I know that even at “Wahnfried” a few of the pages are considered doubtful of
interpretation.” PW I1. xvii.
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of Wagner’s influences had he only decided to do so. Nonetheless, Ellis’s translations
will be used here, with only a few minor changes to improve clarity.”

Wagner’s (Lack of) Clarity

The primary problems that one faces when attempting to decipher the intent of
Wagner’s writings, no matter the language, are Wagner’s writing style, insufferable
tone, and inconsistency. Wagner often writes his prose as if he were an orator
speaking to a crowd. He sets up the primary point he is trying to make through long
paragraphs filled with overly-florid language and only actually makes his point at the
end of the section or work. This makes quoting him incredibly difficult as he very
rarely is capable of making a point in succinctly; and so his rambling writings often
end up being ignored.

Wagner’s inconsistent views on composers are well known as he changed his
opinion and his conception of music numerous times over his life, particularly

towards the composers who influenced him the most such as Beethoven, Berlioz,

* This is not to say that Ellis’s translation is all that English reading Wagnerians really need and could
want in a translation of Wagner’s works. The grammatical constructions aside, the footnotes, as
mentioned, focus too much on Wagner’s self-avowed influences and not enough on all of his
influences; and are terribly out of date. Thomas Grey’s recent translations are excellent, but they are
without the kind of footnotes that would put Wagner’s writings in their proper context. The next
critical translation ought to offer a more historical perspective of the writings, with a view to their
influences and the writings which influenced them. Such a translation would require looking at various
‘Horizons of expectations’ with an eye to influence on and comparison to Wagner’s prose. There
would have to be: 1. the philosophical horizon, which would primarily place Wagner’s writings in the
context of the writers discussed, at very least, in part | of this work; 2. the literary horizon, garnered
from journals associated with the highly influential Young German movement, including Zeitung fiir
die Elegante Welt, and Aurora which would include the writings of Laube and Gutzkow, their
associates Heine and Borne, and their enemy Menzel; 3. the Young Hegelian horizon, which would
include the writings of Gervinus, David Strauss, Feuerbach, Ruge, Vischer, and Prutz along with the
journal Hallische Jahrbiicher; 4. the horizon of the Frihromantik movement, based upon the ideas of
Lessing and Schiller, and carried over by primarily the Schlegels, and Novalis; 5. The revolutionary-
anarchist-socialist horizon, seen through journals such as Rockel’s Volksblatter; and finally, 6. the
horizon of music-aesthetic criticism, garnered from journals such as the Neue Zeitschrift fir Musik, the
Rheinische Musikzeitung, and the Neue Berliner Musikzeitung. Wagner’s writings must be placed in
the context of the debates going on, or that had gone on, in each of these six horizons in the 1830’s,
40’s, and 50’s, because it is from them and their contexts that his writings were born.
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Mozart and Mendelssohn.® But he is also inconsistent regarding important aspects of

his theory and so leaves himself and his writings open to attacks from detractors.

Even now, as his 200" birthday approaches, Wagner’s writings are still rightly

considered at the very least daunting, and at worst a waste of the Wagner scholar’s

time.

Take three prominent examples: Thomas Mann, Carl Dahlhaus, and Ernest

Newman. Thomas Mann says that no one would have given a second look to

Wagner’s writings had it not been for his music:

I am not talking about his theory. If it were not something so completely
secondary, not so wholly a retrospective and superfluous glorification of his
own talent, then his creative work would undoubtedly have become just as
untenable as the theory: and nobody would have taken it seriously for a
moment without the work, which appears to validate it as long as one is sitting
in the theatre, which in fact validates nothing but itself. Has anybody ever
seriously believed in his theory, | wonder? In this amalgam of painting, music,
words, and gesture that Wagner had the nerve to proclaim as the fulfillment of
all artistic ambition? In a hierarchy of genres in which Tasso would rank
below Siegfried? Are Wagner’s writings on art actually read, in fact? And
whence this lack of interest in Wagner the writer? s it because his writings
are propaganda rather than honest revelation? Because their comments on his
work — wherein he truly lives in all his suffering greatness — are singularly
inadequate and misleading? This must suffice by way of excuse. But it is true
enough: there is not much to be learned about Wagner from Wagner’s critical
writings.®

When the Ring premiere in 1876 failed to create an ideal society, Wagner placed the

blame, not on his art, but on the people not properly preparing themselves to be

moved by not reading his writings on art. He explains in Shall We Hope?

How easily even deeds may remain ineffectual, we have learnt from the fate
of the Bayreuth Buhnenfestspiels: their sole result, so far as | can see at

® For one example among many of this, compare Wagner’s comments on Berlioz as well as the general
manner in which Berlioz is considered in Opera and Drama (PW I1. 76.) to those in On the Application
of Music to the Drama (PW VI. 129.). His opinions on composers shift with the sands, and it is most
illuminating to read through Cosima’s diaries and observe Wagner’s thoughts on the value of the music
of Haydn, Mozart, and Mendelssohn which were often the polar opposite of his thoughts on the music
of those same composers during the late 40s and early 50s.

® Thomas Mann. Pro et Contra Wagner. “Coming to Terms with Richard Wagner,” 47.
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present, has been the incitement of many an individual to go behind the deed
to its tendencies. This needed a very earnest study of my writings, and it
seems that these friends now think it of importance to urge others to repair a
great and damaging omission in that regard. 1 am quite of their opinion.’

Carl Dahlhaus states in The New Grove Wagner the opposite of what Wagner is
saying here. According to Dahlhaus, the prose works do not clarify the music, but the
music clarifies the prose works. In his biting analysis of the prose works Dahlhaus
first laments the fact that influence behind Wagner’s works cannot be laid at the feet
of just one man or just one system, but is so broad that an analogy can be made to
nearly any system of thought found in the nineteenth century; in essence, that he used
the philosophical ideas of the Zeitgeist to justify his writings, which in and of

themselves are not worth as much as the operas as a keystone to Wagner’s thinking:

The tiresome fact that all these interpretative possibilities remain open is the
consequence of an ambiguity characteristic of Wagner’s writings. It is less
important to seek out the partialities and make exegetical hay with them than
to recognize that these are statements in which a composer who was also an
intellectual formed in the ‘Vormirz’ period summoned almost the entire
intellectual inheritance of his age and forced it into service to justify his
conceptions of musical drama.  This process involved some drastic
reinterpretation of the philosophies upon which it drew; yet the conceptions
they were supposed to serve stood in no need of justification. Further, the
nature of the conceptions is anyway such that they are not likely to be more
easily understood by apostrophes to musical drama as a philosophy expressed
in sound, or by the assembly of fragmentary formulations of that philosophy
culled from the composer’s prose writings. Wagner varied the philosophical,
aesthetic and political theories he proclaimed in his writings entirely for the
sake of his musical dramas, which in the last analysis were the only thing that
truly possessed him. The works are the key to the writings, not vice versa.?

"PW VI. 114-5.

8 Carl Dahlhaus. “Theoretical Writings” in John Deathridge, Carl Dahlhaus. The New Grove Wagner.
(New York: W.W. Norton and Co., 1984), 86-7. To prove his point he takes the opening paragraph
from the late work of 1880 Religion and Art and analyzes it using the terminology of a number of
different philosophical systems, seemingly missing the point, that there is a root moral progression that
is common to these systems which Wagner employed. “‘It could be said that at the point where religion
becomes artificial, it is reserved to art to salvage the kernel of religion, inasmuch as the mythical
images which religion would wish to be believed as true are apprehended in art for their symbolic value,
and through ideal representation of those symbols art reveals the concealed deep truth within them.
While the priest bends every effort to get the allegories of religion regarded as literal truths, the artist
had no interest in anything of the kind, for he frankly and freely makes his work known as his own
invention.” [Religion and Art, PW VI. 213.] In other words, it is the free invention that contains the
concealed deep truth. It is possible to extract from these two sentences almost all the ideas most
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But the harshest criticism of Wagner’s thinking comes from Newman, who calls him

pathetic in his belief in his own clarity:

His faith in his own philosophical ideas, his belief in their importance for the
regeneration of the universe, would surely be grotesque were it not so pathetic.
His purely musical gift, which has never been equaled among men, he seemed
to lay comparatively little stress upon; while he constantly troubled himself,
his correspondents, his reader, and his hearers, with speculations in
philosophy and other subjects for which he had only the most mediocre
capacity. One sometimes rises with a feeling of sadness from a study of the
Ring and all Wagner’s writings connected with it — a feeling of pity that this
man should have spent precious year after year of his life gnawing at his own
heart to no purpose, embittering his days and nights with long meditations on
questions that any clear-headed school-boy could quickly have settled for him.
For it must be reiterated that Wagner had no more capacity for philosophical
speculation than the average curate. He hung upon the fringe of every great
question, half understanding it and half perverting it, falling victim to the most
elementary of verbal fallacies, twisting everything into a kind of forced
harmony with his own preconceived notions, but reaching no conclusion by
dint of solid thinking, and in the long run adding nothing to the sum of human
knowledge. ... For surely one has only to read that poem with one’s eye open
to be convinced that Wagner was labouring under the most pathetic delusion
when he thought that he was contributing anything of the slightest value to the
store of the race.’

This near universal affirmation from some of the most famous names in Wagner
scholarship that Wagner’s writings do not clarify his music and are in themselves
poorly constructed is difficult to argue with. This is notable considering Wagner’s

emphasis throughout the late 1840’s and 1850’s — while he was writing these works —

characteristic of the century: that music, as an ‘organon of philosophy’ (Schelling) or ‘opus
metaphysicum’ (Nietzsche), contained in its sound an appreciation of the absolute which was at first
transmitted in absolute instrumental music (E.T.A: Hoffmann on Beethoven) but transferred to musical
drama when the latter assumed the substance of the symphony (Wagner); that myths — words or images,
that is — are merely external appearances projected by that inner essence of the world which is
expressed by music (Schopenhauer); that religion is nothing other than a world of fables ‘believed as
true’ and transposed to a transcendental sphere, while its ‘concealed truth’ is something that man must
recognize as being himself, in his corporeal reality (Feuerbach); that art, the ‘invention of the artist’, is
one of the ways by which to reach the ‘deep truth’ of religion, which is a truth of the intuition
(Schleiermacher); that religion — symbolic representation — is a step by way of which the spirit may
progress towards philosophy (Hegel) or art (Wagner). (The order in which the steps are placed is
secondary to the fact that Wagner, testifying yet again to the Hegelian inheritance, constructed a series
of steps at all.)” (New Grove Wagner, 85-6.)

° Ernest Newman. A Study of Wagner, 220-2.
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on his own clarity.® But in merely examining the revolutionary — Ziirich-period
writings we see inconsistencies in terminology and in Wagner’s own conception of
the faculties of feeling and understanding and how they relate to apprehending music.

The discrepancy, in this regard, among Artwork of the Future and Opera and
Drama and A Communication to My Friends is particularly blatant. Artwork of the
Future stresses a process by which unconscious and instinctive elements of being are
brought to the understanding, which leads one to believe that the faculty of
understanding is the vital faculty in comprehending a work of art. ** In Opera and
Drama he outlines a pattern similar to Schelling’s study of history in which
mythology, as the original study of history, gives way to our modern conception of
history which in turn will give way to a new mythology again. Understanding does
follow from feeling, but in this new schema, feeling, in turn, takes over from
understanding, as the understanding is incapable of apprehending the immeasurable
meaning of the artwork: only the feeling can do that.** Then, in A Communication to
My Friends, he writes of a fusion of the two faculties, a felt-understanding or

Gefihlsverstandniss, to which art ought to be directed.™

1% Selected Letters of Richard Wagner, 242. Letter to Theodor Uhlig, December 28, 1851. “But I really
do think that I have now written enough as a journalist: what is there left to say if my friends do not see
things clearly now, and why should | care now if they have still got dirt in their eyes. As for what’s
been done, | at least am completely satisfied with myself, for | have certainly spared no effort in
making myself understood. The rest is solely the concern of those who take an interest in me!” This is
one example of this sentiment among a sea of examples from this time.

L PW 1. 197.

2PW 11, 224.

B PW 1. 391.
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ARTWORE (OF THE FUTURE OPERA AND DRAMA
FEELING
UNDERSTANDING ﬂr
ﬁ T UNDERSTANDING
FEELING jr
FEELING

A CORMRITRNICAFTON PO MY FRIENDS

GEFTHLSVERST ANDHISS

o

FEELING TUNDEESTANDING

It is no wonder, then, that these writings are viewed as confusing, as Wagner himself
is inconsistent on this central philosophical issue.

But as we have seen in Part I, the issue of how the faculties of feeling and
understanding are employed by the self, and the philosophical dichotomy of differing
outlooks born from this issue — revolution vs. conservatism — is part of Wagner’s
“horizon of expectations,” part of what Newman called Wagner’s “preconceived
notions.” The vacillation present in and among Wagner’s writings is emblematic of
the dichotomy present in the Zeitgeist between the world-views of the revolutionaries
and of the conservatives, i.e., between those who view the people as ideal Volk
(Spinoza, Hume, Rousseau and often, Kant) and those who view the people as
common Maase or Publikum who need to be educated before they will be ready for

the ideal moral society.
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Chapter 1. Wagner’s Writings before the Revolution of 1848

A. Vacillating between Revolution and Conservatism

The key to much of Wagner’s world-view lies in this dichotomy. In
revolution the ideal becomes physical, real and universal; everyone takes part in it,
and everyone achieves the end goal together. It is assumed that the natural morality
inherent in man will take over in the act of revolution and in the proceeding ideal
government to follow. This is opposed to conservatism, in which it is assumed that
the ideal can only be readily attained by a few in the immediate future who will make
it their mission to morally educate the public to make them ready to participate in the
ideal government. Conservatism is divisive in this sense; it appeals to a particular
party against its opponent, and it is through teaching or a moral realization, whether it
is gentle — as in Proudhon’s and Feuerbach’s model of selfless love supplanting
selfishness — or rough — as in the “terrible trial of suffering” in Schiller and
Schopenhauer among others — that this opponent is brought in line with the ruling
party. Revolution has an opponent in the present culture, but this opponent is about to
be either destroyed or consumed by the inherent imminence of the coming revolution,
opening the way for total equality. This is not the case with conservatism, which
leaves open the possibility for equality, but believes that its totality will be postponed
to when the other party or parties come around to the view held by the “correct” party.
There is a basic faith in the inner morality of the people in revolutionary thinking that
IS not present in conservative thinking.

Just as there is a conservative and revolutionary dichotomy present where the

faculties of understanding and feeling are vying for supremacy in the systems of the
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Moral Progression, a dichotomy is also present in the field of aesthetics. Jakob Sulzer,
on one side, holds that music can be received only by the faculty of feeling and
expresses only feelings and passions, not concepts. In his Allgemeine Theorie der

Schonen Kinste he says:

The Principal if not indeed the sole function of a perfect musical composition
IS the accurate expression of the emotions and passions in all their varying and
individual nuances... There is no justification, though, for the idea that music
can influence the conceptual imagination [Vorstellungskraft] in matters that
are altogether unrelated to emotion, or that are related to them only through
cognitive reflection. Language was invented to express ideas and concepts; it
is language that constructs and projects images in the imagination, not music.
The portrayal of such images is altogether foreign to music’s aim. Music,
therefore, does not influence man in so far as he is a thinking being, or in that
he has the ability to imagine concepts, but it influences man in so far as he is a
feeling being [empfindet]. However learned, correct, or well wrought, then, a
composition may be, it is not a piece of genuine music if it fails to stimulate
the emotions. All that a listener needs is a sensitive heart [empfindsames
Herz]; with this he may judge whether a work is good or bad, even if he lacks
all musical knowledge. If music has reached his heart it has achieved its
purpose, and whatever serves to achieve this aim is good.*

Wackenroder, on the other hand, holds that music, though beginning in the feeling,
can quiet the passions and bring about understanding and love by expressing not
feeling alone, but the incomprehensible, and ultimately the immortal truths.”® This
comes across in the following example from his The Marvels of the Musical Art:

O, then I close my eyes to all strife of the world — and withdraw quietly into
the land of music, as into the land of belief, where all our doubts and our

4 J.G. Sulzer “Expression in Music” and “Music” from Allgemeine Theorie der Schénen Kiinste.
[1792-1794] trans. Peter Le Huray and James Day in German Essays on Music. The German Library v.
XLII ed. Jost Hermand and Michael Gilbert. (New York: Continuum, 1994), 26, 33-34. See also
Hegel. Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine Art I1 899: “So long as it [music] has sprung from the heart itself
and is penetrated by a richness of soul and feeling, it may be amply impressive.”

1> These examples ought to suffice as poles for this discussion, as the ideas from these two essentially
make up the backbone for the aestheticians to follow such as Schopenhauer and Hegel. There are
numerous examples of similar language employed by Wackenroder, Herder, E.T.A. Hoffmann, Wagner,
Schopenhauer, and Hegel on this issue of feeling and understanding in music. Peter le Huray and
James Day in their compilation Music and Aesthetics in the Eighteenth and Early-Nineteenth Centuries
have done a convincing job of bringing many of these similarities to light in their introductory essay to
the work. (See: Peter le Huray and James Day. Music and Aesthetics in the Eighteenth and Early-
Nineteenth Centuries. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 1-16.) But the subject is still
wide open for further comparisons.
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sufferings are lost in a resounding sea... [I]n the place of all answers and
revelations, airy, beautiful cloud formations are shown to us, the sight of
which calms us, we do not know how; - with brave certainty we wander
through the unknown land; we greet and embrace as friends strange spiritual
beings whom we do not know, and all the incomprehensibilities that besiege
our souls and that are the disease of the human race disappear before our
senses, and our minds become healthy through the contemplation of marvels
that are far more incomprehensible and exalted. At that moment the human
being seems to want to say: ‘That is what I mean! Now I have found it! Now
| am serene and happy!’... Happy the one who (weary of the business of
splitting ideas more and more finely, which shrinks the soul) surrenders
himself to the gentle and powerful currents of desire, which expand the spirit
and elevate it to a beautiful faith. Such a course is the only way to universal,
all-embracing love and only through such love do we come close to divine
blessedness... It is the only art that reduces the most multifarious and
contradictory emotions of our souls to the same beautiful harmonies, which
plays \{gith joy and sorrow, with despair and adoration in the same harmonious
tones.

In short, while Sulzer holds that music is apprehended by the feeling and
meant for the feeling, Wackenroder believes that music is apprehended by the feeling,
but then is transfigured and brought to the understanding. Music, according to
Wackenroder, has essentially the same effect on the self as Schelling’s artwork — and
thus embodies the transition between the second and third stages of the Moral
Progression: it calms the passions, brings about objectivity and selflessness, and
brings us closer to the divine. At least in aesthetics, Sulzer, then, is closer to the
revolutionary, feeling-based, conception of music where no education is needed, and
Wackenroder represents the conservative, music-as-education, listening experience.

Wagner vacillates on these issues both aesthetically and politically-morally
within and among his own writings. A clear example of this difference in world-view
can be observed in Wagner’s early writings in comparing his Pasticcio of 1834 with
his “German Musician in Paris” series of articles written in Paris between 1840 and

1842. The Pasticcio embodies the revolutionary mentality with its emphasis on

18W. H. Wackenroder “The Marvels of the Musical Art” [1799] trans. Mary Hurst Schubert in German
Essays on Music. The German Library v. XLIII ed. Jost Hermand and Michael Gilbert. (New York:
Continuum, 1994), 37-9.
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feeling while the “German Musician in Paris” series embodies the conservative
mentality with its emphasis on understanding. In Pasticcio he explains that the
function of opera or in his words, opera’s “sole true path of salvation” — was the
“expression and communication of feeling” (Ausdruck und Mittheilung der
Empfindung).!” He then goes on to explain a crucial missing element in the works of

art of today: it has lost touch with the Volk. His complete conclusion is as follows:

The public is confused about art, and artists are out of touch with the Volk.
Why is it, that no German opera-composer has come to the front of late?—
Because none has known how to gain the voice of the Volk,—in other words,
because none has seized true warm Life as it is. The essence of dramatic art
does not consist in the specific subject or point of view, but in this: that the
inner kernel of all human life and action, the Idea, be grasped and presented.
By this standard alone should dramatic works be judged, their special points
of view and subjects being simply regarded as special varieties of this Idea.
Criticism makes a radically false demand on Art, when it requires the art of
the Beautiful to do nothing else than idealise. For without all ldeality, so-
called Dramatico-musical art can take many a form. If the librettist has the
true poetic spirit, in him there lies the universe of human moulds and forces,
his figures have an organic core of life; let him unroll the heavenly, or the
earthly chart of human characters, we shall always find them lifelike, even
though we never may have met their like in actual life. But our modern
Romantic misfits are just dumb stiffs. Away with them all—give us passion!
Only in what is human, does man feel interest; only the humanly-feelable can
the dramatic singer represent. You have been often enough told, but refuse to
believe it, that one thing alone is needful for Opera—namely Poesy!—Words
and tones are simply its expression.'®

It is not that the people need some form of education in the form of an artwork, but
that artists need to channel the people’s voice in order to create good art. There exists,
then, an ideal Volk to which the artists need to listen and to which art ought to be
addressed, addressed through feeling alone, not understanding.

In his point about “modernen romantischen Fratzen” he is clearly siding with
Sulzer, who gives primacy to the Volk, against Wackenroder — the Romantic misfit —

and his ideal, passion-calming effect that music expresses. Music that expresses this

Y PW VIII. 65.
8 PW VII1. 66. The inciting of the actors to be passionate is familiar throughout time from Aristotle’s
Poetics to Shakespeare’s [Hamlet’s] advice his players, to Lessing’s Hamburgische Dramaturgie.
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ideal is not for the Volk and their passions, and so is dismissed by Wagner. The Volk
do not need to be educated, they should be idealized and embraced by the artist.
Music does not communicate immaterial concepts, but human feelings to a real Volk.
The one bit of quasi-metaphysics in Wagner’s explanation is when he explains
that the essence of dramatic art is “the inner kernel of all human life and action, the
Idea, [which is to] be grasped and presented.” But this is an illusion. “Idea” ought
not to be misconstrued for the Idee of Kant, Hegel or Schopenhauer: an Idea that is
not phenomenal but noumenal.”® But Wagner could not have meant a noumenal Idee
because of his criticism of the idealist romantics and his statement that art can only
communicate what is humanly feelable and thus not the noumenal “inner meaning of
all life.” What is likely meant, then, is that the Idea is synonymous with the ideal
Volk, and that art ought to express the nature of this ideal Volk, its actions and deeds
On the other side, in Pilgrimage to Beethoven — the first of the “German
Musician in Paris” series about a composer named R. and his experience in Paris — he
turns toward conservatism and these “modernen romantischen Fratzen and changes
his vocabulary. Wagner explains through the voice of authority, Beethoven, that
instrumental music appeals to feeling, but it is specifically a wild indirectable
“primordial” feeling, while words appeal to a focused specific individual feeling
which he calls the “clear and definite emotion of the human heart.” As in Pasticcio,
Wagner stresses the importance of combining words and music. The change is that
instead of espousing the glories of a music meant to appeal to what is humanly
feelable, he is now espousing a music that is capable of clarifying to the human heart
all that was formerly incomprehensible, and thus transforming the self into a “godly

consciousness” [gottlichen BewuRtsein].

9 And Kohler relates this to Hegel (Joachim Kohler. Richard Wagner: The Last of the Titans. trans.
Stewart Spencer. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2004), 256).
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The human voice is not to be gainsaid. Nay, it is a far more beautiful and
nobler organ of tone, than any instrument in the orchestra. Could not one
employ it with just the same freedom as these? What entirely new results one
would gain from such a procedure! For the very character that naturally
distinguishes the voice of man from the mechanical instrument would have to
be given especial prominence, and that would lead to the most manifold
combinations. The instruments represent the most rudimentary organs of
Creation and Nature; what they express can never be clearly defined or put
into words, for they reproduce the primitive feelings themselves, those
feelings which issued from the chaos of the first Creation, when maybe there
was not as yet one being to take them up into his heart. ‘Tis quite otherwise
with the human voice; that represents the heart of man and its sharp-cut
individual emotion. Its character is consequently restricted, but definite and
clear. Now, let us bring these two elements together, and unite them! Let us
set the wild, unfettered elemental feelings, represented by the instruments, in
contact with the clear and definite emotion of the human heart, as represented
by the voice of man. The advent of this second element will calm and smooth
the conflict of those primal feelings, will give their waves a definite, united
course; whilst the human heart itself, taking up into those primordial feelings,
will be immeasurably reinforced and widened, equiped to feel with perfect
clearness its earlier indefinite presage of the Highest, transformed thereby to
godlike consciousness!®

This might as well have been written by Wackenroder. Feeling, no longer the end
result, is instead replaced by the illusory conceptual “godly consciousness” which is
instilled after a quieting of the passions has taken hold of the self. Wagner has
completely turned around.

Part of this change has to do with Wagner’s abandoning his belief that
mankind is Volk to be emulated by the artist in exchange for a more conservative
belief, that mankind is Publikum to be educated. There are biographical reasons for
this change. Hugo Dinger, who wrote one of the first major studies, not only of the
prose works, but of Wagner’s thinking and his philosophical and spiritual
progressions throughout his life, says that this period made him the man he was to
become. Wagner went into Paris an idealist who felt much like R felt upon his arrival

in Paris in the “A German Musician in Paris” series. R exclaims surprisedly:

2 pW VII. 41-42.
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Am | to believe that here, too, one needs the wonted tactics of servility? Here
in Paris, the capital of free France, where a Press exists that unmasks and
makes impossible all humbug and abuse; where merit alone can win the
plaudits of a great incorruptible public?*
Wagner believed in the success of the Volk, and their success was embodied in the
1830 Revolution in France. Of course France was the capital of freedom, and of
course France was where an artist could write his own ticket. Dinger comments that
at this time Germans were envious of the perceived freedoms of industry and talent
that the French had but the Germans didn’t. This perceived liberality in which all
doors seemed open to those with talent was, upon closer examination, nothing but a
Plutocracy; and so Wagner wrote with bitter irony against the Parisian society with
which he had grown so discontented.”? The French worshipped money, not talent as
Wagner had assumed, and this is portrayed in the next line from An End in Paris
where the narrator responds to R’s conception of the “incorruptible public”:
‘The public’ I interrupted; ‘there you are right. I also am of the opinion that,
with your talent, you well might succeed, had you only the public to deal with.
But as to the easiness of reaching that public you hugely err, poor friend! It is
not the contest of talents, in which you will have to engage, but the contest of
reputations and personal interests. If you are sure of firm and influential
patronage, by all means venture on the fight; but without this, and without
money, — give up, for you’re sure to go under, without so much as being
noticed.’®
Works such as The Virtuoso and the Artist and The Artist and Publicity stress
the Publikum’s interest in the flashiness of the performer rather than the content of the

music itself as well as the abuses that the true artist encounters who does not sacrifice

his inner duty and creative genius in the face of public opinion.* Because of this,

2LpW VII. 49.

?2 Hugo Dinger. Richard Wagners geistige Entwicklung (Leipzig: Fritzsche, 1892), 57, 59.

2 PW VIL. 49.

2 PW VII. 137. “Impossible that Duty Urges Genius to the fearful act of self-denial whereby it makes

itself away to public life... He, the blest, the over-joyed, the over-rich goes begging. He begs for your

favor, ye victims of boredom, ye seekers after amusement, ye vain presumptuous, ye ignorant all-wise,
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Wagner rejects the use of the term Volk, in favor of the more selective term Publikum,
appealing specifically to the listener who is able to feel music. The emphasis has
been taken away from the common elements of humanity, and put into the music
which now can help people if they listen to it, thus showing themselves worthy of the
help, and so making them capable of attaining godly consciousness.

An End in Paris stresses this change from Volk to Publikum once again. The
friend R meets at the very beginning explains to R that the French Publikum, not
worthy enough to be referred to as Volk, would love a piece by Beethoven but only
because Beethoven is famous, and if a piece by a mediocre composer was performed
but was billed as being by Beethoven the public would love it, and if a piece by
Beethoven was billed as being by an unknown composer, the audience would hate it.
In that way the French Publikum, he explains, are philistines and more interested in
fashion than actual talent and the portrayal of feeling.”® This is the most damning
indictment of the people of France so far and the furthest from the democratic Volk-

ish idealism with which he arrived in Paris.

B. The Moral Progression in the Early Writings

It is clear that Wagner changed his vocabulary and world-view between
Pasticcio and the Paris writings. But yet the moral progression in both cases with
both world-views is the same. There is an overarching belief that comes across in
these writings, that the individual ought to surrender to the universal ideal — the
transition between the second and third stage of the Moral Progression. In Pasticcio,
the Volk represents this universal ideal, and the composer is pushed to abandon his

own perspective in favor of that of the Volk. In A Pilgrimage to Beethoven the people

bad-hearted, venal, envious reporters, — and God knows of what else thou mayst consist, thou modern
Art-public, thou institute of Public Opinion! And what humiliations he endures!”
% PW VILI. 50.
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no longer represent this ideal universal characteristic into which the self must
surrender. Wagner’s ideal artwork which combines instrumental and vocal music
now functions as the means by which men are able to sacrifice their individuality and
enter the godly-consciousness. In other words, Wagner has become a conservative
because now not everyone may be included in the godly-consciousness, but only the
few who are able to use music effectively and rid themselves of their individuality.
This transition from revolutionary to conservative is perhaps never made clearer than
in the famous Credo of the musician R in An End in Paris.
| believe in God, Mozart, and Beethoven... | believe in the holy spirit and the
truth of the one indivisible Art; | believe that this Art proceeds from God and
lives within the hearts of all illumined men — | believe that he who once has
bathed in the sublime delights of this high Art, is consecrate to Her for ever,
and never can deny Her; — | believe that through this Art all men are saved,
and therefore each may die for Her of hunger; — | believe that death will give
me highest happiness; — | believe that on earth | was a jarring discord, which
will at once be perfectly resolved by death. | believe in a last judgment,
which will condemn to fearful pains all those who in this world have dared to
play the huckster with chaste Art, have violated and dishonoured Her through
evilness of heart and ribald lust of senses; — | believe that these will be
condemned through all eternity to hear their own vile music. | believe, upon
the other hand, that true disciple of high Art will be transfigured in a heavenly
fabric of sun-drenched fragrance of sweet sounds, and united for eternity with
the divine fount of all Harmony. — May mine be a sentence of grace! Amen!%
It is true that much of the Credo reiterates his conservative viewpoint. Although
salvation could come to all men through music, it will come only to the “illumined
men” and the “true disciple of high Art.” Also following the conservative view, art
has the power to morally educate and instill selflessness, the same power that we
observe in Schiller’s, Schelling’s, and the Frihromantik conception of art. But the
Moral Progression’s second through fourth stages are all here particularly the

transition between the second and third stages of the Moral Progression seen in his

earlier works. We have the second stage represented by the selfish vain composers

2 pW VII. 66-67.
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who do not sacrifice themselves to the goddess of art and instead “have violated and
dishonoured Her through evilness of heart and ribald lust of senses.” These
composers did give in to fear, the fear that only music that catered to the public taste
was of any worth. They put stock in a culture that the true artist who is honest with
himself and his work knows must be put aside. We have the transition to the third
stage where the “illumined men” who let art into their hearts are never able to deny art
again. They abandon themselves for art just as they abandon the corrupt culture for a
better more ideal one. We also have something new in the Credo: the fourth stage
where death is viewed as a positive thing. Upon taking in “the sublime delights of the
high art” men willingly give up their individual wills to participate in the unity which
music is capable of giving for all men and with all men. Death is the fulfillment of
this unity with other enlightened souls into a community based on the common
influence of music. This is Wagner’s earliest metaphysical thought in his prose works.
Music teaches men to be moral and selfless, and in the afterlife one is unified with
music itself; a primal force of nature for which they sacrificed themselves.
Admittedly, Wagner’s specific version of the fourth stage — unity through
music — is unique in its specific language. But by viewing the progression or
enlightenment that takes place in those who are able to gain a moral education from
music as the shift from selfishness to selflessness, and altering the language so that it
is not music per se, but the characteristics that Wagner includes here for music, we
get a shift from selfishness to selflessness for the betterment of the object or unity
which will eventually become the whole, and in which all will ultimately take part.
This language resonates with similar concepts found in the philosophies surveyed in
Part I: the unification with nature from Spinoza, the dutiful death of Hume, Kant, and

to an extent Rousseau in that he views the silencing of the will for the community as
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the process by which individuals unify and in unifying become God. It also recalls
Schiller, as well as the joining with the spiritual element through constant progress of
Fichte, Schelling, to an extent Faust, and Hegel; and there are traces of Feuerbach’s
death for the betterment of, and ultimately unity with, the community of equals
through love of the community — Wagner merely substitutes “music” for
“community” — and finally, Schopenhauer’s ideal death which leads to unification in

Nirvana.?’

C. The Role of Fearlessness in His Writings and Early Operas

One important aspect of the Moral Progression that pervades the Paris writings
is the importance of fearlessness. Fearlessness had been a part of Wagner’s personal
philosophical outlook since, at latest, his time under Laube, and so becomes highly
prevalent in the writings themselves, as seen in Artist and Publicity. Wagner
describes being willing to sacrifice his own personal success so that he may produce a
true work of genius not necessarily that the public desires to hear, but that they should
hear, and though this might lead the composer into the same naive hope that he just

broke away from, there is something that ultimately will protect him and his ideals.

% Aberbach makes a similar shift of language in describing the overall meaning of Wagner’s Credo
here in religious terminology. “First, God is at the core of human existence, and we relate to that

power through the soul. Second, God’s presence in the Universe reveals itself through a transcendental,
or intuitive, or mystical process, if and when it suits God’s purpose. Therefore, a link, an umbilical
cord exists between the spiritual and earthly worlds. How, why, when and under what circumstances
God makes use of this connection cannot be answered. It appears to be exclusively up to God to
determine when and with whom that force will enter into such a relationship. Therefore, through some
process, certain individuals appear to earn God’s favor or grace which permits them to enter into a
direct relationship which transcends the physical world.” (Alan David Aberbach. Richard Wagner’s
Religious ldeas: A Spiritual Journey (Lewiston: Edwin Mellen Press, 1996), 8.) While Aberbach
focuses on the seeming arbitrariness of God’s will in making humanity ready to achieve unity with him,
my view is more humanist and focuses on the fact that every human is capable of being saved, and so
everyone has the potential to be an “illumined soul” [erleuchteten Menschen] once the appropriate
education or realization is brought on, as Wagner’s line “that through this Art all men are saved”
implies.



228

Happy the genius that Fortune ne’er has smiled on!—It is so wondrous
precious to itself: what more could Fortune give it? And that's what he tells
himself, smiles and—Ilaughs, renews his strength; it glimmers and leaps up in
him: anew it rings from him, brighter and fairer than ever. A work, such as he
himself had ne’er yet dreamt of, is growing up in silent solitude. This is it!
That's the right thing! All the world must be entranced by this: to hear it once,
and then—! Look how the madman is running! ‘Tis the old, old road, that
seems to him so new and glorious: mud splashes him; here he bumps against a
lackey, whose finery he takes for a General’s, and bows respectfully; there
against a no less worshipful bank-porter, whose heavy gold-bag slung across
the shoulders makes his nose bleed. They are all good omens. He runs and
trips, until at last he stands once more within the temple of his shame! And
everything comes back again: for, as Schiller sings, ‘each crime itself on earth
avenges.” And yet a good spirit protects him, apparently his own: for he is
spared fulfilment of his wishes. If he once succeeded in gaining welcome to
that wondrous sanctuary, what else than a stupendous misunderstanding could
have helped him thither? What Hell could compare with the slow torture of its
dissolution day by day? We took you for a sensible fellow who would
accommodate yourself, as you really were so anxious for ‘success’: here it is,
all guaranteed; only set this and that to rights; there is the prima donna, there
the ballerina, here the great virtuoso: arrange affairs with them! There they
stand, and group themselves into that strangely curtained porch through which
you travel to the one Supreme, the great Public itself. Why! everyone who
passed through here to the realms of bliss, had to make his little sacrifice.
What the devil! Do you think the ‘grand’ Opera could have ever held on, had
it raised such a fuss about trifles? Can you lie? No! Then you are done for,
dismissed, as in England the ‘Atheists.” No respectable person will talk to
you again. — Well, well: still hope that thy good genius will spare thee that.
Laugh, be light-minded, but have patience and suffer: then all will be well.
Dream! ‘Tis the best thing!*®

In this excerpt which pushes the limits of stream-of-consciousness writing, the
protector of his ideals is in part hope, in part Hegel’s Weltgeist, but entirely his
freedom from fear. The new work of art that does not lower itself to appealing to the
public grows within the artist himself, and through some inner force it will be carried
out despite the culture of present. This is precisely how Hegel describes the inner
necessity moving the men of history like Alexander and Napoleon against the culture
of the day. Another characteristic of the Weltgeist is fearlessness in the face of the
opposing culture — in Wagner’s case that it the Parisian plutocracy. Here, through his

multiple references to laughing in the face of distress, Wagner embodies that

2 pW VII. 140-141.
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fearlessness. He would rather fail than compose a work not consistent with his genius.
This places the ironic invocation of “Not und Sorge” at the beginning of Pilgrimage to
Beethoven %° and his hope that they would leave his side, in its proper context.

Wagpner is rejecting fear [Sorge] in favor of following feeling, and inner nature, which
he views as the only moral solution to the genius’s dilemma in modern society, and is
another important aspect of the change from the second to the third stage of the Moral
Progression.

The philosophical image of the fearless moral being managed to work its way
into his operas particularly under the guise of his heroines. After returning to
Germany from Paris in 1842 he had luck with Rienzi in Dresden and soon afterwards
became the royal Kapellmeister to the Saxon king in Dresden. During his tenure there,
he was able to perform Der fliegender Hollander, which he had composed in Paris,
and compose Tannh&user and Lohengrin. Each heroine — Irene, Senta, Elisabeth, and
Elsa — is fearless and takes complete control of her own destiny in the Hegelian heroic
“man of history” fashion. In Rienzi, Irene is the only one to stand at Rienzi’s side
throughout while the people flippantly go back and forth between loving him and
hating him. Rienzi is doomed by the people and so cannot escape, but Irene freely
chooses to die with her brother despite Adriano’s wish that she be with him. It is this
free choice that makes her fearless. Senta redeems the Dutchman through her fearless
self-sacrificial act by which they both become free. Elisabeth, out of her love of
Tannh&user, is willing to defy the whole world and its order, in the guise of the Pope,
and fearlessly sacrifice herself for his betterment. “As his advocate before God,

Elisabeth atones for Tannhduser... By dying for Tannhduser, Elisabeth enables

2 pW VII. 21-22.
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Tannhéuser to die a pure death.”*® Finally, Elsa prefers love on her own terms, where
each partner would have full knowledge down to the core of and about the other. She
was fearless in that she would rather have lost everything than have a love that was
less than perfect and complete. Elsa made this choice in full awareness of the
consequences, just as Irene, Senta, and Elisabeth did. As Wagner said in his A
Communication to My Friends:
This woman [Elsa], who with clear foreknowledge rushes on her doom, for
sake of Love’s imperative behest, — who, amid the ecstasy of adoration, wills
yet to lose her all, if she is unable to completely embrace her loved one; this
woman, who in her contact with this Lohengrin, of all men, must founder, and
in doing so, must shipwreck her beloved too; this woman, who can love but
thus and not otherwise, who, by the very outburst of her jealousy, wakes first
from out the thrill of worship into the full reality of Love, and by her wreck
reveals its essence to him who had not fathomed it as yet; this glorious woman,
before whom Lohengrin must vanish, for reason that his own specific nature
could not understand her[.]**
Elsa cries in pain at the knowledge of Lohengrin’s name and history that she longed
to hear, but does not cry a single word of regret. She willfully surrendered her
imperfect happiness, in full awareness of the consequences. In that sense she was
braver than the others, for they only had to die, she had to live a life of suffering and
pain as a result of her fearless action, and she knew that that is what she would have
to do. Every one of Wagner’s heroines takes the moral imperative into her own hands,
every one fearless, everyone a Hegelian hero, a woman of history. This fearlessness

and embodiment of the Weltgeist is clearly something Wagner viewed as essential in

his heroes and heroines, and this would not change in his later work.

%0 peter Wapnewski, “The Operas as Literary Works” in Wagner Handbook, 26.
SLPW 1. 347.
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D. Friedrich I , Germanness, and the Return to a Revolutionary Ideology

After his utter defeat in Paris, Wagner arrived back in Dresden to glowing
applause for his Rienzi. The culture that truly accepted his work and did not falsely
judge by what was fashionable was not that of France, but of Germany. His people
were the true Volk for which he was searching, and to them in the liberal state of
Saxony, he would bring operatic reform and true art.** So upon arriving back in
Germany from Paris he decided that from now on the subjects of his operas would be
taken from German legend, literature, and history — beginning with the writing of
Tannh&user — in an attempt to appeal to the common Volk elements of his audience.
He wrote to the critic Karl Gaillard after the completion of Tannh&user in 1845 that
Tannhduser was “a German from Head to toe... May he be capable of winning me the
hearts of my fellow Germans in far greater numbers than my earlier works have thus
far succeeded in doing.”*® For his remaining German works he would look to a
variety of sources of medieval legend and saga, but first to familiar and reliable
sources such as Heinrich Heine, who had given him, at least in part, the basis for Der
fliegender Hollander with his Memoirs of Herr Schnabelewopski, and Tannhauser in
his Elementargeister.** Heine offered a list of German legends to be explored by

German artists in his The Romantic School, written in collaboration with his old

%2 As Kohler relates in Richard Wagner: Last of the Titans, “When Wagner returned to Germany from
Paris in 1842, he thought that a glorious future lay ahead of him, one in which a liberal state would
provide him with a stage for his new art. He saw in the Wartburg a symbol of both a mythical and a
democratic Germany, an emblem of the medieval song contest and the Wartburg festival of 1817.

With Rienzi he sparked a theatrical revolution in the sleepy city of Dresden. Its hero called for
‘freedom’, and the town responded with a rousing cheer.” (213)

%3 Selected Letters of Richard Wagner, 122. June 5", 1845 to Karl Gaillard. See also: Peter Wapnewski
“The Operas as Literary Works” in Wagner Handbook, 20. At the end of this letter Wagner again
rejects the idea of an artist making a substandard work for the purpose of making money “Only money-
grubbers can be content to produce a single insignificant work — | shall never earn any money for
myself, — I am now fully resigned to that fact.” (123)

% See Peter Wapnewski “The Operas as Literary Works” in Wagner Handbook, 14, 22 and Dieter
Borchmeyer Richard Wagner: Theory and Theatre. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991) 192, 216-7 among
other sources.
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professor A. W. Schlegel, which functioned as a reply to Madame de Staél’s De
[’Allemagne. The works brought up for exploration included Lohengrin, the
Nibelungenlied, Tristan and Isolde, Parcival, and Titurel; so it is quite likely that this
may have been Wagner’s first source for German dramatic themes,> followed by
anthologies such as Gervinus’s History of Literature, which he read in 1845 while
spending time at Marienbad and where he found the basis for Die Meistersinger, and
the aforementioned A.W. Schlegel’s Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature, which
he consulted before delving into the legends themselves.

But one common theme in his source material, particularly Heine and Schlegel,
was the necessity for social upheaval in favor of the Volk; not merely upheaval of the
theatrical system, but of the government itself. Wagner, all the while, was receiving
these revolutionary messages, years before the revolution of 1848-1849, along with
the German legends, and was incorporating them into his own work.

Schlegel stressed this upheaval through the renewed pride in German-ness
which would accompany the renewed authority of Germany on the world stage when
Germany would again become one with its Volk through the theater. He was
interested in seeing the future of German drama turn to its own historical figures
whose actions had forever shaped the nation as a whole such as Friedrich Barbarossa
and Charles V, as opposed to the current fashion among the aristocracy in particular
of appreciating only works of foreign origin. Schlegel wished to remind and in part to
shame the Germans of his own time into reviving a feeling for German-ness that
could lead to a renewal of the importance of Germany. Through its examples in art,
Germany would be able to reclaim its rightful place on the world stage as long as a

poet would come along to bring such works to the theater and allow this aesthetic-

% Kohler makes this point in Richard Wagner: Last of the Titans, 134-5.
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nationalistic education to take place. At the end of his lectures he offers a goal to the

creator of this bold new artwork:

May all who have an opportunity of influencing the public mind exert
themselves to extinguish at last the old misunderstandings, and to rally, as
round a consecrated banner, all the well-disposed objects of reverence, which,
unfortunately, have been too long deserted, but by faithful attachment to
which our forefathers acquired so much happiness and renown, and to let
them feel their indestructible unity as Germans!*®

It is difficult to imagine that Wagner did not see this invocation as directed to himself.
It would have been equally difficult for him to miss Heine’s new nationalistic
poem upon his return from Paris, “Germany: A Winter’s Tale,” which was widely
published in 1844. Heine dedicates four of his twenty-seven cantos to a description of
Friedrich Barbarossa and his communication with him in his dream state. The first
canto offers what he describes as the legend of Barbarossa as told by his nurse;
Barbarossa is not dead, but sleeping in a cave in his mountain Kyffh&user waiting for
the right time to return Germany to its glory days and to its own volk spirit by
punishing the current leadership who destroyed the power of Germany. The end of

the fourteenth canto gives the description of the Emperor:

In the fourth hall lives the Emperor.
For centuries he’s been there,

His head on an arm, at a table of stone,
He sits on a stone-chair.

The beard that grew down to the floor
Is red, as vivid as fire.

Sometimes he blinks an eye,
Sometimes he raises his brows higher.
Does he sleep deep or does he brood?
This is difficult to infer;

But when the right hour comes along,
He will rouse and mightily stir.

Then, he will seize the worthy flag

% August William Schlegel. A Course of Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature. [1809] trans. John
Black. (London Harrison and Co, 1846), 529. Of particular interest here is Schlegel’s indictment of the
aristocracy for separating themselves from the Folk tradition and enjoying only foreign art. \Wagner
would pick up this point in his indictment against the aristocracy.



234

And cry: “On horses! To war!”

His men will awake and leap from the ground,
With a most frightening roar.

And all will swing upon on their horse,
That’1l stamp their hoofs while neighing.
They’ll ride out into the clattering world,
With all the trumpets blaring.

They’ll ride well, they’ll fight well,

After having slept overtime.

The Emperor’s tribunal will be stern:
Murderers must pay for their crime.

Those treacherous murderers who once
Against our maiden did conspire,

Our dear, wondrous, golden-haired Germany!
“Sun, thou accusing fire!’

Many who, laughing in their castles thought
They’d be safe for the rest of their age,
Won'’t escape the Emperor’s rope,

Or the Emperor’s avenging rage.

How lovely my old nurse’s tales ring!

How sweet the dreams they inspire!

My superstitious heart exults:

“Sun, thou accusing fire!”®

The next two cantos involve Heine’s experience speaking with Barbarossa, urging
him at first to take back Germany now. Then upon hearing his opinion of the
revolution in France, particularly the execution of the king and queen, Heine rejects
the Emperor and says that if revolution is to come it should come through the Volk
alone, not through the regressive step to an Emperor. But in the final canto he begs
forgiveness for having spoken to the Emperor that way, and begs him to come back

even if it means returning Germany to the Middle Ages and medieval sensibilities.*®

%7 For those unfamiliar with the work, the entire canto begins with the depiction of the punishment of a
murderer who was hanged: “The song is about a murderer, / A happy, carefree fellow; / But, at the end,
he’s found in a wood, / Hanged from a grey willow. / The secret avengers had nailed / On the tree-
trunk, with much ire, / The murderer’s death sentence- “Sun, thou accusing fire!”” So the canto
associates the current leaders of Germany with the happy carefree fellow, (who doesn’t expect to suffer
redress for his evil deed). At their death at the hands of Barbarossa the same judgment is pronounced
upon aristocrats, “Sun, thou accusing fire!”

% Barbarossa is depicted as caring especially about the condition and maintenance of his luxury silk,
and as paying his soldiers one ducat per century. Heine is simultaneously longing for a German state
by and of the Volk and mocking the notion that Barbarossa could ever get the German people to that
point. Wagner, however, ignores the cynicism, and observes the nurse’s legend itself. The description
of Friedrich in Die Wibelungen is taken bodily from Heine’s poem.
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Wagner took in Schlegel’s and Heine’s suggestions by beginning to write two
works in 1845 and into 1846: Lohengrin and a spoken drama on Friedrich Barbarossa.
He must have recognized the revolutionary implication of his composing thoroughly
German works, particularly a drama on Barbarossa who is meant to cleanse Germany
and bring it back in line with the Volk by overthrowing the unworthy government. *
That he did recognize the revolutionary implications is clear from this account from
Alfred MeiRner of a conversation with Richard Wagner in Dresden during September

of 1846:

[O]n our very first walk together we spoke at length, but exclusively about
politics. Richard Wagner considered the current situation ripe for a total
overhaul and looked forward to the radical changes that were soon to take
place as something utterly inevitable. The transformation would come about
with little effort, for national and social institutions were only outwardly intact.
I remember his words exactly: a revolution had already taken place in
people’s heads, the new Germany was ready and waiting, like a bronze cast
that needed only a hammer blow on its clay shell in order for it to emerge.
Meanwhile Gutzkow had joined us. He disagreed, stressing the force of
lethargy, the power of the old and the fear of the new, the masses’ habit of
serving and obeying, and the lack of character of the vast majority. He
expressed a hundred reservations in that guarded way of his. Wagner lost all
control and broke off the discussion with a few well-chosen words.*°

This account makes several points. It reveals Wagner’s revolutionary mind-set. He
has a firm belief in the moral Volk, as opposed to a Publikum, and he has a belief as
early as 1846 that the system at large is so fragile that its fall is inevitable. It also
places Gutzkow, his opponent at the Dresden theater, in direct opposition to Wagner’s

view of the Volk in that Gutzkow views them as nothing more than a gullible

% Even Hegel viewed Friedrich Barbarossa as an example of his heroic man of history who embodies
both the spirit of Germany and the Weltgeist, and viewed the downfall of his house owing to the always
regressive papacy as a tragedy for all Germany. See: G. F. Hegel Philosophy of History, 388-389 and
Kohler, Last of the Titans, 260.

0 Wagner Remembered. ed. Stewart Spencer (New York: Faber and Faber, 2000), 44. Originally from
Alfred Meiner. Geschichte meines Lebens (Vienna: Verlag der k.k. Hofbuchhandlung Karl Prochaska:
1884) 1. 169-170; and also discussed: in Rudiger Krohn “The Revolutionary of 1848-1849” trans. Paul
Knight in Wagner Handbook, 158-159; and Mark Berry uses this same anecdote to stress the same
point in Treacherous Bonds and Laughing Fire, 40.
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Publikum. This anecdote also shows Wagner’s anger against viewing the people or his
audiences as anything but a ripe-for-revolution moral Volk.

In the context of this anecdote, Wagner’s turn to the German Volk becomes
clear through his willful change of operatic subject matter to the specifically German
historical and legendary, including his attempt to write a spoken drama on the
revolutionary subject of Friedrich which he began about a month after this
conversation took place. He is appealing to the Volk so that they will be inspired to
achieve the single hammer blow that will return Germany to an ideal volkstimlichen
Staatsverfassung,*! which he saw as an inevitable necessity. This feeling was inspired
in him in part by the Germanic populist focus of Heine and Schlegel, and in part by
the Volk of Saxony themselves who showed themselves ready for his new art by their
warm reception of his Rienzi and hence the ideal audience — a Volk, not a Publikum —
that he had been searching for. Wagner’s description in Communication to My
Friends of his turning to the study of Germanic legend and history upon his return
from France in 1842 becomes clear in this context; it is through the remembrance of
the ideal past that an ideal future in the rejection of the present is attainable.”> His art
is a tool to achieve revolution, as much as revolution will itself be a tool to achieve

better appreciation of his own art. The choice of turning toward German subject

1 A term that he used in Mein Leben to describe the pro-Volk measures the Saxon king was taking in
1848, such as dismissing his cabinet and hiring known populists in their place. See: Mein Leben. ed.
Martin Gregor-Dellin (Munich: List, 1963), 374.

*2 PW 1, 357 “Since my return to Germany from Paris, my favourite study had been that of ancient
German lore. | have already dwelt on the deep longing for my native home that filled me then. This
Home, however, in its actual reality, could nowise satisfy my longing; thus | felt that a deeper instinct
lay behind my impulse, and one that needs must have its source in some other yearning than merely for
the modern homeland. As though to get down to its root, | sank myself into the primal element of
Home, that meets us in the legends of a Past which attracts us the more warmly as the Present repels us
with its hostile chill. To all our wishes and warm impulses, which in truth transport us to the Future,
we seek to give a physical token by means of pictures from the Past, and thus to win for them a form
the modern Present never can provide.”
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matter, particularly Friedrich, cannot be separated from his turn to revolution and
belief in the Volk: they are one and the same.*®

Looking back then at the Wagner of 1848, who began his work on what would
eventually become the Ring, we have someone who, in his operas, consistently
focused on overcoming fear and surrendering the self to an ideal or a greater good —
the second through fourth stages of the Moral Progression. We also have someone
with a history of aesthetic-philosophical writing which emphasizes this same
progression from the second to the fourth stage with an emphasis, in the Parisian
works, on the role of music and its ability to enable the self to abandon selfish living
in favor of selfless living. We also have someone who believes the idealized work of
art has the ability to push the onlooker into the third stage of the Moral Progression.
In short, we have someone who holds to the ideas of his time and employs the Moral
Progression in every avenue of his creative output. Being familiar with his “horizon
of expectations,” we can examine the works of 1848: Wagner’s speech to the
Vaterlandsverein, the remaining portion of his Friedrich | sketch, and the dramatic
elucidations, Die Wibelungen, the Nibelungen Sketch, Siegfrieds Tod, and Jesus von
Nazareth. These works offer a crucial insight into what sort of artwork Wagner was
trying to write, and why he was trying to write it, and as such, place the formative
thinking that went into Wagner’s construction of what would become the Ring before

our eyes.

“3 James Treadwell gives a similar account of the importance of revolution and the Volk in Wagner’s
theatrical writings upon his return to Dresden. See: James Treadwell. Interpreting Wagner. (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), 53.
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Chapter 2. Morals and Revolutionary Message in the Artistic Projects

Friedrich 1, Die Wibelungen, the Nibelung Sketch, and Jesus von Nazareth

A — Friedrich |

As Ernest Newman explained long ago, there is a direct connection between
Friedrich’s conception of kingship and Wagner’s in his Vaterlandsverein speech of
the ideal king who gives himself up to become the spiritual embodiment of the Volk,
and whose only concern is not for himself, but for the Volk. Wagner’s model of this
ideal prince in his speech is as follows:

And who is more called to be the truest, faithfulest Republican, than just the

Prince. Res Publica means: the affairs of the nation [Volkssache]. What

individual can be more destined than the Prince, to belong with all his feelings,

all his thoughts and actions, entirely to the Folk’s affairs? Once persuaded of
his glorious calling, what could move him to belittle himself, to cast in his lot
with one exclusive smaller section of his Folk? (Aristocracy) However

warmly each of us may respond to feelings for the good of all, so pure a

Republican as the Prince can he never be, for his cares are undivided [seine

Sorgen theilen sich nie]: their eye is single to the One, the Whole; whilst each

of us must by necessity divide and parcel out his cares, to meet the wants of

every day.
The appearance of Sorge here is important. The king does not experience worry or
fear for himself, but only for the state and its people. This is consistent with
Wagner’s earlier heroic conceptions both of his own fearlessness and unwillingness to
compromise on artistic ideals, and with that fearlessness and Hegelian heroic
characteristic found in his heroines. Wagner had already created an ideal king along
these lines in Lohengrin: Henry the Fowler. He comes to Brabant to remind his

citizens of their duty to the state and to collect an army for its protection. But upon

seeing the problems of Brabant he immediately addresses not the duty of the citizens
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of Brabant to the state, but his own duty to them as sovereign; putting on hold all

other issues until this is resolved. In this way the marginalizing of the Henry the
Fowler plot thread is in fact what shows him to be the first of the folk and the ideal
king that he is. In Friedrich I, the Kaiser declares the same: “Ihr sorgt flr euch allein,
der Kaiser kennt nur die Sorge fiir euch alle.” [Each of you care for yourselves alone,
the Kaiser knows only care for you all.]** The Kaiser knows no fear for himself alone,
the characteristic which Wagner values above all; Friedrich is above fear for himself;
he worries and concerns himself only with the state and its people.

The watch-phrase for kingship and heroes is “fearless self-sacrifice for the
benefit of the Volk.” But perhaps most fascinating about this speech is what the king
becomes upon giving himself up to his people. Wagner describes him:

At the head of the Free State (the republic) the hereditary King will be exactly

what he should be, in the noblest meaning of his title [Furst]: the First of his

Folk, the Freest of the Free! Would not this be alike the fairest commentary

upon Christ’s saying: ‘All whosoever of you will be the chiefest, shall be

servant of all’? Inasmuch as he serves the freedom of all, in his person he
raises the concept of Freedom itself to the loftiest, to a God-implanted
consciousness [gotterfiillten BewuRtsein].*®
In relinquishing his ego for the benefit of the state he raises this freedom of all, or
community to a gotterfillten BewuBtsein. If that seems like a familiar notion from
Wagpner, it is because we heard it from the mouth of Beethoven in Pilgrimage to
Beethoven, who described a “godly consciousness” being attained by listening to a
music that combines instrumental and vocal and so enables the heart to take unto itself

primordial feelings, comprehending them. This is supplemented in R’s Credo at the

end of An End in Paris by the self-sacrifice which occurs in those who, upon hearing

#'SS XI. 271. This translation is a slight alteration from Newman’s in Life of Wagner IT 23, “...the
Kaiser’s care is for you all,” but it is an important distinction. (Emphasis mine)

“* PW IV. 144. Stewart Spencer holds a similar view of the Vaterlandsverein speech to that described
here, and offers further connections between the speech and the ideas of Kant and Schlegel among
others. See: Wagner Remembered, 59-60.
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true music, gladly give themselves up in favor of union with others who can hear and
in union with the Goddess of Music herself. A consistent picture emerges: self-
sacrifice and union with others, whether it be in listening to art, in a performance, or
in the field of politics, is a noble and moral act for Wagner.

Both A Communication to My Friends and My Life describe the timeline and
motivation behind working on Friedrich I, Die Wibelungen, and Siegfried. After his
reorganization of the Saxon theater was rejected — in part owing to his speech before
the Vaterlandsverein — he began work on Friedrich I. He then followed this with a
work on history, myth, and kingship called Die Wibelungen, and it was Die
Wibelungen which ultimately convinced him to abandon the historical drama in favor
of myth and his Siegfried project. According to his My Life description, which it
should be noted was written after having completed the full Ring poem, the primary
problem he wanted to address in Friedrich | was as follows:

The idea of a ruler was to be grasped here in its most powerful and

momentous significance; his dignified resignation at the impossibility of

realizing his highest ideals was to lead, while arousing sympathy for the hero
as well, to a true insight into the manifold complexity of all action in the
world.*
In short, he is describing the attainment of the realization between the second and
third stages of the Moral Progression: the relinquishing of desire upon the realization
that not all of the goals can be attained. He concludes this passage with a very short
description, not an explanation, of his abandonment of the subject of Friedrich in
favor of Siegfried.

My interest in carrying out the massive plan, however, was at once overborne

by the more powerful attraction exerted upon me by the Nibelungen and

Siegfried legends, in their mythic treatment of material that struck me as
somewhat similar. At first, the points of similarity | had discovered in history

“® My Life, 376
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and legend induced me to write an essay on the subject, wherein a number of
monographs | found in the Royal Library by people whose names | have
forgotten helped and stimulated me by providing attractive insights into the
ancient German conception of kingship. | later published this longish essay,
which signalized my abandonment, once and for all, of any desire to adapt
historical subjects to spoken drama, under the title Die Wibelungen.*’

He simply states that the basic themes in the history of Friedrich and the legend of

Siegfried were the same, and after analyzing this through his essay Die Wibelungen,

he chose to go with Siegfried.

His description of this change in A Communication to My Friends is a bit more

detailed, but retains the overall purpose: to portray the drama of someone reaching too

high and failing to achieve their goals, and examining the reasons why. He explains:

In order to make plainly understandable both my hero [Friedrich] and the
relations that with giant force he strives to master, only to be at last subdued
by them, | should have felt compelled to adopt the method of Mythos, in the
very teeth of the historic material: the vast mass of incidents and intricate
associations, whereof no single link could be omitted if the connection of the
whole was to be intelligibly set before the eye, was adapted neither to the
form, nor to the spirit of Drama. Had | chosen to comply with the imperative
demands of History, then had my drama become an unsurveyable
conglomerate of pictured incidents, entirely crowding out from view the real
and only thing | wished to show; and thus, as artist, |1 should have met
precisely the same fate in my drama as did its hero: to wit, | should myself
have been crushed by the weight of the very relations that | fain would master,
i.e., portray, without ever having brought my purpose to an understanding;
just as Friedrich could not bring his will to carrying-out.” *®

What Wagner leaves unsaid is that historical dramas are limited by the reality or

perceived reality of the historical events while myths are not. Clearly, to fully

understand the reasoning behind the switch from Friedrich to Siegfried it will be

necessary to look at Wagner’s conception of the dramas, and their connection in Die

Wibelungen.

" 1bid. 376.
“8 PW 1. 359-360.
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B — Early Die Wibelungen

There are some problems with the essay quite apart from Wagner’s “creative”
use of research. As Newman said,

It is almost impossible to condense the nebulous haze of Wagner’s argument...

His interpretation of history is often fantastic; the connection between the

various elements of the picture he paints is sometimes not apparent to any eye

but his own.*®
The problem is that Wagner rewrote the essay after a year of new influences to his
thinking. He originally began in the summer of 1848 with one basic purpose: to state
the connection between Friedrich and Siegfried through their mutual inheritance of
kingly authority, denoted by the winning of their respective hoards or treasures. But
he didn’t decide to publish the essay until September of 1849, after the Dresden
uprising and his essay Art and Revolution had been published. So he attempted to
bring his Die Wibelungen more in line with his Proudhonian conceptions from Art
and Revolution and his recent change to a Feuerbachian world-view after reading
Thoughts on Death and Immortality in late July and early August of 1849. In a letter
to Uhlig from September 16, 1849, Wagner cites two places where changes are
particularly evident. The first is in the third chapter where Wagner, under the

influence of Feuerbach, dismisses both religion and saga as the products of the Volk’s

search for the true meaning of the purely human, to portray the essence of the Volk to

> Newman. The Life of Richard Wagner. II. 20. Perhaps no work of Wagner’s is disrespected by
Wagner scholars quite as much as Die Wibelungen. Often it is excluded from any meaningful
discussion of the origins of the Ring text, as it is in Dahlhaus’s Richard Wagner Music Dramas, and
Darcy’s Wagner’s “Das Rheingold ” to name two of many; and when it is mentioned it tends to be
associated with phrases like “the craziest of all the writings from this period” as it is in Treadwell’s
Interpreting Wagner or “bewildering” as it is in Mark Berry’s Treacherous Bonds and Laughing Fire.
Robert Gutman and Joachim Kohler stand out in their view that Die Wibelungen is an important
precedent that offers insight not only into the Ring, but Parsifal as well. See Gutman. Richard Wagner:
The Man, His Mind, and His Music: “Despite the turgid prose a reader with knowledge of the
completed cycle of Wagner’s masterworks is thrilled to perceive in this essay what the struggling
young genius could himself only dimly apprehend, the unparalleled path that lay before him from
Rheingold to Parsifal.” (120) and Kohler. Richard Wagner: Last of the Titans (particularly 250-255).
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itself.%°

The second is the final chapter, which is a seeming negation of all that has
come before, by a Proudhonian rejection of the evils of property — including the literal
hoard-grail which Friedrich found and keeps in his mountain Kyffhauser. In 1848,
Wagner thought that when Friedrich found the hoard-grail that will give him, when he
will return to the world from Kyffh&user, the right to be the undisputed spiritual and
temporal ruler of the world, it would be assumed that it was he whom the world was
seeking. It was he Wagner invoked in the opening passage to the essay, “I was

occupied with the reawakening of Friedrich the Red-beard, so longed for by so

many.” But by the time of the September 1849 published edition, Wagner had come

0 pW VII. 266. See Feuerbach’s idea: God represents love of man, the community at its essence
depicts the love of man, God is the portrayal of the essence of the community. (See Part |, Feuerbach
Notes 388, 393, 394) George Windell has approximated that Wagner became associated with
Feuerbach sometime between March 1848 and May 1849, which is a rather large window. Robert
Petsch in his article “Der Ring des Nibelungen in seinen Beziehungen zur griechischen Tragéddie und
zur zeitgendssischen Philosophie™ opens the door for an earlier association of Wagner with Feuerbach
by noting that there was an article by Kuno Fischer written in 1848 which summarized Feuerbach’s
philosophy in the same journal — Die Akademie — which contained an article by the editor Arnold Ruge,
“Die Religion unserer Zeit,” which Wagner used as the basis for his discussions of the history of
religion in Art and Revolution. Petsch assumes that if Wagner had just leafed through the rest of the
periodical which included this article he would have come across Fischer’s summary of Feuerbach.
(See: Robert Petsch “Der Ring des Nibelungen in seinen Beziehungen zur griechischen Tragddie und
zur zeitgenossischen Philosophie” Richard Wagner Jahrbuch 11 (1907), 284-332, especially 308).
Wagner’s “Annals” however, paint a different, more specific picture, which is consistent with Paul
Rose’s early August date (Paul Lawrence Rose. Wagner: Race and Revolution. (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1992), 58). Slightly after “Beginning of July: to Ziirich” he writes “Out of Touch
with Minna — Feuerbach Death and immortality — ‘Art and Revolution’. Sent to Leipzig, to Wigand —
Revise ‘The Wibelungen’ End August letter from Minna. Conciliatory. Announcing arrival.” (The
Diary of Richard Wagner: The Brown Book. annotated Joachim Bergfeld. trans. George Bird. (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1980), 98). The last letter before getting out of touch with Minna
was dated July 23 1849. Art and Revolution was sent to Liszt in Weimar on August 4™ along with an
envelope for Liszt to send the essay to Wigand in Leipzig and a letter to go on to Wigand requesting
works of Feuerbach other than Thoughts on Death and Immortality. The revisions of Wibelungen were
completed before September 16", as Wagner sent the completed version along with an envelope
addressed to Wigand and the original draft to Uhlig on that date. September 16" is also the first
mention of an “Artwork of the Future” project, implying not only that Wagner read Feuerbach’s
Philosophy of Future, but was already writing an homage to it. So if Wagner’s reading of Thoughts on
Death and Immortality is accurately chronologically depicted here, as it seems to be, then he read it
between July 23, 1849 and August 4, 1849. Of course it is possible that he could have been acquainted
with Feuerbach’s main ideas through the Zeitgeist as is bound to happen with popular works such as
Feuerbach’s, but if the “Annals” are reliable then he didn’t read the book itself until the end of July to
the beginning of August.

%! See: PW VI, 258. For the original ending to Die Wibelungen, see: SS XII, 229.
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to believe that the entire basis for Friedrich’s rulership was made false because the
hoard really amounted to the concept of ownership and property, which is immoral.*

This frustrating inconsistency of glorifying the return of Friedrich — because
he found the hoard-grail — and simultaneously telling us that the hoard