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Introduction

According to a common narrative, modernity is a story about the progressive liberation of
the individual from the bonds of traditional authority, and the idea of autonomy, most
famously articulated by Immanuel Kant, represents the climax of the tale: no longer
beholden to any external source of moral obligation, the individual is subject only to
those laws that he gives to himself. Autonomy is thus the ultimate expression of
unhindered human freedom and, understood as such, it is the lynchpin of modernity.1
This is an account of modernity that is agreed upon by proponents and critics of
modernity alike, but it is an incomplete and one-sided version of the history of the
modern era. From another perspective, modernity is also a story about the search for
moral, political, and spiritual order in a disenchanted world: as the old sources of order in
individual and collective life collapsed under the scrutiny of the Reformation and modern
natural science, modern Europeans were faced with the prospect of reestablishing a sense
of order on new grounds. Within this narrative, autonomy is not a claim for the absolute
freedom of the individual, but an attempt to re-articulate on the basis of freedom the fact
that we participate in a universal moral order that transcends the self. The present study
attempts to demonstrate that the latter view of autonomy is the one that comes to the fore
in F.W.J. Schelling’s Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedom

(Freiheitsschrift), and it argues that, by taking autonomy in this direction, Schelling is the

! See, for instance, Robert Pippin, Modernity as a Philosophical Problem (Cambridge: Basil Blackwell,
1991).
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2
philosopher who carries the idea to its logical conclusion. In this way, the present study

aims to make one small contribution toward recalibrating our understanding of modernity
by suggesting that autonomy is representative of the modern attempt not to unqualifiedly
liberate the self but to reestablish individual and social order on the basis of human
freedom.

The main argument of the study is that the key to understanding the idea of
autonomy in this way—both in Schelling’s philosophy and in Kant’s—is the idea that
practical reason has primacy over theoretical reason. This is an important argument that
originates with Kant and is then picked up and carried forward by Schelling and the other
Idealists. The primacy of the practical has several meanings for Kant and Schelling, but
its most essential meaning, one that remains inchoate in Kant’s mind but that becomes
clearer in Schelling’s, is that we become aware of our participation in a universal moral-
metaphysical order through our practical existence in a way that cannot be confirmed
within the limits of theoretical reason or the subject-object mode of knowing. For
Schelling, this means that our freedom itself points to our participation in a universal
moral-metaphysical order, and the practical perspective, or freedom, thus becomes for
Schelling the source of a new articulation of the order in which we live.

The importance of the primacy of the practical for Schelling and the German
Idealists more generally has not received the attention that it deserves. Yet it is attested
to by the well-known but anonymously authored document known conventionally as the
“Oldest Systematic Program of German Idealism,” which succinctly defines the intended
trajectory of German Idealism. Various scholars have attributed authorship of the

“Program” to Hegel, Schelling, or Holderlin, but there is no scholarly consensus on the



question of authorship.! The lack of consensus itself is an argument in favor of the
importance of the document for all three possible authors, and, as such, it is fair to
suggest that it truly captures something of the original essence of German Idealism. The
most interesting aspect of the document for present purposes is that its opening lines
make plain the centrality of the primacy of the practical for the project of the German
Idealists. It begins with the claim that “all metaphysics will henceforth fall into morals—
for which Kant, with both of his practical postulates has given only an example and
exhausted nothing, so this ethics will contain nothing other than a complete system of all
ideas, or what is the same, of all practical postulates.” The “Program” thus suggests that
the whole system of human knowledge will rest on ethics—that it will emerge from the
practical or moral aspect of human existence. Thus, the document demonstrates that the
young Idealists were concerned above all else with making good on the new system of
practical metaphysics that they found in Kant’s philosophy. They recognized that the
Critique of Pure Reason had merely cleared an area in which a new system of
metaphysics could be erected on the basis of freedom.

The “Program™ also suggests that the Idealists hoped to establish a public
recognition of the moral metaphysics that they wanted to develop on the basis of
freedom. Thus, the “Program” states that the ultimate goal is to create “a new
mythology.”™ This will be a “mythology of reason” that will unite all human beings

under a common understanding:

' The “Oldest System Program” was published by Franz Rosenzweig in 1917. The original manuscript was
destroyed during Word War II. It was written in Hegel’s handwriting, but most scholars are convinced that
the fragment did not originate with Hegel. I take no position on the authorship of the Program.

* Anonymous, “The Oldest Systematic Program of Germand Idealism,” trans. Diana I. Behler, in
Philosophy of German Idealism: Fichte, Jacobi, and Schelling, ed., Ernst Behler (New York: Continuum,
2003), 161.

* Ibid., 162.



Until we make ideas aesthetic, i.e., mythological, they hold no interest for the

people, and conversely, before mythology is reasonable, the philosopher must be

ashamed of it. Thus finally the enlightened and unenlightened must shake hands;
mythology must become philosophical, and the people reasonable, and
philosophy must become mythological in order to make philosophy sensual.

Then external unity will reign among us. Never again the contemptuous glance,

never the blind trembling of the people before its wise men and priests. Only then

does equal development of all powers await us, of the individual as well as if all
individuals. No power will be suppressed any longer, then general freedom and
equality of spirits will reign—A higher spirit sent from heaven must establish this
religion among us, it will be the last work of the human race.”
Romantic overtones aside, this passage demonstrates that the German Idealists conceived
of their ultimate goal as public and practical, and it illustrates two points of particular
interest for the present study. First, it shows that the project of German Idealism is
primarily a moral one, and, second, it indicates that such a project involves the
articulation of a metaphysical order that we live within on the basis of our free existence
within that order. From the perspective of ourselves as free beings living under moral
laws, the Idealists intended to develop a publicly authoritative account of the whole, and
it is in this context, or so it is argued in this study, that Schelling’s Freiheitsschrift should
be read.

As suggested, however, despite the importance of the primacy of the practical for
both Kant and the German Idealists, the argument has not been given its due
consideration by scholars. This has left the idea of autonomy in an ambiguous position.
In terms of Kant’s philosophy, the inability to “prove” autonomy theoretically has led
critics to claim that Kant and his followers are unable to offer a coherent account of the

keystone of Kant’s practical philosophy. Scholars have tried to defend Kant by

addressing this criticism head-on, but the results have remained for the most part

*Ibid., 162-63.



unsatisfactory. The problem is that both sides (pro- and contra-Kant) have become
mired in this dilemma because they fail to grasp the meaning of Kant’s claim for the
primacy of practical over theoretical reason, which is essential to understanding his entire
philosophical project. As will be shown in chapter one, this shortcoming is
understandable, since Kant’s own account of the primacy of the practical is ambiguous:
while Kant recognizes that practical reason somehow enables us to recognize our
participation in an intelligible reality that transcends the phenomenal world, he fails to
follow out the full implications of that insight. Instead, he struggles to reconcile the
insights of practical reason with the formal requirements of his theoretical philosophy,
and, as a result, he does not fully embrace practical reason’s confirmation that we take
part in a reality greater than ourselves, one that includes a common human nature and a
universal, transcendent moral order.

Thus, Kant never fully embraces his own insight into the primacy of the practical,
but, as will be argued in this study, Schelling makes it thematic. We see this come to
fruition in the Freiheitsschrift, in which Schelling, following Kant, gives primacy to the
practical and thereby attempts to demonstrate that human existence unfolds within a
metaphysical order of the whole. He does this by means of an analysis of human
freedom (the ability to choose between good and evil by Schelling’s definition), which he
sees as the conduit through which we gain awareness of our moral and ontological role
within the process of reality. In other words, Schelling recognizes that, through our
practical existence as free beings, we human beings are self-consciously aware of
participating in (if not fully grasping) an overarching reality that precedes any

individual’s existence. Schelling spends the remainder of his career working out this
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insight, and he is thereby able to avoid many of the criticisms leveled at Kant: he is not

subject to Kant’s dualism; he more successfully incorporates the existence of evil into his
theory of moral agency; and he gives personal content to Kant’s concept of freedom on a
stronger metaphysical basis. At the same time, Schelling maintains Kant’s insight into
the moral condition of human beings: through our practical existence we participate with
full personal responsibility in a universal moral order that transcends the self and
demands our assent as rational agents.

Schelling’s development of Kant’s insight into the primacy of the practical
enables him to see that autonomy is not a theoretical description of human existence, but
a telos that we live within and must ever strive to realize. For Schelling, we are not fully
autonomous because of our finitude, and thus it is only God, or what Schelling also calls
the Absolute, that is autonomous. Yet, finite existence is constituted by a drive to realize
the autonomous absolute within ourselves, and, therefore, autonomy is a reality that we
spend our lives striving (or failing) to achieve. Schelling argues that we pre-theoretically
recognize this as our existential condition by virtue of our freedom, which is a
participation in God’s freedom and is therefore neither arbitrary nor directionless. In
other words, the act of living out our freedom reveals to us the moral-metaphysical
structure of the reality in which we operate. Thus, contrary to the standard view (in both
Schelling’s time and our own), it is argued that Schelling does not simply return to pre-
Kantian or pre-critical metaphysics because he does not attempt to offer an objectified
metaphysics. Rather, in line with the idea of the primacy of the practical, it is argued that
Schelling is attempting to demonstrate that we exist within a metaphysical order that

cannot be explained according to abstract theoretical reason but that we nevertheless
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know as real. Thus, what Schelling offers is a new way of understanding what counts as

knowledge as it pertains to freedom and morality, one that recognizes the authority of
existence over thought in such matters. On that basis, he reframes autonomy as the
recognition that we participate in an order that transcends the self. In other words,
Schelling offers a new and profound analysis of what it means to be free that captures a
balance between the modern emphasis on individual freedom and the need to recognize
that we are always already subject to a web of inescapable moral obligations. He shows
that our freedom is always already contained within a moral order that transcends the
self, and he therefore offers a necessary corrective to the view of autonomy as unhindered

human freedom.

Outline of the Dissertation

The dissertation is divided into five chapters. The first chapter discusses the
Kantian background to Schelling’s thought. Focusing in particular on the ideas of
autonomy and the primacy of practical reason, it demonstrates how Kant struggles to
articulate an account of our participation in a moral-metaphysical order that transcends
the self. After discussing how autonomy should be understood from the perspective of
the primacy of the practical, it briefly outlines how Kant’s accounts of the postulates,
religion, and politics all grow out of his moral philosophy. It shows that Kant erects a
metaphysical account of the reality in which we live on the basis of the practical, but also
that that metaphysical account remains in an ambiguous position in Kant’s philosophy
because he cannot finally shake his own commitment to his theoretical epistemology.

Chapter two examines Schelling’s earliest published essays in order to show that



the primacy of the practical plays an important role in Schelling’s thought from the
outset of his career. It demonstrates that Schelling extends Kant’s insight into the
primacy of the practical insofar as his own early philosophy is a meditation on the
theoretically-elusive reality in which we participate as finite beings. Schelling recognizes
that autonomy is the center of existence, but he also makes clear that only God or the
Absolute is truly autonomous—for human beings, autonomy is a telos that we strive to
achieve; it is something that we must work to become. Thus, the chapter also
demonstrates that the young Schelling maintained an ambiguous relationship to the
systematic goal of German Idealism from the very beginning, since his idea of the
absolute does not admit of the certain and transparent first principle in which the German
idealists purportedly sought to ground their system. Rather, it is argued that the young
Schelling is engaged in a transcendental meditation on the nature and structure of our
existence as free beings that led him to realize that our existence is constituted by an
absolute reality that cannot be contained within reflective thought. Instead, as finite
beings, we exist within the absolute, and we are driven by our very nature to realize it in
ourselves as an infinite moral-practical task that structures our entire existence.

Chapters three and four offer argue that Schelling’s Freiheitsschrift marks a
turning point in Schelling’s understanding of the themes that are already present in his
earliest essays. Although Schelling recognizes the importance of the primacy of the
practical in his early work, he still does not fully grasp the radical incapacity of thought
to give a complete account of being. This changes in the Freiheitsschrift. Focusing on
the introductory portion of the Freiheitsschrift, chapter three demonstrates how Schelling

develops a new existential mode of philosophy as a meditation on the order of reality



from with the perspective of participation in that reality. With this new approach,
Schelling finally admits what he seems to have recognized inchoately all along: that we
cannot finally obtain a complete theoretical account of reality because freedom is the
heart of existence. Schelling realizes that a purely rational explanation of the world
cannot account for finitude or individual personhood in a meaningful way, and he thus
recognizes that existence is always more than what can be captured in thought. He thus
realizes that philosophy must become a meditation on the order of reality as it reveals
itself to us through our moral existence.

By discussing Schelling’s new philosophical approach, Chapter three prepares the
way for the discussion of Schelling’s substantive position in the Freiheitsschrift that is
offered in chapter four, in which it is argued that Schelling establishes autonomy as a
transcendent reality in which we knowingly participate through our own freedom. It
shows that, for Schelling, the primacy of practical reason has become the primacy of
existence because he now recognizes that our freedom, as the capacity to choose between
good and evil, is not identical to practical reason. Rather, it is the capacity to choose for
or against the order of being. We must choose between self and God, or between
selfishly turning inwards or pouring ourselves into the reality of God as the autonomous
source of all reality. Schelling thus shows that human freedom is thus constituted by a
moral-metaphysical context that transcends the self, and that, as such, freedom rather
than practical reason becomes our point of access to the order of being.

Finally, chapter five summarizes how Schelling’s position carries Kant’s ideas of
autonomy and the primacy of the practical to their logical conclusions, and explores what

this means for our understanding of modernity. The first part of the chapter examines
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two texts that Schelling wrote shortly after completing the Freiheitsschrift: the

Stuttgart Seminars and The Ages of the World. Through these texts, the chapter indicates
how Schelling would spend the remainder of his career attempting to unravel the insights
gained while writing the Freiheitsschrift. The chapter then argues that Schelling
establishes that the idea of autonomy points to our participation in a moral order that
transcends the self, and that he is able to show this by developing Kant’s insight into the
primacy of practical reason into a philosophy of freedom grounded in the primacy of
existence over thought. Schelling thus demonstrates that our freedom itself points to our
participation in universal moral order that transcends the self, and this in turn suggests
that we should understand modernity as an attempt to reestablish individual and social
order on the basis of human freedom, rather than as an attempt to liberate the individual

from the moral and metaphysical order of existence.



Chapter |

Autonomy and the Primacy of the Practical in Kant’'s Philosophy

Even Kant himself, after he had completely eliminated the positive from the
theoretical philosophy, introduced it again through the back door of the practical.

Introduction

More than any other philosopher, Immanuel Kant set the philosophical agenda for
Schelling’s time, and, therefore, in order to appreciate Schelling’s thought, lipfis| he
understand something of the framework that Kant provided. This is especiallytise for
present study, since it will be argued in later chapters that Schellingdsweime of

Kant's most important insights, especially as they relate to the ideadgHatowingly
participate in a reality that cannot be reduced to the subject-object modedretitied
reasort The present chapter will form the foundation for the argument by demonstrating
that Kant was moving in the direction that Schelling ultimately would go (althauwgh f
Kant the path remained inchoate and the results ambiguous). By focusing on some of
Kant's key ideas—the primacy of practical reason, autonomy, the fact of readdhea

postulates—it will be shown that, through his practical philosophy, Kant was working to

! F.W.J. SchellingThe Grounding of the Positive Philosophy: The Berlin Lectures, trans. Bruce Matthews
(SUNY Press, 2007), 148 (84).

% Kant distinguishes between theoretical and prakt&ason. The former applies to the realm ofnesnd
is the basis for scientific knowledge (the mechaliaws of nature and so forth), whereas the latter
concerns the realm of freedom and is the basimfoal knowledge. Kant thus recognizes, although
problematically, as will be discussed below, thailan knowledge is not confined to the empiricalmeaf
nature or the theoretical paradigm of knowledge.

11
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reformulate (against the threat of skepticism) the idea that we knowinglyiihin a

metaphysical order that transcends the self and makes inescapable moral demends
This will be shown primarily through a reading of the idea of autonomy from the
perspective of Kant’s claim for the primacy of practical over theoteteson.

Kant’s idea of autonomy is widely recognized as the centerpiece of his mdral a
political thought, and yet scholars have struggled to offer a coherent account bewha
means by it. The primary difficulty is that the idea of autonomy seems tmento
incompatible claims: on the one hand, Kant says that we give the moral law to ourselves
on the other, he maintains that the moral law is universal. Most of Kant's inéegpret
want to emphasize the former aspect of autonomy, since they think of autonomy as a
moral doctrine that aims to liberate the subject: we give the law to oursavks
therefore, we are not subject to external moral authorities. But readimgaytan this
way leaves a number of questions unanswered: How are we to reconcile thig view
autonomy with Kant's claim that the moral law is universal? What does it meay t
that one is subject to and bound by a law that one gives to oneself? Moreover, how and
why do we break with a law that we give to ourselves, i.e., commit evil? While the ide
of autonomy has been influential in both the history of philosophy and the cultural history
of modernity, scholars continue to struggle with these and other issues thabanise f
Kant's account of it.

This chapter suggests that these difficulties can be overcome by itibeyine
idea of autonomy in light of Kant’s claim for the primacy of practical reas@nt'&
contention in theCritique of Practical Reasothat practical reason has primacy over

theoretical reason is one of the most remarkable aspects of his philosophy, iahds/e
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hardly received the attention from scholars that it desératdeast in part, this is

probably due to the fact that taking this claim seriously leads down a path of
interpretation that undermines the traditional view of Kant as the demolisher of
metaphysics, a liberator of the subject, and the founder of deontological eBuitthese
views of Kant overemphasize tReitique of Pure Reasoand theGroundwork of the
Metaphysics of Moralswhile failing to recognize that these works mark only the
beginning of Kant’s critical project, and not its end—in either sense ofdhe wA more
robust view of Kant’s philosophy, one that takes his arguments for the primacy of the
practical seriously, must not only recognize the role that the primacy of tteara

plays in these works themselves but also place greater significancedavéh@ment of
Kant’s philosophy subsequent to the figsitique.

Such attention will show that, over the course of his writings, Kant makes
substantial progress towards establishing that we knowingly live within @éradent
metaphysical order, i.e., an order of reason that extends beyond the theorettighpar
of knowledge. In the course of developing his practical philosophy, Kant comes to
realize that through reason in its practical mode we know more about ourselves and the
transcendent order in which we participate than we ever could know through theoretical
reason. In other words, having demolished dogmatic metaphysicsGnitigsie of Pure

Reasorf he resurrects metaphysics in a new form through his practical philosoyiliy as i

! Some exceptions include Sebastian Gardner, “Timealy of Practical Reason,” iy Companion to

Kant, ed. Graham Bird (Blackwell Publishing, 2006); IRicd L. Velkley,Freedom and the End of Reason
On the Moral Foundation of Kant’s Critical Philosbyp(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989);
David Walsh,The Modern Philosophical Revolutiofhe Luminosity of Existen¢€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008).

2 In Kant's language, a dogmatic metaphysician & who tries to prove the existence of realitiesonely
experience through theoretical or speculative neagdne of the primary aims of the fiiGtitique is to
outline the limits of theoretical reason, and Kargues in contrast to these dogmatic metaphysidets
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gradually thought out over the course of several works, includingritigue of

Practical ReasonReligion within the Boundaries of Mere Reasamd theMetaphysics
of Morals. This development is the product of Kant’s insight into the primacy of
practical reason. He realizes that reason in its practical mode affordspes ohsight
into our existence than theoretical reason does (and, furthermore, that ourdakoreti
reason is itself not only made possible by the freedom which is confirmed through
practical reason, but that its problems arise out of practical necassitgll). Practical
reason takes priority over the theoretical both because practical concepnisnarg for
us and because it is through the practical that we reestablish metaphylsech@szbon
of our existence.

Kant arrives at the realization that the practical illuminates our posiitbimva
metaphysical order through his attempt to articulate the idea of autonomjyicalpar It
will be argued that the key insight contained in Kant's notion of autonomy is the
recognition that we are always already aware of our participation ora prder of
which we are not the authors. We know we are autonomous because we live within the
moral condition, but we also know that the source of that order is beyond us. This is why
autonomy as it is commonly understood can never be shown through: we do not construct
the law; we discover it. Kant expresses this realization by suggestirtgetraoral law
is a “fact of reason”: the moral law simply resides in reason and no furghlanakion is
possible. We cannot prove that we are obligated to follow the moral law because the
moral law is the basis of all obligations.

From our recognition of the moral law as a fact of reason, other insights into the

metaphysical realities such as freedom, God, amihtimortality of the soul are beyond those limits.
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order of reality emerge: our freedom, the existence of God, and the immatakie

soul—what Kant calls ideas or postulates of reason. Moreover, as will also bg show
Kant constructs his philosophies of religion and politics out of his moral philosophy as
well. For Kant, these dimensions of human existence are part of the metdpbrgsica
in which we exist; thus, the moral condition becomes the basis for erecting an entire
account of that moral-metaphysical order. What Kant denies to theoretsah trea
readmits through practical reason.

In the end, however, this whole edifice remains ambiguous for Kant. He hedges
his bet with the claim that these ideas always remain regulative and natutieesior
our existencé. Yet, in articulating them, he nevertheless travels quite far down the path
of recognizing that we live within an order of which we are aware, even et
capture it theoretically. In others words, that which constitutes the horizon of our
experience can never be reduced to an object of experience—and yet, through our
existence, through the practical, we are aware of these horizons. Uljrtatetld be
argued that Kant’s philosophy contained the resources within itself to overcome thes
difficulties. But Kant did not marshal those resources and overcome the problems. Thi
was the task he left to his successors, and the chapters to follow will arg8ehbbing
seizes upon and carries out the logic of Kant's position. But in order to understand
Schelling’s path, we must first examine the difficulties surrounding Kades of

autonomy, and it is to a discussion of these that we now turn.

% In other words, they are subjective ideas thatareuse for the purpose of ordering our existegewe
cannot know (in the theoretical sense) that théyadly exist. Thus, they regulate our existenag,iee do
not know if they actually constitute it.
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Interpreting Autonomy

Kant first introduces the idea of autonomy in @G®undwork of the Metaphysics of

Morals. He argues in the Preface to Beundworkthat the study of ethics can be

divided into two parts, an a priori or purely rational part and an a posteriori or efnpirica

part, and he notes that a “metaphysics of morals” would deal with the formez,avhil

“practical anthropology” would treat the latfeiAs its title indicates, th&roundworkis

meant to set the foundations for the metaphysical part of ethics, i.e., the paanhthat c

known through pure reason alone. For Kant it is necessary to establish that thdre is suc

a part of ethics because he believes that the moral law would not be binding without it:
Everyone must grant that a law, if it is to hold morally, that is, as a ground of an
obligation, must carry with it absolute necessity; that, for example, the aminma
“thou shalt not lie” does not hold only for human beings, as if other rational
beings did not have to heed it, and so with all other moral laws properly so called;
that, therefore, the ground of obligation here must not be sought in the nature of
the human being or in the circumstances of the world in which he is placed, but a
priori simply in concepts of pure reason; and that any other precept, which is
based on principle of mere experience—even if it is universal in a certain
respect—insofar as its rests in the least part on empirical grounds, perhaijps only

terms of a motive, can indeed be called a practical rule but never a motal law.

It is Kant's belief that it is only according to such a view that it can bmeththat the

* Immanuel KantGroundwork of the Metaphysics of Moraésl. Mary Gregor with an introduction by
Christine M. Korsgaard (Cambridge: Cambridge UrsitgrPress, 1997), 1-2 (4: 388). Kant also
developed an anthropology, which it is importanteasider for developing a full understanding & hi
moral philosophy, but he develops it elsewherer. digcussions of his anthropology, see Allen W. /oo
Kant's Ethical Though{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999);dR0B. LoudenKant's Impure
Ethics From Rational Beings to Human Bein@xford: Oxford University Press, 2000).

® Kant, Groundwork 2-3 (4: 389). As Kant also writes, “unless we w@ndeny to the concept of morality
any truth and any relation to some possible objeetcannot dispute that its law is so extensivigsin
import that it must hold not only for human beifgg for allrational beings as su¢mot merely under
contingent conditions and with exceptions but watisolute necessityhen it is clear that no experience
could give occasion to infer even the possibilityoach apodictic laws. For, by what right could bveng
into unlimited respect, as a universal precepefary rational nature, what is perhaps valid omiglar the
contingent conditions of humanity? And how shdalas of the determination @fur will be taken as laws
of the determination of the will of rational beinas such, and for ours only as rational beinghgy were
merely empirical and did not have their origin cdetgly a priori in pure but practical reason?” Kant
Groundwork 20-1 (4: 408).
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moral law is free of contingency and, therefore, both universal and necesisasy. T

the primary aim of Kant’s moral philosophy is to establish that there are waligacs
necessary moral laws, and that all rational beings are capable of knbesng The idea
of autonomy must be understood within this context.

Yet, Kant’s formulations of autonomy often appear to challenge such a view, si
he often suggests that we give the law to ourselves. The term itself deiagbe
Greek words for selfauto9 and law fiomo$, thus suggesting self-rule. This aspect of
the idea is also suggested by the fact that Kant appears to have culleohtfrertethe
political spheré. Thus, the very word selected by Kant to express his moral insight
points to the claim that we give the moral law to ourselves, or that we alegigliiting.
But what does it mean to say that we give the law to ourselves if the law is bagtrsahi
and necessary? The tension between these two ideas is illustrated throughsut Kant
practical works. Consider, for instance, Kant’s discussion of what he meansgctre
for the law” (the sole motive of the good will) in teBgoundwork On the one hand,
Kant indicates that “respect” suggests that we are beholden to the authtngymoral
law when he claims that it “signifies merely consciousness afuherdinationof my
will to a law without the mediation of other influences on my sehs@ri the other hand,
in the same paragraph, he adds that we “impose” the law upon ourselvesbjdttef
respect is therefore simply thew, and indeed the law that we impose uparselves

and yet as necessary in itself. As a law we are subject to it without aogselif-love;

©J. B. Schneewindihe Invention of Autonom# History of Modern Moral PhilosophiCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998).
" Kant,Groundwork 14, n. (4: 401).
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as imposed upon us by ourselves it is nevertheless a result of out wilstim, we

subordinate ourselves to the law out of necessity, but we are also the sourddosit.
for Kant, the fact that we give the moral law to ourselves does not undermine the
universality and necessity of the moral law. Still, properly understandiag) kant
means by autonomy is going to depend on accurately grasping what it meanghtat s
we impose the law on ourselves.

The tension between these two aspects of autonomy has occupied a prominent
place in the literature on Kant's moral philosophy. Andrews Reath, for instaigcmsss
that the main challenge facing Kant's interpreters is “to combine Kprihouncements
about the autonomy of the will and the will’s own legislation of the moral law with the
necessity and universal validity of moral requirements. The presence ofvtbesteains
in Kant's moral theory is both a defining characteristic and a deep sourceiofiténs
Most scholars look at this tension as a conflict between voluntarism and morah/f8alis
and this leads to the problem that autonomy either renders morality purely sebpecti
else adds nothing new to the history of moral philosophy. Allen Wood summarizes the
problem succinctly:

it is...easy to regard Kant’s conception of autonomy as either incoherent of

fraudulent. To make my own will the author of my obligations seems to leave

both their content and their bindingness at my discretion, which contradicts the
idea that | anobligatedby them. If we reply to this objection by emphasizing the
rationality of these laws as what binds me, then we seem to be transferring the

source of obligation from my will to the canons of rationality. The notion of self-
legislation becomes a deception or at best a euphethism.

8 Kant, Groundwork 14, n. (4: 401).

° Andrews ReathAgency and Autonomy in Kant's Moral Thed®glected Essay®xford: Oxford
University Press, 2006), 93.

1% For the purposes of this discussion, voluntaristhé idea that laws are binding because we have
authored them as binding for ourselves, whereaglmealism is the idea that laws are binding besaus
they are true and independently existing propasitio

" Wood,Kant's Ethical Thought156.
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In short, either autonomy results in relativism or it is just another statemeatralf
realism.

Despite Kant’s insistence on the universality of the moral law, most Klaolass
lean toward a voluntaristic interpretation of autonomy. Note, for instance, batli R
distinguishes between the “autonomy of the will” and the “necessity and universal
validity of moral requirements” in the passage above even as he sets up th&proble
However, as many scholars have argued (both those who wish to defend autonomy and
those who seek to refute it), autonomy understood as giving oneself the law appears to
offer a hopelessly incoherent basis for explaining moral obligtiafwo problems in
particular have occupied the literature. The first is the already-naibtepr that the
“voluntaristic” aspect of autonomy seems to be irresolvably at odds with Kant’s
insistence on the universality and rationality of morality. How can we both givavhe |
to ourselves and be beholden to universal moral principles? The second is that autonomy
understood in this way seems to lead to an infinite regress, since the bindingness of every
act of self-legislation would appear to depend on a prior act of self-legmslatVhat is
the ultimate normative basis for taking any law, self-made or othensgismrmative?

The remainder of this section will outline these two controversies, and then panido s

12 particularly relevant for the present study ar@&bB. PippinHegel's Practical PhilosophyRational
Agency as Ethical Lif€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008), elsp3; Terry Pinkardzerman
Philosophy 1760-1860'he Legacy of IdealisiCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002);Hdile
Kosch,Freedom and Reason in Kant, Schelling, and KierketjéOxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).
The scholarly literature on Kant’s idea of autonamyast. For representative and influential désoons
in addition to the above, see Karl AmerikKsnt and the Fate of Autononroblems in the Appropriation
of the Critical PhilosophyCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000)jstine M. Korsgaard,
Creating the Kingdom of End€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996)istine M. Korsgaard,
The Sources of NormativifCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996);tReéegency and
AutonomyWood,Kant’s Ethical ThoughtAllen W. Wood Kantian Ethic§Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008).
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more recent advances in the scholarly understanding of autonomy that point in the

direction of the interpretation of autonomy that will be offered in the remaindeisof t
chapter.

There appear to be good reasons to emphasize the voluntaristic side of autonomy.
First, as Allen Wood suggests in the passage above, this seems to be whahis new i
Kant’'s concept of autonomy; it is what distinguishes it from other systeratafailist
ethics. Second, as Schneewind as shown, it seems to fit with the historical development
of ethical thought, including Kant's reliance on Roussgatihird, and perhaps most
importantly, such a reading fits with the common narrative of modernity as the
progressive liberation of the subject. If modernity is about throwing off externa
authorities and pursuing the Enlightenment goal of pure rationality and seérynasen
Kant's idea of autonomy seems to be the perfect expression of modérRiejeased
from any obligations that derive their authority from an outside source—God,,nature
etc.—the individual is free to follow his or her own reason, to make law for him- or
herself. Most scholars simply seem to think that this is the narrative into whith Ka
must fit.

However, despite the overwhelming tendency to read autonomy in this way, most
contemporary scholars do not defend an outright voluntaristic (i.e., relativistmra of
autonomy. Instead, recognizing that the voluntaristic aspect has to be etonttil
Kant's belief in the universality of the law, many have tried to find a third wayOrora

O’Neill writes, “Somewhere in the space between realist and relasiecounts of ethics

13 SchneewindThe Invention of Autonomy
14 Robert B. PippinModernity as a Philosophical Problef®n the Dissatisfactions of European High
Culture (Cambridge: Basil Blackwell, 1991).
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there is said to be a third, distinct possibility. One such position, allegedly both

antirealist and antirelativist, is John Rawls’s ‘Kantian constructivisthAccording to
constructivists, morality depends on following a procedure: justice is detmray what

a group of ideal agents would reasonably and rationally agree to in a hypothetalal soc
contract situatiort® The problem with such a view is that it either appeals to
transcendent moral claims (the ideal agents) or simply advances culiatraisma (if it

is claimed that justice is what is decided by any groUp).

Despite the efforts of its proponents, it is not clear that constructivism can eve
successfully advance itself as a third way, since it always seems to asdalativism or
realism. Constructivists are usually more worried about avoiding morameaind,
therefore, as Allen Wood has argued, the constructivist usually ends up irigeladi
Christine Korsgaard’s work is representative of the problem. Although she twant
defend Kant against the charge of relativism, she nevertheless clairdsaulia concept
of autonomy “means that voluntarism is true after all. The source of obligatios is
legislator. The realist objection—that we need to explain why we must lodiey t
legislator—has been answered, for this is a legislator whose authdréyaad question
and does not need to be established. It is the authority of your own mind and \Billt”
this simply suggests that the subject is not beholden to any laws that he or she does not
want to be beholden too, which is clearly at odds with Kant’s view. Moreover, although

she claims that “voluntarism is true,” Korsgaard tries to ground normativity inature

!> Onora O'Neill,Constructions of Reason: Explorations of Kant's &®ieal Philosophy(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989), 206.

16 John Rawls, “Kantian Constructivism in Moral Thgbdournal of Philosophy77 (1980), 515-72.
7 O'Neill, Constructions of Reasp806.

8 Wood,Kantian Ethics 295-296, n. 11.

19 Korsgaard;The Sources of Normativjt§04.
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as practical agents, but then, like Rawls, it is not clear how she avoids making an

appeal to some transcendent fact about the individual. In sum, Korsgaard’s own view
seems to point in the direction of moral realism even as she strives to deny it.

Wood himself is representative of those scholars who emphasize the universal
aspect of the moral law and argue that Kant is, in fact, a moral realist. Tood, W
stresses that, for Kant, the moral law issues from the rational will, and not from
individual fancy. As he writes,

To ground the moral law on the idea of the will is...to distinguish moral truth

from what any finite rational being (or all such beings) might believe.e3aat

holds that moral truth is irreducible either to what people think or to the results of
any verification procedures, he is a moral realist in the most agreed-upen sens
that term has in contemporary metaphysics and metaéthics.
For Wood, since Kant grounds the law in the rational will, and not the will of any
particular individual, and since he holds that reason itself issues the law, thenu&nt
hold that there is an objective, or real, moral order. The problem is that it becomes
unclear how Wood thinks that autonomy is not simply, as he puts it, a “euphemism.”
What is different about autonomy in comparison to other realist theories or morality?

These scholarly debates over the meaning of autonomy can be somewhat diffic
to navigate. It is not always clear exactly what each of the particiigaaiguing for.

For instance, while Korsgaard defends the voluntaristic aspect of autonomyoshe als
denies that this leads to relativism. In a qualified sense, she alsolsatesdlism is

w21

true.”™ Wood argues that Kant is a moral realist, but he also wants to argue that

autonomy represents the liberation of the subject from the authority of the Ghi@cte

2Wood,Kant's Ethical Thought157.
2L KorsgaardThe Sources of Normativjt§08.
22 \Wood,Kant's Ethical Thought37.
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difficulty seems to be that scholars approach Kant by trying to figure out whaeh pr

determined category he fits into, but Kant’'s thought does not fit into any of the pre-built
boxes that govern the discussion. In any event, these debates remain unsettled, and Kant
scholarship has yet to unlock fully the meaning of Kant’s idea of autonomy.
Another important line of interpretation is offered by students of the postaanti
Idealists, especially Hegel. These scholars believe that the confusiorKianie
scholarship is a product of the impossible difficulties that accompany the notion of
autonomy itself. Somewhat ironically, these scholars attempt to understand autonom
the same terms offered by Kant scholars, but, rather than attempting to work out a
coherent account of autonomy on those terms, they argue that there is no such account to
be had. In other words, they agree with the Kant scholars about what an account of
Kantian autonomy would have to look like, but, unlike the Kant scholars, they do not
believe that such an account can be defended (at least on purely Kantian terrgs). Te
Pinkard, in particular, has argued that Kant's idea of autonomy contains a “Kantian
paradox,” which Pinkard believes is expressed in Kant’'s appeal to a “faetsohian
the Critique of Practical ReasonThis is the second problem, the infinite regress
problem, that was mentioned above: if we give the law to ourselves, then whence comes
the first normative law that makes any law binding on us in the first place? Hbw do
bind myself to be bound? Pinkard explains:
...if we are to impose a principle (a maxim, the moral law) on ourselves, then
presumably we must have a reason to do so; but, if there was an antecedent reason
to adopt that principle, then that reason would not itself be self-imposed; yet for it
to be binding on us, it had to be (or at least had to be ‘regarded’ to be, as Kant
ambiguously stated) self-imposed. The ‘fact of reason,” as an expression of the

‘Kantian paradox,’ thus is supposedly practically undeniable, not theoretically
proven: we simply could not entertain such a view of ourselves and still be free,



24
practically acting agenfs.

Ultimately, the normative has to be grounded in an unquestionable reason, but if we
supply all reasons to ourselves, then how do we ever legislate a reason that cannot be
ignored?

Pinkard suggests that he derives the notion of a “Kantian paradox” from Robert
Pippin, but, in a more recent work, Pippin has distanced himself from Pinkard’s language.
As Pippin writes, the “point is to try to understand what he [Kant] is trying tovghgut
interpreting it [autonomy] as unavoidably paradoxiéal Pippin thus suggests that “the
first point to make about Kant's claim is that inigtaphorical’?® Nevertheless,
conjuring Pinkard’s Kantian paradox, Pippin continues: “The image of some sort of
putatively law-less person making or originating or legislatingrecipie and only
thereby being bound to it—otherwise not bound at all—makes it very hard to imagine on
what sort of basis such a law-less subject could decide what to legislatss Yoleare
already bound to the constraint of reason, on what basis could you subject yourself to
such constraints?® The implicit suggestion on Pippin’s part is that this could not
possibly be what Kant means to suggest with the idea of autonomy. Instead, Pippin
recognizes, the problem is that Kant is noting the reality that we aresahivagdy
obligated in some w&y. There is no paradoxical moment when we provide ourselves

with the first reason in some magically binding way. Rather, we find oursaivags

% pinkard,German Philosophy59-60.

24 pippin,Hegel’s Practical Philosophy72, n. 13.
**pid., 70.

*® |bid., 70-71.

" bid., 73.
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already imbedded in a reality that includes the fact that we are obligated noral

law.

Thus, Pinkard, Pippin, and others hold that the working out of the idea of
autonomy is the project of the later idealfStand, therefore, turn to the post-Kantians
(and Hegel in particular) in effort to resolve the contradictions of autonomy. FonPippi
and Pinkard, the solution is found in Hegel, who they read in a completely non-
metaphysical fashion. They argue that Hegel solves the “Kantian paradg@erfiaps
helps us to understand the “metaphor” of autonomy) by situating or concretizing
autonomy in history and society.In this sense, Pippin’s account perhaps gets closest to
what Kant must have meant when he articulated the idea of autonomy, but Pippin
nevertheless remains on the threshold refusing to enter because, like Pinkardnbie will
move into a metaphysical account of moral obligation. But only a metaphysical account
will be satisfactory, since embedding autonomy in history and society orgytteg
guestion insofar as it continues to suggest an infinite regress. How doeg thatfac
norms are socially-based make them any more obligatory? How arestteairal norms
made normative? These sorts of questions cannot be answered by simply higjoriciz
reason. History itself must be anchored in a metaphysical reality.

But this does not mean that we should look for a theoretical understanding of the
metaphysics of autonomy in Kant either. In what follows, it will be argiat] in order

to understand what Kant means by autonomy, it is necessary to take into account his

28 pippin,Modernism as a Philosophical Problerinkard German PhilosophyAlthough he is critical of
the post-Kantian developments, AmeriKsnt and the Fate of Autonorsiso holds that the post-Kantian
developments largely concern autonomy.

2 See also Terry Pinkartiegel'sPhenomenologyrheSocialityof Reason(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996).
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insight into the primacy of practical reason. On this basis, it will be argued tha

autonomy represents Kant'’s insight that we have participatory or pegiveflknowledge

of a universal moral law—because, as rational beings, we de facto live within it

The Primacy of Practical Reason

The primacy of practical reason has several meanings in Kant’s thouggtt.itFir
means that the ultimate goal of all inquiry—theoretical or practical—isipahbecause
it is meant to serve the moral end of human existence. Moreover, it meansititatiafl
emerges out of the moral perspective: it is our existence as pragecas @ahat leads us
to inquire after the nature of reality and the ends that we should pursue. Further, it
indicates that even theoretical philosophy is an activity. In terms of Kgst&ns of
philosophy, it also means that the interests of practical reason are sup#rase of
theoretical reason, and, therefore, theoretical reason must submit itselétiogbreason.
Finally, and most importantly, the primacy of the practical means thatabgqgat
exercise of reason offers us knowledge of reality that transcends the linhi&oodtical
reason. It points to the fact that we are participants in a reality thatvenla
understand from within the perspective of participation. In short, practicalireaveals
knowledge to us that cannot be accounted for according to the theoretical mode of
knowing.

Kant argues most explicitly for the “primacy of pure practical reasotiie

secondCritique,* but he recognizes from the outset of his critical project that practical

%0 Kant, Critique of Practical Reasqred. Mary Gregor with an Introduction by Andrewsafh
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), @R(@5: 119-21). Kant does indicate the superiafty
our capacity for moral knowledge in t@oundwork however. As he writes, “we cannot consider witho
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reason legitimately transcends the limitations that apply to reason inatstibal

mode>! Thus, Kant acknowledges in the fi@titique that his critique reserves the

possibility that reason in its practical mode may afford us knowledge to whichulee ¢

never make a claim from within the theoretical perspective. As he writes:
when all progress in the field of the supersensible has thus been denied to
speculative reason, it is still open to us to enquire whether, in the practical
knowledge of reason, data may not be found sufficient to determine reason’s
transcendent concept of the unconditioned, and so to enable us, in accordance
with the wish of metaphysics, and by means of knowledge that is possible a priori,
though only from a practical point of view, to pass beyond the limits of all
possible experience. Speculative reason has thus at least made room for such an
extension; and if it must at the same time leave it empty, yet none theeless
at liberty, indeed we are summoned, to take occupation of it, if we can, by
practical data of reasdf.

Kant does not pursue metaphysics through practical reason in ti@riticpie,** but, as

we shall see below, he takes it up in his later works on practical philosophy. He does

make it clear from the start, however, that the fistique undermines metaphysics only

in the dogmatic mode practiced by his predecessors such as Leibniz and Vidi, a

leaves open the possibility of a metaphysics that could be achieved throuwghineits

practical application. As he famously writes in this context, “I have fitveréound it

necessary to derignowledgein order to make room fdaith,” by which he means that

admiration how great an advantage the practicailtipof appraising has over the theoretical in canm
human understanding.” Kar@Groundwork 17 (4: 404).

3L As he writes in th€ritique of Pure Reasorireason has, in respect of its practical emplaytyie right
to postulate what in the field of mere speculatta@an have no kind of right to assume without isight
proof.” Kant,Critique of Pure Reasgitrans. Norman Kemp Smith with an introductionHigward Caygill
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan), 617 (A 776/B804).

%2 Kant, Critique of Pure Reasor24-25 (B xxi). In fact, Kant adds shortly theftea “we are convinced
that there is an absolutely necesgamactical employment of pure reason—thmral—in which it
inevitably goes beyond the limits of sensibilifihough [practical] reason, in thus proceeding, ireguno
assistance from speculative reason, it must yesbared against its opposition, that reason mapenot
brought into conflict with itself.” Ibid., 26-27 (Bxv).

33 «At some future time we shall show that the mdaals do not merely presuppose the existence of a
supreme being, but also, as themselves in a ditfe@nection absolutely necessary, justify us in
postulating it, though, indeed, only from a praattigoint of view. For the present, however, welaaxing
this mode of argument aside.” Ibid., 527 (A 634/B66



28
he had to restrict the operations of theoretical reason in order to ensure room for the

“practical extensiomf pure reason®* Thus, considered systematically, the fsitique
moderates theoretical reason, containing it within its proper area of comgpétenc
world of experience, of phenomena or objects), and it leaves the realms of morals and
metaphysics open to reason in its practical employment.
Kant also holds from the beginning of his critical project that the ultimate end of
his project is moral> As he writes,
Reason is impelled by a tendency of its nature to go out beyond the field of its
empirical employment, and to venture in a pure employment, by means of ideas
alone, to the utmost limits of all knowledge, and not to be satisfied save through
the completion of its course in [the apprehension of] a self-subsistent systemati
whole. Is this endeavor the outcome merely of the speculative interestsarftea
Must we not rather regard it as having its source exclusively in the practical
interests of reasof?
Kant has found it necessary to define the limits of our reason in its theoretical
employment, but our desire—inherent to reason—to go beyond these limits is
inextinguishable. For Kant, this desire is practical: it is tied to our moraépges to the
guestion of how we ought to live our lives. It is this practical desire that is theesafur
transcendent theoretical inquiry insofar as the existence of certaaphysical
realities—God, immortality of the soul, and freedom—are necessary to our moral
existence. As Kant writes in the filGtitique, “The ultimate aim to which the

speculation of reason in its transcendental employment is directed conceenstijects:

the freedom of the will, the immortality of the soul, and the existence of GoBt our

* Ibid., 29 (B xxx).

% Velkley, Freedom and the End of Readuas argued this point, while also arguing thgbies back
before Kant's critical days.

% Kant, Critique of Pure Reasor630 (A 797/B 825).

37 Ibid., 631 (A 798/B 826).
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interest in these objects is not theoretical: “In respect of all threedteynspeculative

interest of reason is very small.” Rather, our interest is driven by morarosncrhus,
already in the firsCritique, Kant suggests that the ultimate ends of reason are moral or
practical. Finally, Kant concludes that “it is evident that the ultimate inteof nature
in her wise provision for us has indeed, in the constitution of our reason, been directed to
moral interests alon€® Thus, even in the firgritique, we see that reason (and Kant’s
critiqgue) is both motivated by practical interests and directed towardqadacotierests;
and that reason in its practical mode tells us more than it does in its theonetieal

These reflections pave the way for Kant's explicit arguments for thepyiof
practical reason in the seco@dtique, in which Kant explicitly argues for the primacy of
practical reason as a solution to the problem of the unity of reason: “in the union of pure
speculative with pure practical reason in one cognition, the latter has pramsaoging
that this union is not contingent and discretionary but based a priori on reason itself and
therefore necessar§™ Kant notes that the “primacy” of practical reason means that the
interests of practical reason trump those of theoretical reason in two s@&spsenfacy
among two or more things connected by reason | understand the prerogative of one to be
the first determining ground of the connection with all the rest. In a narpraetical
sense it signifies the prerogative of the interest of one insofar asdhesinif the others
is subordinated to it (and it cannot be inferior to any otH&r)rif other words, we must
determine the relationship between practical and theoretical reason frpnadhieal

perspective, and the end of theoretical reason (knowledge) must be subjected to the end

3 |bid., 632-33 (A 801/B 829).
%9 Kant, Critique of Practical Reasqri01 (5: 121).
% Ibid., 100 (5: 119).
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of practical reason, which “consists in the determination ofvihewith respect to the

final and complete end™”
In the first respect, Kant argues that theoretical reason must aeeépsights of
practical reason insofar as they do not conflict with its own findings. As haiespl
if pure reason of itself can be and really is practical, as the consciousness of the
moral law proves it to be, it is still only one and the same reason which, whether
from a theoretical or a practical perspective, judges according to a priori
principles; and then it is clear that, even if from the first perspectivep&cita
does not extend to establishing certain propositions affirmatively, although they
do not contradict it, as soon as these same propositions belong inseparably to the
practical interest of pure reason it must accept them—indeed as somethied offe
to it from another source, which has not grown on its own land but yet is
sufficiently authenticated—and try to compare and connect them with everything
that it has within its power as speculative reason, being mindful, however, that
these are not its insights but are yet extensions of its use from another, aamely
practical perspective; and this is not in the least opposed to its interedt, whi
consists in the restriction of speculative miscffef.
Thus, Kant does not claim that theoretical reason must include the insights aigbracti
reason as theoretical knowledge, but that, insofar as it is able, it must inclundia ite
operations. As will be discussed below, this leaves the insights of practsmh ieaan
ambiguous relationship to Kant's definition of knowledge, but it also points to Kant’s
awareness of the reality that is accessed only through practicah iedss system.
The second reason that practical reason is primary is that its insmeestgoerior
to those of theoretical reason. Above all else, we are practical agentsréieomdition
of our existence is the most important aspect of our existence. Thus, as Kesit“aflit

interest is ultimately practical and even that of speculative reason isarditional and

is complete in practical use alorf€."Even theoretical philosophy and science serve our

“Llbid., 100 (5: 120).
2 |bid., 101 (5: 121).
3 Ibid., 102 (5: 121).
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moral ends. This suggests why Kant thinks it is important that, although thdoretica

reason cannot confirm the results of practical reason, it must assume tlegitiraate
and incorporate them into its own operations. Our practical interests trumps tbsténte
of theoretical reason, and, therefore, the theoretical must do its best to sqyxectioal
interests. This includes attempting to account systematically for figateato the
theoretically unobtainable noumenal realm offered by practical reason.

Kant further argues that theoretical reason must not only serve tlesiatef
practical reason, but that it itself depends on our practical insight inttofreeThis is
because, for Kant, the problem of freedom first arises for us in the context of our moral
existence: “morality first discloses to us the concept of freedom, so thairddtical
reason which first poses to speculative reason, with this concept, the most insoluble
problem so as to put it in the greatest perplexit$?..Our moral existence raises the
guestion of our freedom. As Kant continues, “one would never have ventured to
introduce freedom into science had not the moral law, and with it practical reasun, c
in and forced this concept upon 8. Thus, practical reason introduces the problem of
freedom, but, more than this, theoretical philosophy and science require freedom. As
Kant writes, “the concept of freedom, insofar as its reality is proved bgaiciic law
of practical reason, constitutes the keystone of the whole structure of a sy gtera
reason, even of speculative reasth If we were not free, we would not be free to
speculate. Thus, practical reason is also primary because it makesthpeoeason

possible.

“*Ibid., 27 (5: 30).
*® |bid.
% Ibid., 3 (5: 3-4).
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Finally, there is another sense in which practical reason is primary for Kant, one

that is constantly present in his practical philosophy but never satisfaetqgpibined.
This is the sense that, above all, the primacy of practical reason meahsaihgi the
exercise of our practical reason we gain insight into our existence that ifondeafto
us by reason in its speculative mode. Thus, we attempt “to seek in the moral use of
reason and to base on it the conceptGad freedom andimmortality, for the possibility
of which speculation does not find sufficient guaranféeKant establishes that it is
through reason in its practical mode that we can establish these postulates. mRigson i
practical mode allows us entry into a world that we cannot access thebrefidabugh
the moral law we become aware of our free participation in the world of reason that
transcends the empirical world of appearances, a world to which we haveds acc
through reason in its theoretical mode, according to Kant. In critiquing ptaetsan,
then, Kant realizes that it gives us access to a metaphysical order ttatvee confirm
theoretically, and, in so doing, he paves the way—perhaps without realizing it—for
Schelling’s conception of metaphysics as the practical or free unfolding ofdkeadr
reality in which we live. For through practical reason, Kant shows, we know in some
sense that we participate in a rational and moral world order that transcefidgehe
world of cause and effe@. However, as will be discussed below, the status of this
knowledge remains ambiguous for Kant (and, as will be argued in later chaptdss, this
where Schelling improves on Kant’s position).

Thus, there are a variety of senses in which one can speak of the primacy of

practical reason in Kant, and the idea is clearly central to his philosophytedea Wet,

“"Ibid., 5 (5: 5).
8 Kant, Groundwork 17 (5: 404).
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Kant's claim that practical reason holds primacy over theoretical reasaroha

received the attention it deserves. This is surprising, since it is akebteaclaim for the
author of theCritique of Pure Reasoto make. The oversight can only be due to the
privileged place that Kant&ritique of Pure Reasocontinues to hold in our
understanding of his corpus: many scholars (especially those in Enggiskisg circles)
still think of Kant’s theoretical philosophy as his most important contribution to the
history of philosophy, and they certainly accept that we only know what we cén veri
theoretically. Yet Kant himself—and not only in later works, but within the@rgique
itself—tells us that it is only one step in a larger project. For the thedistiuat the
only mode of reason: reason also has a practical exercise and in this sphere Kant re
admits the metaphysical questions that he places out of the reach of specdatve r
Paying proper heed to Kant’s claim for the primacy of practical reason is
especially important for understanding the idea of autonomy, since autonomy,keuch |
the postulates (which will be discussed below), is an idea of practical reasoin,isviu
say that it is a concept without an empirical object. As such, autonomy is an tdea tha
live within; it is a metaphysical condition of our moral experience. Thus, wetget
outside of it in order to explain it objectively; we can only reflect on it frothiwithe
perspective of the practical. For this reason, the attempts to give a tlatgretiand
account of autonomy are somewhat misplaced, since autonomy—like God, the
immortality of the soul, and freedom—can neither be theoretically proven noimedla
Rather, we must understand it as Kant's attempt to articulate the naturevadrdidrom

within, and it is from this perspective that we should approach the idea of autonomy.
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Autonomy as the Primacy of Practical Reason

In Kant’s language, an idea is opposed to a concept because it does not
correspond to any object in our experience, and autonomy is an idea, which means that it
is beyond the scope of theoretical reason. Nevertheless, Kant scholars havedstougg
explain autonomy as a theoretical concept, and it is this misunderstandingsthatha
the greatest obstacle to understanding Kant’s idea of autonomy. In orderctéhavoi
problem, we must approach autonomy in light of Kant’s arguments for the primacy of
practical reason. From this perspective, it becomes clear that, for Kamipeuytis an
articulation of the moral condition of human existence as a reality thatnmenbaknow
from within. It is an irreducible reality that cannot be proven theoreticaélycamnot
define it because it defines us. Moreover, this perspective also makes dlear tha
autonomy has nothing to do with any voluntaristic assertions of the self; rathehgt
practical recognition of our inescapable participation within a moral thdémwe cannot
fully grasp theoretically. In other words, autonomy and the primacy of #otigal are
one and the same insight.

Consider how Kant introduces the concept of autonomy. He argues that only a
good will can be thought of us as good “without limitatidhsince anything else can be
used either for good or for evil, depending on the disposition of the will. He then argues
that the goodness of the will depends on its being oriented toward doing what is right
simply because it is right: we must perform duty for duty’s sake. It follbatsthe will
is morally praiseworthy only when it acts out of “respect for law,” ratiem iccording

to some other interest, whether that be happiness or another heteronomous motive. Moral

9 Kant, Groundwork 7 (4: 393).
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worth thus depends on following the moral law for the sake of following the law, and

this leads to the Categorical Imperative, which Kant formulates as folibwsght never
to act except in such a way that | could also will that my maxim should become a
universal law’*® As scholars such as Allen Wood have pointed out, this is only one of
several formulations of the Categorical Imperative that Kant offefssecond is the so-
called Formula of Humanity:So act that you use humaniyhether in your own person
or in the person of any othalways at the same time as an end, never merely as a
means’>?

It is important to recognize that, for Kant, “humanity” refers to our rational
nature. Therefore, the Formula of Humanity really expresses the idéeatital
nature exists as an end in itself Thus, as human beings we are ends in ourselves
because we are rational beings; our status as ends in ourselves has nothingn@do wi
individuality or our peculiar human traits. Thus, in a sense, the “Formula of Humanity
is a somewhat deceptive moniker for the second formulation of the moral law; more
accurately, it could be referred to as the “Formula of Rationality as amHisélf.” As
with the first formulation, reason remains that source of the moral law. Tdlisadutely
essential to recognize because it means for Kant that it is our rationa tietiumust
serve as the end of all our actions, not our peculiar nature as human beings, any certai
not our own individuality.

It is in this context that Kant develops the Formula of Autonomy as the third

formulation of the categorical imperative: “the iddahe will of every rational being as

0 |bid., 15 (4: 402).

> Wood,Kant's Ethical Thought
%2 Kant, Groundwork 38 (4: 429).
%3 |bid., 37 (4: 428-9).
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a will giving universal law>* Like the Formula of Humanity, the Formula of

Autonomy indicates that Kantian morality has nothing to do with human nature or the
individual preferences of particular human beings; Kant even introduces the idea of
autonomy as the “supreme condition of its [i.e., the will's] harmony with universa
practical reason.” The Formula of Autonomy is thus a further speaificafiwhat Kant
means by the Formula of Universal Law and the Formula of Humanity, which is that
rationality is an end in itself, and that it is the basis for all moralityorarny, like
humanity, is an expression of Kant’s position that reason is the basis for aitynoral
The much more prevalent focus in the literature on the “giving oneself the law”
aspect of autonomy is not without reason, however, since Kant himself formulates
autonomy in such language. Immediately after introducing the Formula of Augpnom
Kant adds that “In accordance with this principle all maxims are repudiatdre
inconsistent with the will's own giving of universal law. Hence the will ismetely
subject to the law but subject to it in such a way that it must be viewed as alsalggving
law to itself and just because of this as first subject to the law (of which iegardr
itself as the author)®® The self-legislation aspect of autonomy is even stronger when
Kant claims that an agent “is subject only to laws given by himself but stillnsaivend
that he is bound only to act in conformity with his own will, which, however, in

accordance with nature’s end is a will giving universal IZvOr, as he also writes:

“This lawgiving must, however, be found in every rational being himself and b#¢oable

> |bid., 39 (4: 431), 40 (4: 432).

%5 |bid., 39 (4:431). The word translated as authditheber which in the German is a likely reference to
God, who is th&Jrheberof the Bible. | owe this insight to Terry Pinkard

% Kant, Groundwork 40 (4: 432).
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arise from his will.®” Or:

the will of a rational being must always be regarded as at the same time
lawgiving, since otherwise it could not be thought as an end in itself. Reason
accordingly refers every maxim of the will as giving universal law toyeother
will and also to every action toward oneself, and does so not for the sake of any
other practical motive or any future advantage but from the idea of the dignity of
a rational being, who obeys no law other than that which he himself at the same
time gives>®
Clearly, autonomy means that we are self-legislating, but what does Kantoyp¢hat?
In what sense are we self-legislating?
It is sure that Kant’s point is not that individual human beings are free ttategis
whatever laws they choose as the moral law. The moral law must conforasdo,re
which is universal. Thus, the purpose of the Formula of Autonomy must be other than to
establish that we are free to will whatever laws we like. This is evidenhumber of
passages in which Kant indicates that it is “reason” that legislatesotaé law?° but it
is perhaps nowhere more evident thaRatigion within the Boundaries of Reason Alone
where Kant maintains that the moral law continues to assert itself even whebeal
against it: “The human being (even the worst) does not repudiate the moral lawewhate
his maxims, in rebellious attitude (by revoking obedience to it). The klwrremposes
itself on his irresistibly, because of his moral predispositioff..\We cannot escape the

moral condition, and our attempts to thwart the law only serve to further prove that the

moral law is “a law through which our reason commands us compellitfghs’ Kant

> |bid., 42 (4: 434).

%8 |bid. Again: “the dignity of humanity consistssjLin this capacity to give universal law. Thowgith
the condition of also being itself subject to thésy lawgiving.” Ibid., 46-47 (4: 440).

%9 For example, KanRReligion within the Boundaries of Mere Reased. Allen Wood and George di
Giovanni with an introduction by Robert Merrihewads (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998), 69 (6: 49); KanCritique of Practical Reasqr27 (5: 30).

0 Kant, Religion 58 (6: 36).

%1 Ibid., 69 (6: 49).
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writes in theMetaphysics of Moraldor any rational subject, “A principle of duty...is a

principle that reason prescribes to him absolutely and objectively (how he ought to
act).”® As these passages suggest, autonomy does not mean for Kant that we decide if
and when we are morally obligated.

What, then, is Kant trying to indicate when he says that we give the law to
ourselves? It we keep in mind that Kant speaks of autonomy as an idea and not as a
concept (in a similar vein, he also says that we “must be viewed” asgsléders), that
is, if we examine it from the perspective of the primacy of the practical, themowe
closer toward an answer. From this perspective, autonomy is not an object that we ca
theoretically comprehend; rather, it isapriori reality that we recognize through
practical reason as the horizon of our moral existence. Autonomy is a tieatitye live
within; it points to our participation in a moral order that transcends the self meaiss
that autonomy is a recognition that we can only know the moral order from within, and
this is the same insight that governs the primacy of practical reasornhdtitea that we
cannot gain a theoretical perspective on our existence as moral agehey, \Ra must
explore the moral order that we live within from within the perspective of jatits in
that order. It is from within this perspective that we should understand Kargis\stds
to the effect that we give the law to ourselves. To act morally is to fdtlewatv for its
own sake, which means to decide for oneself on the right course of action. This does not
mean that we voluntaristically determine what is right, however. Rathegais that
only we can decide to respond to our moral obligations in way that has moral worth. This

is what the Formula of Autonomy adds by insisting that we give the law to oursetves

%2 Kant, Metaphysics of Moralsed. Mary Gregor with an introduction by Roge8illivan (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), 18 (6: 225).
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can be legally required to follow the moral law; in some instances, we can even be

forced to follow the law; but only we can decide to follow the law for moral reasons.
Thus, we do not create the law, but we decide whether or not we will rise to respond to it
as moral being®
It follows from this interpretation of autonomy that it is incorrect to sugbes
the law would be heteronomous if its contents were determined by God or nature or
reason. We may come to know the moral law through our own reason, but this is not
incompatible with the idea that God originally formulated the law. (PerhapsaGard
not have countenanced such a view, but it is contained in the logic of his position, as we
will see in the later chapters on Schelling.) In any event, the interpretdtautonomy
offered here makes clear that we do not independently formulate our own moraslaws
we see fit. The content of the law is the same for every agent. What autdoesny
mean, however, is that we cannot be forced to follow the law as moral beings. We can be
forced to maintain a legal relationship to the law, but only we can decide to ma&e the
itself our motive. Thus, autonomy does recognize the freedom of the individual in one
sense, but it also maintains that we are bound by a moral order that transcends the self
In sum, autonomy and the primacy of the practical express the same insight,
namely, the recognition that we have pre-conscious or pre-reflexive act¢hesoral
law as a reality that we live within. What Kant is trying to show us is thaitesd not

(in fact, cannot) look outside our own rational faculty in order to discover or ground our

83 As will be seen, this will be an important poiat Schelling, since he will insist that we cannot
understand God as an object, as something external Rather, we must understand God as beyend th
subject-object mode of our consciousness. GaariS¢helling, as Reason is for Kant, the realitwirich
we live. Kant, then, already anticipates Scheltmgome extent, but he does not follow througlhen

point as Schelling does.
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morality. We do not discover the moral law through theoretical reason, thatis, as a

object that is “out there” to be discovered. Rather, we know it because we liveitvithi
Thus, for Kant, autonomy is not in any way about the self-assertion of the individual.
Rather, it is a fairly strong argument for the idea that we knowingly jpeaticin a
universal and objective moral law. Moreover, Kant clearly recognizes tharhbengs
do not perfectly manifest autonomy, since they routinely fail to follow the rrawal
Autonomy understood as perfectly aligning ourselves to the moral law is thus a
possibility that we should ever strive to approximate. As such, Kant's atitbcutd the
idea of autonomy should not be read as an attempt to offer a theoretical description of
human beings. Rather, following his arguments for the primacy of practicahréas
should be understood as his attempt to articulate the nature of morality frioim thvé
perspective of morality itself—the only perspective from which we can irufet#rstand
it, since we cannot escape the moral nature of our existence. This is antidk@antha

also tries to articulate through his appeal to the moral law as a “factsohréa

The Fact of Reason

Understanding autonomy and the primacy of practical reason in this way also
comports with Kant's discussions of how we come to know the moral law. In the
Groundwork Kant notes that the practical rule arising from the idea of autonomy—
“choose only in such a way that the maxims of your choice are also included asalnive
law in the same volitior*—can only be shown to be an actually existing imperative

through a critique of pure practical reason: “That morality is no phantom—and this

% Kant, Groundwork 47 (4: 440).
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follows if the categorical imperative, and with it the autonomy of the wiltuis and

absolutely necessary as an a priori principle—requires a posyititeetic use of pure
practical reasonwhich use, however, we cannot venture upon without prefacing it by a
critique of this rational faculty itself.” Kant outlines such a critique in the third part of
the Groundwork but he revises his attempt in the sec@nitique. Whereas he attempts
to prove the moral law by establishing human freedom in the former, he appeals to the
moral law in order to establish our freedom in the latter. Thus, both accounts rely on but
start from different sides of what Henry Allison has called the “recifyrthesis”: the
view that our freedom implies our existence under the moral law and that theamoral |
implies our freedont> Since Kant abandons the procedure ofGheundwork we will
only discuss it briefly before turning to his account in the seGitdjue.

As mentioned, Kant’s first attempt to demonstrate the reality of the naargin
the third chapter of th&roundwor begins with freedom. In the “negative” sense,
freedom means that our causality “can be efficient independently of aliegscaus
determiningit.”®® In the “positive” sense, freedom is “causality in accordance with
immutable laws but of a special kind,” or “autonomy, that is, the will’s propéitgiog
a law to itself.®” Kant thus concludes that “a free will and a will under moral laws are
one and the samé® It is on this basis, beginning with freedom, that Kant attempts to
establish the reality of the moral law in Beoundwork “If, therefore, freedom of the

will is presupposed, morality together with its principle follows from itigre analysis

% Henry E. Allison Kant's Theory of FreedorfCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990);281
% Kant, Groundwork 52 (4: 446).

7 Ibid., 52 (4: 446-7). Cf. KanCritique of Practical Reasqr80 (5: 33).

% Kant, Groundwork 53 (4: 447).
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of the concept®® This requires the justification of the principle of autonomy, which is

a synthetic a priori judgment. The justification of such a judgment in thiscad®t
requires Kant to move into a critique of the faculty of practical reason.

For whatever reason, Kant abandons this course in the s@dtinde,’ and he
attempts instead to establish the reality of human freedom through the mor&ldatv
still adheres to the reciprocity thesis—"“freedom and unconditional practical law
reciprocally imply each othef*—but now he stresses that whereas freedom isrétie
essendbf the moral law, the moral law is thatio cognoscenddf freedom.”? In other
words, we are subject to the moral because we are free, but it is through our knowledge
of the moral law that we know ourselves to be free, rather than vice versa.

The language that Kant uses to describe our knowledge of the moral law in the
secondCritique is striking. Kant writes that the moral law “offers itself to us,” and that
we can become conscious of “pure practical laws just as we are @vpane theoretical
principles, by attending to the necessity with which reason prescribesahenit It is
in the wake of these formulations that Kant refers to the moral law as a “faetsoin.”

As he explains:

Consciousness of this fundamental law may be called a fact of reason because one

cannot reason it out from antecedent data of reason, for example, from

consciousness of freedom (since this is not antecedently given to us) and because
it instead forces itself upon us of itself as a synthetic a priori propositiorsthat i

%9 |bid.

® There seems to be a general consensus amongdtatars that the argument from freedom to the moral
law does not work. It is not clear, however, timy think the argument of the secaddtique works

either. Consider Allen Wood, who admits that thistfargument fails and yet focuses on it. Wddalt's
Ethical Thought171-82.

" Kant, Critique of Practical Reasqr26 (5: 29).

2bid., 4, n (5: 4). Cf. “the concept of the fremd of the power of choice does not precede in @s th
consciousness of the moral law but is only infefrech the determinability of our power of choicedtigh
this law as unconditional command.” KaRgligion 69, n. (6: 50).

3 Kant, Critique of Practical Reasqr27 (5: 30).



not based on any intuition, either pure or empirical, although it would be *
analytic if the freedom of the will were presupposed; but for this, as a positive
concept, an intellectual intuition would be required, which certainly cannot be
assumed here. However, in order to avoid misinterpretation in regarding this law
asgiven it must be noted carefully that it is not an empirical fact but the sole fact
of pure reason which, by it, announces itself as originally lawgiting.
The moral law simply issues from our reason. “Pure reason is practicalfodlnse
and gives (to the human being) a universal law which we cathdral law.”
Furthermore, we find Kant again arguing that the moral law is the samé rfaticial
beings: “Now this principle of morality, just on account of the universality of the
lawgiving that makes it the formal supreme determining ground of the will regarof
all subjective differences, is declared by reason to be at the sameelamdor all
rational beings...”™ Knowledge of freedom now depends for Kant upon the fact of
reason. “How this consciousness of moral laws or, what is the same thing, this
consciousness of freedom is possible cannot be further explained; its adnyissihilit
however, be defended in the theoretiGatique.”””

Kant then argues that the moral law offers us access to a realityatisteinds the
grasp of reason in the theoretical mode: “the moral law...provides a fact absolutely
inexplicable from any data of the sensible world and from the whole compass of our
theoretical use of reason, a fact that points to a pure world of the understanding and,
indeed, even determines it positively and lets us cognize something of it, realaety/®

For Kant, we know the moral law even though we cannot prove theoretically that it is

true. Thus, practical reason offers us access to a reality that transcesapitheal

" Ibid., 28-9 (5: 31).
S Ibid., 29 (5: 31).
®Ibid., 29 (5: 32).
" Ibid., 41 (5: 46).
8 bid., 38 (5: 43).
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reality that is explainable through theoretical consciousness. Kans write as

rational beings, we live

in accordance with laws that are independent of any empirical condition and thus
belong to theutonomyof pure reason. ... The law of this autonomy, however, is
the moral law, which is therefore the fundamental law of a supersensible nature
and of a pure world of the understanding, the counterpart of which is to exist in
the sensible world but without infringing upon its laws. The former could be
called thearchetypalworld (naturaarchetypa which we cognize only in reason,
whereas the latter could be called dutypalworld (naturaectypg because it
contains the possible effect of the idea of the former as the determining ground of
the will. For, the moral law in fact transfers us, in idea, into a nature in which
pure reason, if it were accompanied with suitable physical power, would produce
the highest good’

Thus Kant’s point is that we live in a moral world that transcends empiricey rexadl it
is from here that the moral law issues forth. In this context, Kant openly sutigests
autonomy designates a reality that transcends objective experience but isates®rt
real:
Yet we are conscious through reason of a law to which all our maxims are subject,
as it a natural order must at the same time arise from our will. Thisiest
therefore be the idea of a nature not given empirically and yet possible through
freedom, hence a supersensible nature to which we give objective realésgtat le
in a practical respect, since we regard it as an object of our will as foreala
beings®
Thus, through the moral law—the fact of reason—we become conscious of our autonomy
as definitive of our existence. Practical reason is an elaboration oftg tieatiwe live
within but cannot grasp theoretically. The fact of reason, autonomy, and theypaimac
the practical all point to Kant’s recognition of our participation in a redlay transcends

theoretical cognition but that we nevertheless know as real.

Despite its apparent importance to Kant’s practical philosophy, however, the fac

9 Ibid., 38-9 (5: 43).
8 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason39 (5: 44).
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of reason is generally seen as one of the least acceptable aspectssoptéaatital

philosophy. Even Allen Wood, one of the best contemporary interpreters of Kandk mo

philosophy, essentially ignore’it. The fact of reason does not fit with the belief that

autonomy is incompatible with the idea that the moral law comes from a sourise that

not ourselves. It seems to suggest, in contrast, that the moral law is given to us by

something beyond ourselves, that it is an external fact to which we must submit. But,

once we understand Kant's notion of autonomy in the way that has been suggested here,

it becomes easier to understand why Kant thinks he must ultimately rely ohevtaits

the “fact of reason.” The fact of reason forms the horizon of our moral experiéfece

cannot finally understand why we are moral beings, but only that we are moral beings
Returning, then, to the connection between autonomy, the fact of reason, and the

primacy of the practical, we can now see how all of these teachings ofraaiteanpts

to articulate Kant'’s insight that through our moral experience we are somehow

inarticulately in touch with a reality that transcends the limits of thieatgthilosophy.

We can neither prove nor justify the moral life from the theoretical pergpgand yet

we live within it. Kant's critical project, then, shows not the limits of our capéx

know the reality in which we participate, but only our inability to resolve thtyr@&so

a theoretical account. As we shall see in later chapters, this is preéleeseigight that

Schelling takes up in his effort to show that despite the looming failure of thetpbjec

German Idealism, it has nevertheless made the irrevocable gain of rcgghat we

are somehow in touch with reality before the question of a correspondence between our

minds and the world ever arises. It is just that this connection is necessarily pr

8L Allen Wood,Kant's Ethical Thought171-72.
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theoretical (or pre-reflexive). It cannot be articulated theoretjdaliyit is not

therefore any less real. In fact, our very ability to comprehend the birtite
theoretical suggests that we are already operating from a pérsghat transcends it.
Kant himself recognizes this on some level when he attempts to show thedegiof
metaphysics and revelation from a practical point of view. Moreover, assthaf this
chapter will demonstrate, Kant rests on this insight when he turns to the study of
metaphysics, religion, and politics. He approaches them all from within thé mora

perspective.

The Metaphysics of the Practical: the Postulates

Although Kant famously undermines metaphysics in the traditional sense, he i
nevertheless a metaphysical thinker, and he establishes a new kind of mesaplayss
grounded in practical reason. There is insufficient space in the present ¢chaier a
full discussion of the metaphysical system that Kant attempts to develop, and, in any
event, a complete presentation is unnecessary. All that is required for pagases is
a brief overview of how Kant moves from his analysis of the moral condition to the
various aspects of his system. The present section will address the postutasetical
reason; the next two will show how Kant builds his theories of religion and politics on his
moral philosophy. Finally, having discussed these points, the chapter will turn &b a bri
discussion of the epistemological ambiguity afflicting Kant’s systemhthaever
overcomes.

So far it has been argued that autonomy is an idea of reason, which means that it

is an a priori reality that transcends the grasp of theoretical reason buethat
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nevertheless know as real from the practical or participatory standpoint. Freeryhe

outset of his critical project, Kant argues that we also have a practer@snin

establishing three other ideas of reason—freedom, the immortality of the soul, and the
existence of God—for, without these three objects, Kant argues, our morakexperi

cannot be rendered coherent. As is well known, however, Kant adds that we cannot claim
to have actual knowledge of these objects because we cannot prove theirexistenc
theoretically. They are not and cannot be objects of experience, and, thereftaa, we

never be certain that they exist. Yet, since our reason has an inherent tenddtecyio

to prove the reality of these objects, they become sources of the speculativiefrtist

Kant wants to do away with in the firStitique.

Having removed freedom, God, and immortality from the jurisdiction of
theoretical reason, however, Kant argues that this does not preclude the podsbility
practical reason may legitimately lay claim to them (even if only,zag Kdds, from a
practical point of view). Thus, he reintroduces them as postulates from thegbaaint
of view because they are all necessary to render our moral existenaantotemhat
sense are they necessary? As has already been discussed, we pastdiate fecause
it is necessary under the moral law: only as free beings can we be held itdsgonsur
actions. The other two postulates arise in relation to what Kant calls “teshigood,”
which is the unification of perfect morality with perfect happiness, or the eenpl
coincidence of the moral and natural aspects of the world. Since we are finienaotl ¢
achieve this goal during one lifetime, we postulate the immortality of theasaul
necessary presupposition for trentlesgprogress toward “complete conformity of the

will with the moral law” or ‘holiness’ which is the “supreme condition of the highest
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good.”®? Then, we postulate the existence of God because it is necessary to conceive

of a power capable of bringing about the “second element of the highest good, namely
happinessproportioned to that morality® Thus, freedom is a necessary condition for
having a moral existence at all, and immortality and God are necessanstoing that
the moral life is not futile, which would be against reason.

In this way, by extrapolating from the moral law, which is a fact of our existe
Kant reintroduces what he takes to be the three fundamental objects of metaphysic
although not as objects, since he claims that we cannot possibly have an experience of
them. Instead, he articulates them as realities that we must postulateritbanake
sense of our moral condition. This leaves the postulates in an ambiguous place in Kant’s
thought. On the one hand, they are concepts of objects of which we have no experience,
and, therefore, we cannot claim knowledge of their existence. On the other hand, they
cannot be discarded as unfounded assumptions or merely subjective beliefs, since, for
Kant, they are necessary to the moral life. Kant always remains in a holttem pa
concerning the postulates of reason: they cannot be proven to actually exist\aad ye
must operate as if they do. As will be discussed below, the ambiguity conceming th
postulates is a manifestation of a deeper ambiguity in Kant’s philosophy cimgcethat
counts as knowledge. Before turning to that discussion, however, we turn to brief
discussion of Kant’s accounts of religion and politics, which also illustrate hemtiqal

reason points to our existence within an a priori metaphysical order.

82 Kant, Critique of Practical Reasqri02 (5: 122).
8 Ibid., 104 (5: 124).
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Religion as the Horizon of Existence

The extent to which Kant attempts to articulate our participation in an order that
transcends the self is perhaps most clearly reveal@dligion within the Boundaries of
Mere Reasonin which he argues that religion derives from morality as its necessary
complement. Kant does not turn to religion as the basis for morality, but, rather, as a
system of rational belief that logically completes the moral dimension ofrhuma
existence. As has just been discussed, he argues that practical reassarityeces
generates the idea of God as a being who can ensure that the realncoof faed
nature (moral worth and happiness) coincide. Although the moral worth of our actions is
not determined by such an end, we nevertheless must conceive of our actions as leading
toward it in order for them to make sense. Since we cannot guarantee thenaehtesfe
this end on our own, Kant argues that the moral life suggests the need for
an object that unites within itself the formal condition of all such ends as we
ought to have (duty) with everything which is conditional upon ends we have and
which conforms to duty (happiness proportioned to its observance), that is, the
idea of a highest good in the world, for whose possibility we must assumer a
higher, moral, most holy, and omnipotent beings who alone can unite the two
elements of this good.
Thus, as noted above, the idea of God emerges as the guarantee that moral worthiness and
happiness will eventually coincide. But, as Kant stresses once again, “Wlaatis m

important here, however, is that this idea rises out of morality and is not its fiomndat

that it is an end which to make one’s own already presupposes ethical printiples.”

8 Kant, Religion 34 (6: 5). For Kant, this points to the unityrefison in general: “only in this way can an
objective practical reality be given to the combiom, which we simply cannot do without, of the
purposiveness [deriving] from freedom and the psiyeness of nature.” Ibid., 35 (6: 5).

% |bid., 34 (6: 5). “Morality thus inevitably leads religion, and through religion it extends ifgel the

idea of a mighty moral lawgiver outside the humamg, in whose ultimate end (of the creation of the
world) is what can and at the same time ought tthbailtimate human end.” Ibid., 36 (6: 6).
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Religion does not motivate our ethical decisions; rather, it is the logical conseqfe

the moral law: “morality does not need the representation of an end which would have to
precede the determination of the will, [but] it may well be that it has a negessa
reference to such an end, not as the ground of its maxims but as a necessary consequence
accepted in conformity to therfi® Thus, our knowledge of religion and our interest in it
derive from the moral condition of our existence. Nevertheless, Kant’s atiboutd the
religious context of the human moral condition points to a metaphysical order that
transcends the self.

The moral origin of religion is emphasized by Kant’s starting pla&eligion
He begins with an account of the human moral condition as a struggle between good and
evil within every human being. According to Kant, human beings have a
“predisposition” toward good, but we also have a “propensity” to evil, and he alges t
we can think of these characteristics as features of human nature, althongilstedhat
both must be understood as freely adopted maxims outside of time. We cannot
understand how this is possible, just as we cannot understand why one individual chooses
good over evil, while another fails to do so. The mystery of evil is beyond our
comprehension, but the moral law, which points to our freedom, insists that every
individual must somehow be responsible for the path he or she®fakeaddition to
maintaining that evil is freely chosen, Kant insists that we must also think elag®s
being able to overcome it, since, if we were not capable of overcoming evil, we would

not be responsible for it (in which case it would cease to be morafvil).

& |bid., 34 (6: 4).
87 |bid., 64 (6: 43).
8 |bid., 59 (6: 37), 63 (6: 41)
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Thus, Kant suggests that we are torn between good and evil. In fact, as

Schelling will also do, he uses language that suggests that we are pasgicipabattle
between good and evil principles that transcend us. Religion, for Kant, persongees the
two principles or forces that are at war within us in the persons of Jesus Gtr&atan.

The personification of these principles is acceptable to Kant, although he holieihat
are known to us as representing principles that we know from within ourselves. Kant
already anticipates this position in tBeoundwork where he suggests that our pre-
reflexive knowledge of the moral law is the basis on which we can understand ampiric
examples of the moral law as such. Arguing that morality cannot be derived from
examples, Kant argues that this is because “every example of it repcegente must

itself first be appraised in accordance with principles of morality, as tthetie is also
worthy to serve as an original example, that is, as a mBt&ke are able to recognize

the example because we already know the law. Kant then suggests that this eeen appl
to our recognition of Jesus Christ as moral exemplar: “Even the Holy One of thelGos
must first be compared with our ideal of moral perfection before he is recognized as
such.®® Kant develops this insight Religion once again insisting that no external
example could reveal the moral law to us unless we already knew it. Referringsio C

as a moral exemplar, he writes that “the required prototype alwayssesilyen reason,
since outer experience yields no example adequate to the idea; as outer, it does not
disclose the inwardness of the disposition but only allows inference to it, thoughmot wit

strict certainty.?* Thus, Kant essentially argues for a Platonic anamnesis, although

8 Kant, Groundwork 21 (4: 408).
O Ibid.
1 Kant, Religion 81-82 (6: 63). Also: “in the appearance of tt@@nan, the true object of the saving
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without any wild claims about previous lives in the realm of the fofniEhis is a

perfect example of the primacy of practical reason in Kant’'s thought, lsnicesists that
“From the practical point of view this idea has complete reality withilf.itg@r it

resides in our morally-legislative reason. @gyhtto conform to it, and therefore we
must alsdoe ableto.”®® Practical reason thus confirms a reality that theoretical reason
never could.

The third essay iReligionturns to the social dimension of the struggle between
good and evil. Jesus Christ is for Kant the great moral exemplar, but we must also
conceive of a collective victory of good over evil, since the battle between gdaal/é
takes places within a social context that must be taken into account. Thus, Eant als
claims that practical reason establishes the idea of an “ethical comtitiait§invisible

church™®®

that serves as the teleological trajectory of our collective morateffgant

holds that our existence among other human beings tempts us to evil, that we “mutually
corrupt each other’s moral disposition and make one anothef®\tli% collective

because human beings bring out the evil in one another, and, therefore, in order to work

toward the victory of good over evil, we must collectively strive toward thélestement

of a “kingdom of virtue.®” This is the end toward which we work, and it is the model for

faith is not what in the God-man falls to the sanse can be cognized through experience, but the
prototype lying in our reason which we put in hism¢e, from what can be gathered from his exantpée,
God-man is found to conform to the prototype), anch a faith is all the same as the principle gbad
life conduct.” Ibid., 125 (6: 119). Cf. 165 (6:96and Kant, “What is Orientation in Thinking?,” iant,
Religion 10-11 (8: 142). As David Walsh shows, Schellilegelops a similar insight in his late lectures on
the Philosophy of Revelation. Walsfhe Modern Philosophical Revolutioh68-9.

2|t is highly doubtful that Plato himself believedch things literally.

% Kant, Religion 81 (6: 62).

% Ibid., 106ff. (6: 95ff.).

% |bid., 111 (6: 101)

% Ibid., 105 (6: 94).

" Ibid., 106 (6: 95).
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our actions. It is “a society which reason makes it a task and a duty of the entire

human race to establish in its full scope,” and, although never fully realized in the here
and now, “The Idea of such a state has an entirely well-grounded, objectiveinealit
human reason (in the duty to join such a state), even though we cannot subjectively ever
hope of the good will of human beings that these will work harmoniously toward this
end.”®®

Thus, Kant holds, as Schelling will, that the moral law must find its completion in
religion. Reason on its own—even in its practical mode—cannot give a satisfying and
coherent account of our existence as moral, rational beings. Thus, Kant cersstruct
religion of reason that completes the picture of our moral existence. eWeeaplicably
but self-responsibly locked in a struggle between good and evil as individuals and as
social creatures, and religion emerges as the practical faith that sesisesof our moral

condition. Moreover, it offers the context in which we should seek to understand Kant's

political theory, to which we now turn.

The Primacy of Politics

Like Kant’s reflections on religion, his treatment of politics points to our a priori
existence within an order that transcends the self. Although he cleanhgdisties

between politics as an order of rigRtelch} and ethics as an order of virtue, Kant
nevertheless includes politics within thetaphysics of Moralghus indicating its a
priori status. The crucial difference is that political laws can only gower actions

externally, whereas ethical laws govern them internally. Thus, Kant drailear

% Ibid.
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distinction between the “legality” of actions and their “morality.” As tages, “The

conformity of an action with the law of duty is its legalitygalitag; the conformity of
the maxim of an action with a law is the moralitycfralitag of the action.®
Nevertheless, the “Doctrine of Right” fits within tMetaphysics of Moralbecause it
both concerns our a priori obligations and prepares the conditions that are necessary f
the pursuit of virtue.
The basis for politics in Kant's account is the principle of right, which stadés t
“Any action isright if it can coexist with everyone’s freedom in accordance with a
universal law, or if on its maxim the freedom of choice of each can coexist wit
everyone’s freedom in accordance with a universal t8%This is the ground for all
laws of the state:
Obligatory law for which there can be an external lawgiving are celtzinal
laws (egesexternagin general. Those among them that can be recognized as
obligatorya priori by reason even without external lawgiving are indeed external
but natural laws, whereas those that do not bind without actual external lawgiving
(and so without it would not be laws) are calpeitivelaws. One can therefore
conceive of external lawgiving which would contain only positive laws; but then a
natural law would still have to precede it, which would establish the authority of
the lawgiver (i.e., his authorization to bind others by his rokoéce.” %
Kant adds that the principle of right obligates us without also obligating us to make the
principle itself our incentive. Rather, it is simply a factual limitation anfi@edom: it
is indeed a law that lays an obligation on me, but it does not at all expect, far less
demand, that inyself shouldimit my freedom to those conditions just for the
sake of this obligation; instead, reason says only that freedomited to those

conditions in conformity with the idea of it and that it may also be actively limite
by others; and it says this as a postulate that is incapable of furthet%roof.

% Kant, Metaphysics of MoraJsl7 (6: 225).
190 bid., 24 (6: 230).

191 pid., 17 (6: 224).

192 |pid., 24-5 (6: 231).
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Thus, for Kant, freedom simply is limited by the freedom of others, and others are

justified in using coercion to make us recognize that fact.

Nevertheless, Kant argues that we also have an ethical duty to enter intalpoliti
community because it is necessary for the achievement of our moral vocation. The
ethical community that we must strive to achieve, i.e., the Kingdom of God on Earth, is
not the same as a political community, but Kant argues that it demands that wetenter
the latter, since “without the foundation of a political community, it could never be
brought into existence by human beind%.”As one scholar notes, “it is only after the
external relations between men have been put to some rational order that one ntay expec
the more difficult and more important step, namely the conversion of their personal
attitudes.*® Thus, while the state cannot make it our moral duty to follow the law, we
should do so: as Kant writes, “ethical lawgiving cannot be external,” but “it doeapake
duties which rest on another, namely an external, lawgiving by making &lsethfies
incentives in its lawgiving®® Kant clarifies his stance with the claim that “all duties,
just because they are duties, belong to ethics; but it does not follow thawt/néng for
them is always contained in ethics: for many of them it is outside etfifcsn’other
words, | can take up laws from external sources and make them duties. For example
Kant argues that “ethics commands that | still fulfill a contract ehervtered into, even
though the other party could not coerce me to do so; but it takes thedeta sunt

servanda and the duty corresponding to it from the doctrine of right, as already given

103 Kant, Religion 106 (6: 94).

1% yirmiahu Yovel,Kant and the Philosophy of Histoffrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1980),
111.

195 Kant, Metaphysics of MoraJ21 (6: 219).

19 bid.



56
there.” The law says that | must keep my contract whether | think | should or not, but

the moral law teaches that it is also an ethical duty to think that | should. Kant thus
concludes that “the giving of the law that promises agreed to must be kept lies not in
ethics but inus[Righ{. All that ethics teaches is that if the incentive which juridical
lawgiving connects with that duty, namely external constraint, weralise idea of
duty by itself would be sufficient as an incentiV&’"Thus, the difference between ethics
and right lies not in the matter of a law, but in its source. Ethical duties arddhose
which only an internal lawgiving is possible, whereas legal duties are traissah be
legislated externally.

Thus, in one sense, political order does not depend on ethical behavior for Kant.
This is because the principle of right includes coercion as a legitimate ptysgiibhin
its definition. For Kant, we are always already embedded within political witether
we choose to respect the law or not. This means that political order does not depend on
an historical social contract; rather, we always already live withird#eeof a social
contract. As Kant writes itheory and Practicethe ‘original contract is not an
historical “coalition of the wills of all private individuals in a nation,” but “mg@n
ideaof reason, which nonetheless has undoubted practical reality; for it can olelige ev
legislator to frame his laws in such a way that they could have been produced by the
united will of a whole nation®® The social contract is an a priori reality that obligates
every human being even before they consent to be governed. Thus, for Kant, politics,
like morality, and like religion, is a metaphysical reality that we becaware of through

practical reason.

197 pbid., 21 (6: 220).
198 Kant, “Theory and Practice,” 79. Cf. KaMetaphysics of MoraJ92-3 (6: 316-6).
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Kant's Ambiguous Accomplishment

The ambiguity in Kant's philosophy concerning the reality of the postulates was
suggested above. On the one hand, he will not say that we know that the postulates exist,
but, on the other hand, he insists at the same time that they are practicasregtie
ambiguity illustrates the ongoing tension between theoretical and ptaetson in

Kant's mind. Although Kant argues that the practical is primary, he céulhot

reconcile himself to the implications of the claim. Kant realizes that we kmaogs

about reality that cannot be reduced to the theoretical model, but the latter reimains
primary paradigm for defining what counts as knowledge. As a result, one cannot help
but get the sense that the postulates are simply unfounded beliefs becauseaheoreti
reason cannot confirm that they are true.

Kant’s struggles with the status of the postulates are evident from hisgshift
terminology and claims concerning them. Even the definition of a postulate—"a
theoreticalproposition, though one not demonstrable as such, insofar as it is attached
inseparably to an a priori unconditionally vatichctical law”*°>—points to the tension
between theoretical and practical reason in Kant’s philosophy. On the one hand, Ka
stresses that the postulates are not on the same level as theoretical ken¢ovlesign the
moral law, for that matter). For instance, while claiming that it is fyonaglcessary to
postulate the ideas of freedom, God, and immortality, he notes that “this moraltgecess

is subjectivethat is, a need, and naibjective that is, itself a duty; for there can be no

duty to assume the existence of anything (since this concerns only the taosatiof

199 Kant, Critique of Practical Reasqri02 (5: 122).
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reason).*'° Kant also refers to the postulate of God’s existence as an “assumption,”

and he claims that “as a ground of explanation, it can be called a hypothesis,” but as “a
need for practical purposes, it can be called a bdliefbd and, indeed, a pure rational
belief since pure reason alone (in its theoretical as well as in its ptaga) is the
source from which it springs** Yet Kant also claims that the postulates “must be
assumedfor the purposes of practical reason, and that “by means of the concept of
freedom objective reality is given to the ideas of God and immortality,” ansSeets—
in apparent contrast to his claim that there is not duty to believe in the postulates—that
the need to assume the postulates “is not a hypothetical one fodsanetionary
purpose of speculation, where one must assume somethingwloteto ascend to the
completion of the use of reason in speculation, but ratheed having the force of
law.”**? As these passages suggest, the postulates hold an uneasy place in Kant's
philosophy: on the one hand, he wants to assert their reality without question (“no
sophistry will ever convince even the most common human being that they are not true
concepts®™¥), but, on the other, he struggles to reconcile his claims with the requirements
of his own critical philosophy.

Kant'’s struggles to justify his appeal to the postulates have transfemehty of
his contemporary readers as well. For instance, commenting on Kant’s ngorakats
for the existence of God and the immortality of the soul, Allen Wood claimsJbstt “

because they are not theoretical arguments, they do not provide reasons tiat direct

101bid., 105 (5: 125).
1 bid., 105 (5: 126).
H2pid., 4 (5: 4-5).

13 bid., 111 (5: 133-4).
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produce belief in God or immortality** For Wood, “Kant’s arguments do not show

that there is a God and a future life, but only that belief in God and a future life would be
very desirable for a moral agent to have, since it would rescue such an agent from a
practical paradox**® According to Wood, practical reason cannot convince us to accept
that God exists, since “Such belief requires either theoretical evidehiod, Kant

regards as unavailable, or else nonrational motivating factors, which Kant vashes
eschew.*'® But why is any belief that does not conform to the model of theoretical
knowledge nonrational? Is not one of the crucial insights of Kant’s philosophy precisely
that there is more to the world than what can be captured by theoretical reasod® W
analysis illustrates perfectly the tendency among Kant scholars takeahie primacy of
practical reason seriously.

This should be especially troubling when one considers that the same ambiguity
applies to not only the postulates, but to Kant's whole moral philosophy. At what point
has Kant proven that any of it is true? How do we know that we are autonomous? How
do we know that we are bound by the Categorical Imperative? Kant's last wdrel on t
source of the moral law is his appeal to the “fact of reason.” Having cdtityee
capacity of theoretical reason to give a metaphysical account of theobedestence,

Kant turns to practical reason to explore the moral-metaphysical order im whiexist.
However, if we maintain that only the theoretical yields knowledge, then the whole

edifice of Kant’s practical philosophy rests on what appears to be a vegy shak

foundation. The moral law, upon which Kant lays his claims to autonomy, freedom,

14 Allen W. Wood, “Rational Theology, Moral Faith,cReligion,” inThe Cambridge Companion to Kant
ed. Paul Guyer (Cambridge: Cambridge UniversitgsBr1992), 403.
115 ||
Ibid., 404.
1% bid., 405.
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immortality, God, religion, and the principle of right, is never theoreticallyfigdt It

is simply registered as an inescapable fact of reason in its practida. How could this
be acceptable to the author of thetique of Pure Reasé How can he claim to know
any of these features of the human moral condition? He “deduces” the monairaw f
fact of reason, he refers to the postulates as “assumptions” and “presupposiidiing” a
admits that not only the existence of God and the immortality of the soul but even our
freedom cannot be provéH. Yet, Kant never waivers in his commitment to the moral
law.

As suggested, the ambiguities stem from the continuing and unwarranted primacy
of theoretical epistemology in Kant's philosophy. Even though he argues for theyprimac
of the practical and continues to operate on that basis, he never fully relingheshes
distinction between subjective and objective knowledge, of which only the latter is truly
knowledge. To be sure, Kant claims that practical reason confirms that objeelitye
of certain ideas of reason, but, in other places, he continues to hedge his bets, suggesting
that speculative reason must accept the findings of practical reason apdiatmothem
into its operations, but that these findings are not to be accepted as piecestivkobjec
knowledge. Consider, for instance, the following passage fro@rikatationessay:

A purelyrational beliefcan never be transformed irknowledgeby any natural

data of reason and experience, for in this case, the grounds on which it is held to

be true are (and always will be, so long as we are human beings) purely

subjective; in other words, reason has an essential need sinmpésuppose

rather than to demonstrate, the existence of a supreme B¥ing.”

This statement is then shortly followed by the following:

On the other hand, a rational belief which is based on the need to use reason for

17 Kant, Metaphysics of Moralsl7 (6: 225).
18 Kant, “Orientation,” 244 (8: 141)



practical purposes could be described as a postulate of reason; for aIthoSglh itis
not an insight capable of fulfilling all the logical requirements for a@stathis
conviction of truth is not inferior in degree to knowledge (provided that the
person who holds it is of sound moral character), even if it is totally different from
it in kind.”**

These two passages juxtaposed display all the ambiguity that still peKeautésnotion

of the primacy of practical reason. The term, “knowledge,” means “objective

knowledge,” or knowledge of objects in the world; i.e., it is theoretical knowledge. The

“knowledge” that practical reason yields is not really knowledge at alfrdtitnal

belief (or faith).” The findings of practical reason can be employed émtipal purposes

(indeed, they must be), and they can be assumed or hypothesized by theocastical re

but they can never gain the status of true knowledge. Despite all of Kant'$sappbe

primacy of the practical, he always remains tied to his theoretical mpistgy. For both

Kant and his readers, the specter of doubt never ceases to haunt his practical philosoph
Yet, as we have seen, the ambiguous status of the practical does not undermine

morality for Kant. He is perhaps more sure of the reality of the mawaiian anything

else, and he believes that morality is an irreducible condition of human exis¢tanhce t

cannot be escaped. This is because, as has been argued in this chapter, Kant operates

from the perspective of the primacy of the practical (even if he is not fuiyrstted to

it). His epistemological reservations aside, Kant is engaged in a meditafolding of

the order of human existence from within the perspective of the moral condition. And

this is in fact what Kant's idea of autonomy is meant to capture: we cannot gain a

theoretical hold on the moral life, because we can only know it from within. We give the

moral law to ourselves because we are the ones who recognize the obligations that

19 1bid., 245 (8: 141-42).
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freedom brings with it. We are always legally bound by those obligations, but as

autonomous agents we are morally bound as well because we recognize ouppbligati
As we will see in future chapters, Schelling overcomes the ambiguitking ta
Kant'’s insight into the primacy of the practical to its logical conclusion. ,Tthes
argument is not that Schelling refutes Kant’s ideas of autonomy and the printhey of
practical, but that he reformulates them for the better. Indeed, even Kaistipdhe
direction of Schelling’s positive philosophy when he writes of God that
it is absolutely impossible to cognize the existence of this being from mere
concepts, because every existential proposition—that is, every proposition that
says, of a being of which | frame a concept, that it exists—is a signthet
proposition, that is, one by which | go beyond that concept and say more about it
than was thought in the concept, namely, that to this contépt understanding
there corresponds an objecitsidethe understandingwhich it is absolute
impossible to elicit by any inferené&
With this statement, Kant moves quite close to Schelling’s later distinctior®etive
negative and positive philosophies insofar as he recognizes that abstract thought can
never guarantee the existence of anything other than thought. We must move into the
realm of the positive, the realm of history and empirical existence, in ordeletonde
whether or not our reason in fact corresponds to reality—and this is precisélgavha
does in his practical philosophy, although he has not fully justified it to himdelfs, T

while Kant's own position remains ambiguous, he nevertheless inaugurates the

movement towards Schelling’s metaphysics of freedom.

Conclusion

This chapter has argued that Kant’s idea of autonomy, the centerpiece of his mora

120 Kant, Critique of Practical Reasqri15 (5: 139).
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philosophy, should be understood in the context of his arguments for the primacy of

practical reason. In fact, it has suggested that autonomy is itself ansexpi@sthe

primacy of practical reason. As noted, the primacy of practical reasorveals

meanings for Kant, but the most important is the recognition that our practistned

as moral beings reveals to us an order of existence that we cannot grasp throug
theoretical reason. We are participants in the moral order, and, thereforenee ca

know it from the perspective of an onlooker. With the idea of autonomy, Kant recognizes
that we are embedded in this order that transcends the self, but he also insistg that onl
can choose to be moral. This does not mean that we can choose whether or not we have
moral obligations, and it does not mean that we can decide what those obligations are;
rather, it means that only we can choose to meet our obligations for moral reasons, i
simply because they are our obligations.

As has also been discussed, Kant’s meditations on our existence as moral beings
do not yield only the moral law. Kant also uncovers a whole metaphysical account of the
reality in which we find ourselves. The moral condition is grounded in a reality that
transcends time and place. This is why the social-historical interpnstaif autonomy
remain unsatisfactory. Eventually, obligation must come from somewhere. Thus, for
Kant, the moral law is a metaphysical reality, and so are the other featunis system
that derive from it: the postulates, religion, and politics. Each of these asp&ent’s
moral philosophy grow out of his account of our moral existence. They represent
attempts to explain the world given the fact of the moral condition.

Despite the trajectory of his philosophy, however, Kant never embrackedsi the

implications of his recognition that we have a pre-theoretical knowledge of theobrder
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reality. He can never bring himself to say that we know the reality thataaleg to

us through our moral experience. He always remains beholden to the principles of
theoretical knowledge and the theoretical criteria for knowledge. Thuissiiaaks of

the postulates or ideas of reason as regulative rather than constitutive. Ingso doi
however, Kant is denying the logic of his own philosophical trajectory, and fohthis t
Idealists rightly criticize him. Kant remains caught in a tension betwiserecognition

of the insights into the order of reality that are afforded to us through ptaetisan and
his own theoretical bent of mind. This tension in Kant’s thought is in part to blame for
the misinterpretations he suffered from his own immediate successors, and it has
continued to affect the reception of his thought up to the present time. Only very few
scholars recognize the inadequacy of the traditional understanding of Kant ttsat flow
from an overemphasis on the fi@titique and theGroundwork The chapters that

follow will show how Schelling helps us to correct this problem by emphasizing our non-
reflective participation in an order that transcends the self. They will #radywhereas
Kant remained beholden to the formal principles of his theoretical philosophylirf@che
made great strides towards the recognition that the order of being is elistdass non-

theoretically.



Chapter I

Autonomy and the Primacy of the Practical in Schelling’s Early Idealism

Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis of Schelling’s earliest published writinghich he
begins to develop his own contribution to the post-Kantian idealism that was initiated by
Karl Leonard Reinhold and Johann Gottlieb Fichte. In so doing, it sets théstdge
analysis of théreiheitsschrift that is to come in chapters three and four. As will be
demonstrated in those chapters, Schelling’s argument Fréteeitsschrift both builds
on insights that are present in his own early thought and confronts fundamental
difficulties contained in the same. An outline of Schelling’s early philosophy will
therefore prepare the reader to understand better the problems that Schegbohesgr
with in theFreiheltsschrift, since, in many ways, they evolve out of the problems that
Schelling pursues from the beginning of his career.

The argument of the present chapter is that Schelling’s early thought should be
understood primarily as a development of Kant’s argument for the primacy otpalacti
reason, and that, for this reason, the young Schelling already stands in gncarsbi
relation to the goal of German Idealism, which is to construct a systgrhdtisophy on
the basis of an autonomous first principle that contains all thought and beingly/nitial
Schelling buys into the project of German Idealism as initiated by Reinholth@edrly
Fichte, since he agrees with them that the Kantian philosophy must be grounded in an

absolutely certain and unconditioned (i.e., autonomous) first principle if it is tooowerc
65
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skepticism once and for dll Schelling believes that there is such a principle and he

follows Fichte in his early works by designating it as the absolute ungonditioned,
the absolute | is beyond objective experience (and therefore also theoestsral), and
Schelling argues that we can only know it immediately as the all-encomgpasality in
which we exist. He further argues that our existence is constitutediiyirsggto realize
the absolute | within ourselves, and it is primarily in this sense that he damiesd
Kant's insight into the primacy of the practical: for Schelling, our existemgeals to us
our participation in a reality that is deeper than what can be contained in thought. Thi
leaves Schelling, even at a young age, in an ambiguous relationship to thegiregly
German Idealism, since he maintains that autonomy is the first prin€igieught and
being, while also denying that we can theoretically grasp that autonomgadnst
Schelling argues, we recognize autonomy as the reality that constitutessbemnaxi but
transcends our experience.

As mentioned, the analysis in this chapter is based on Schelling’s earliest
publications. They includ€®n the Possibility of a Form of All Philosopt®f the | as
the Principle of All Philosophy, or On the Unconditioned in Human Knowledge
Philosophical Letters on Dogmatism and CriticjsndTreatises Explicatory of the
Idealism in the Science of Knowledgdl of these texts predate the systematic efforts for
which Schelling is better known (tiNaturphilosophietheSystem of Transcendental

Idealism and thddentitatsphilosophig and they have been chosen deliberately for this

! The post-Kantian Idealists accept the critique Kent's philosophy remains open to skeptical &ttac
because he cannot guarantee that our represestatitually correspond to things-in-themselves. The
Idealists also believe that this deficiency musbbercome through the discovery of an absolutely
autonomous first principle, since that alone wagldrantee the ultimate unity of thought and beihe
attempt to discover such a principle and develspstematic philosophy upon it is essentially thajqmt
of post-Kantian German Idealism.
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reason. There can be no doubt that Schelling desired to develop a philosophical

system; to his mind, a systematic account of the whole was the defining goal of
philosophy. Yet, Schelling’s writings are also permeated by a recognitiore ghidy

cannot be captured within a rational system, and it appears that, as a resuleobibis t
Schelling was never satisfied with any of his systematic efforthustseems odd that
Schelling is best known for his systems, even though hardly anyone (himself included)
believes that any of them were successful. Contemporary scholarship hasobegun t
recognize that Schelling’s lasting achievement must lie elsewhere)ynamhis

recognition of the impossibility of system, but the pervasiveness of Schelhsgjht

into this matter—the fact that it is present from his first writings to Bis-+has not been
adequately recognized. These works have thus been chosen to show that Schelling was
aware of the impossibility of system from the very start—at least ibelyeaand that he
struggles with the conflict between the desire for system and the recogpiiits
impossibility from the beginning of his career. By focusing on these eargystematic
works, this chapter thus intends to show that the now traditional narrative of Schelling’s
development—that only after having witnessed the failure of his own systesfiatts

did he come to recognize the impossibility of system—must give way to a moreeduanc
account.

The chapter proceeds in several stages. First, it shows that Schelling’s earl
thought is initially framed by contemporaneous debates between Kant's akeptics
(especially Schulze) and his would be successors (in particular, Reinhold ar&]. Fit
then discusses Schelling’s early attempts to establish a first principlenahhu

knowledge as the means for fortifying that knowledge against skepticism.lir®chel
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argues that this first principle must transcend consciousness, which natissythe

guestion of how we can know it at all, even if it does exist. After surveying some of th
possible theoretical attempts that Schelling makes to establish our knowfdtige
absolute, it is argued that Schelling’s arguments for intellectual intuiteoaciually a
manifestation of his attempt to grasp that we know the absolute from a practical
perspective. Finally, having established that Schelling is operatthgnwi practical
perspective, the discussion then turns to Schelling’s understanding of the moral condition
of human existence. In this context, his treatment of autonomy is brought up in order to
show that the Absolute alone is autonomous, but that we strive for autonomy, since we
strive to realize the absolute, which is the eternal reality that constituteexistence.
Throughout the chapter it will be argued that the essential point that Schellivus $pe
entire career attempting to comprehend is this: we live within a readityvn can neither
adequately express in words nor satisfactorily determine in theory, but which we

nevertheless know to be real.

The Need for a First Principle

By the time Schelling entered onto the philosophical scene, Kant's philosophy had
already risen to prominence, and it had generated a significant amount of cogtiovers
philosophical circles. Schelling was therefore influenced not only by Kant Ifhitmse
also by the developing response to Kant's thodghts not possible within the confines

of this chapter to consider these developments in depth, but a brief discussion will help to

2 Of course, Schelling was influenced by philosopheitside of this development as well, notably
Spinoza, for whom Schelling had a great respeatoldi was also an important influence. This chapte
cannot pretend to unravel the myriad influencesdha evident in Schelling’s thought, however.
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contextualize Schelling’s early essdy#n particular, something must be said about the

debate that arose between Kant's skeptical critics, especially Gottieb%&tthulze, and

his self-designated defenders, Reinhold and Fichte. This debate was forovabiothf
Fichte and Schelling, and it established the direction of the post-Kantidistidea
movement in which they would be instrumental. The story begins with Reinholds effo
to elucidate Kant'’s critical philosophy in response to some early criti@$imsncluding
complaints concerning its obscurfty.

Reinhold sought to make Kant's writings more accessible and he became famous
as a popularizer of the Kantian philosophy, but he did not simply paraphrase Kant’s
words. Instead, Reinhold sought to improve the critical philosophy by organizing it
around a single first principle, so as to clarify (and thereby defend)¥aotition. The
goal was to create a perfectly autonomous philosophy that would be impervious to
skeptical critique. Reinhold thought that he could guarantee the veracity of it crit
philosophy if he could show that it all derived from a single fact that could be s&gres
in a single proposition known with certainty. In taking this path, Reinhold provided the
first step toward the systematic attempts of the post-Kantian Idealists Fichte,
Schelling, and Hegel would all agree with Reinhold that the establishmentsitenaic

philosophy on the basis of a single first principle was the way forward atdr KNone

% There are several accounts of this period in thi@ty of philosophy. See: Frederick C. Beidédre Fate

of Reason: German Philosophy from Kant to Fidi@ambridge: Harvard University Press, 1987); Diete
Henrich,Between Kant and Hegel: Lectures on German IdeaksinDavid S. Pacini (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2003); Terry Pinkafderman Philosophy 1760-1860: The Legacy of Idealism
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002); Kankriks,Kant and the Fate of Autononfroblems

in the Appropriation of the Critical Philosopl{ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000).

* For a more detailed discussion of Reinhold’s ilthe transition from Kant to the post-Kantianatists,
see especially Amerik&ant and the Fate of Autononapd Daniel Breazeale, “Between Kant and Fichte:
Karl Leonard Reinhold’s “Elementary Philosophyfie Review of Metaphysj&5 (4), 1982, 785-821.
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of the Idealists would accept Reinhold’s own attempt to unify the critical pipihys

however.

Reinhold argued that “representationd(stellung is the basic fact on which our
knowledge rests and that it could be encapsulated in what he called the “principle of
consciousness’Satz des BewusstseinsEssentially, Reinhold’s claim was that subject
and object met in representation, which thus had to be conceived as a third member in
any act of judgment, and that our knowledge was based on the simultaneous netation a
distinction of these three elements. According to Reinhold, our knowledge could not go
beyond this fact and, therefore, it had to serve as the first principle of all philosbpdy
theory quickly won adherents, including Fichte, but its star did not shine for long, since
Reinhold failed to overcome some of the severest skeptical attacks onitaé crit
philosophy. As a result, the Idealists, beginning with Fichte, would all dggiee t
Reinhold had not uncovered the most fundamental root of human knowledge.

Reinhold’s chief critic, who spurred on the search for a more fundamental first
principle, was the skeptical philosopher, Schulze, wiAesesidemUdgook aim not only
at Reinhold’sElementarphilosophiebut also at Kant’s critical philosophy in general. It
is unnecessary to consider all of Schulze’s many arguments here in detavi lofithis

most important critiques should be mentioned, since they altered the direction that post-

® The proposition runs as follows: “representat®distinguished in consciousness by the subjent fro
both subject and object, and is referred to botbited in George di Giovanni and H.S. Harris, trargd
ed.,Between Kant and Hegélexts in the Development of Post-Kantian Idealibrdianapolis: Hackett,
2000), 14. They provide an earlier formulatiomad!: “Consciousness compels us to agree thateh ea
representation belongs a represented subject eept@sented object, and that both must be distshgdi
from the representation to which they belong.” Ibith, n. 29.

® For an extended discussion of Reinhold’s influgsee Amerikskant and the Fate of Autonomy

" This is the short title by which the work is commhoknown. The full title isAenesidemus oder iiber die
Fundamente der von dem Herrn Professor Reinholttiva gelieferten Elementar-Philosophie. Nebst
einer Vertheidigung des Skepticismus gegen diesassungen der Vernunftkritikt was published in
1792.
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Kantian Idealism would take. First, Schulze showed that Reinhold’s principle of

consciousness could not be the first principle of all philosophy. He argued thatit c

not account for all representations (he used as an example the experience oidpain) a

that it was too ambiguous (he argued, for instance, that Reinhold could have justyas easil

referred to the object as the form of the representation and the subject asehg cont

rather than vice versa). More importantly, however, he found that the principle of

consciousness presupposed a self-awareness that could not be explained under the

principle itself without leading to an infinite regress. Second, Schulze challédmge

idea of the things-in-themselves. He argued that no justifiable basis had tiaddisresd

for Kant’s and Reinhold’s claims that there are things-in-themselvesheFmore,

Schulze argued, Kant’s philosophy precluded the possibility of all objective kigsvle

because it could never guarantee with certainty the correspondence of csgmpi@ens

to the objects as they are in themselves. With these two criticisms tufzartschulze

appeared to tear down the whole edifice of the critical philosophy.
Schulze'sAenesidemubad a profound effect on Fichte, who was a self-

acknowledged follower of Kant and Reinhéldzichte undertook to review Schulze’s

book, surely expecting to defend Kant and Reinhold, but he ended up conceding (at least

in part) several of Schulze’s arguments against them, especially thosedlagatnst

Reinhold’s system. Most significantly, although Fichte maintained agreemitt

Reinhold that Kant’s system required a first principle upon which it could be grounded

systematically, he agreed with Schulze that Reinhold’s principle of cass&ss was not

8 For an account of Reinhold’s influence, see BralezéBetween Kant and Fichte,” esp. 804-15. Fer t
importance of Fichte’s review, see Daniel Breazg&iehte’s ‘Aenesidemus’ Review and the
Transformation of German Idealisnihe Review of Metaphysjé&4 (3), 1981, 545-568.
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radical enough to serve as that foundation. Unlike, Schulze, however, Fichte remained

dedicated to the critical project and thus began to develop a radically new system of
philosophy even as he wrote eview of AenesidemuEichte does not develop the
new system in thReviewitself, but several of his key positions are already hinted at
within the text. These are worth a brief review, since they foreshadowiSgketarly
idealism, which is in many respects an elaboration of Fichte’s early thbught.
First, conceding that Reinhold’s principle of consciousness cannot serve as the
first principle of philosophy, Fichte suggests that Reinhold’s “fact” of reptaen must
be replaced by a preconscious “acithandluny’* of self-consciousness, in which the |
“posits” both itself and the not-1. This absolute I is thus both the formal and theainater
source of consciousness, and, as such, it can never be contained within consciousness. As
Fichte explains:
The absolute subject, the I, is not given by empirical intuition; it is, instead,
posited by intellectual intuition. And the absolute subject, the not-l, is that which
is posited in opposition to the I. Neither of these occur in empirical consciousness
except when a representation is related to them. In empirical consciousness they
are both present only indirectly, as the representing subject and as what is
represented. One is never conscious ohbisolutesubject (the representing
subject which would not be represented) or of the absohjéet(a thing in itself,
independent of all representation) as something empirically given.
The absolute | is thus inferred as the act prior to all experience that extpaunsity of

thought and being in our representations.

Second, on the basis of this new principle, Fichte rejects the notion of the thing-

® There is insufficient space within the confineshi$ chapter to sort out the similarities andagi#ces
between the early thought of Fichte and Schellifge key point here is to show that Fichte helmefibtm
the direction of Schelling’s early thought.

% Fichte, “Review of Aenesidemus,” Fichte Early Philosophical Writingstrans. and ed. Daniel
Breazeale (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988),(1: 8).

" bid., 65 (1: 10).
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in-itself, claiming that “the thought of a thing possessing existence anificpec

propertiedn itselfand apart from any faculty of representation is a piece of whimsy, a
pipe dream, a nonthough®” This is because, according to Fichte, the not-I is only
posited along with the I. Thus, he suggests that the notion of a not-I only makes sense in
reference to the I:

Suppose that further advances along the path which Reinhold, to his credit, has

cleared for us should reveal the following: that the most immediatelyrcéntag

of all, “I am,” is also valid onlyor the I; that all that is notis for the | only; it is

only through its relation to an | that the not-I obtains all of the determinations of

this a priori being; that, however, all of these determinations, insofar asamey c

be known a priori, become absolute necessary upon the mere condition of a

relation between a not-1 and any | at all. From this it would follow that the notion

of a thing in itself, to the extent that this is supposed to be a not-1 which is not
opposed to any |, is self-contradictory, and that the thing is actually coedtitut
itself in just the way in which it must be thought to be constituted by any
conceivable intelligent | (i.e., by any being which thinks in accordantetiet
principle of identity and contradictiony.
Fichte thus removes the thing in itself from the equation, since there is no suychgshi
an object that does not exist in relation to mind. On this basis, he avoids the skeptical
argument that we do not know whether or not our representations correspond to objects
as they actually are.

Third, Fichte foreshadows his own development of Kant's argument for the
priority of practical reason. In this instance, he fully rejects Sckudlzguments. Fichte
actually defends the primacy of the practical in two respects. Firsteaslyadiscussed,
he argues that the first principle of philosophy is an act. Second, in response to Schulze’

claim that we must first know what we are capable of doing before determihatgve

ought to do, Fichte argues that the finite | is constituted by a striving fabswute I,

2bid., 71 (1: 17).
13 bid., 73-4 (1: 20).
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regardless of whether or not it can actually reach its goal. As he explains:

If, in intellectual intuition, the is becausdt is andis whatit is, then it is, to that
extent,self-positing absolute independent and autonomous. The | in empirical
consciousness, however, the | as intellect, is only in relation to something
intelligible, and is, to that extent, dependent. But the | which is thereby opposed
to itself is supposed to be not two, but one—which is impossible, since
“dependence” contradicts “independence.” Since, however, the | cannot
relinquish its absolute independence, a striving is engendered: the | strives to
make what is intelligible dependent upon itself, in order thereby to bring that |

which entertains representations of what is intelligible into unity withdtie s

positing I. This is what it means to say tredison is practical In the pure |,

reason is not practical, nor is it practical in the | as intellect. Reasceciscpt

only insofar as it strives to unify these tio.

Thus, Fichte argues that our reason is inherently practical. In both its ttedcaed
practical forms, it strives to achieve the ideal of the absolute I.

These points from FichteReviewprovide the bare outlines of the new
philosophical system that Fichte would immediately begin to develop. There is
insufficient space within the confines of this chapter to fully present or ¢gdfichte’s
philosophy, but the passages cited are enough to indicate the degree of influence that
Fichte’s early thought had on Schelling (who readRbeiewand some of Fichte’s early
presentations of his system while preparing his own early publications).alRoey
indicate the kind of philosophy that Fichte and Schelling wanted to develop, namely, one
that was completely autonomous and, therefore, beyond all skeptical doubt. Fichte
indicated his intentions by referring to his new system agiksenschaftslehrer

“Doctrine of Science,” thus suggesting that he would finally achieve Reishgidl of

transforming philosophy (the search for wisdom) into a sci€hééchte thought he had

“bid., 75 (1: 22).

!5 Daniel Breazeale, “Fichte and Schelling: The Jeedod,” in Robert C. Solomon & Kathleen M.
Higgins, ed, The Routledge History of Philosophyl. VI, The Age of German Idealisfhondon:
Routledge, 1993). The early presentations to wBidhelling would have had access while writing his
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achieved this—or at least pointed the way toward this end—»by grounding philosophy

in the “absolute existence and autonomy of the I, which is validfontpe I itself’*®

The influence of this intellectual milieu on Schelling’s early thought masifest
itself throughout his early essays. Schelling openly acknowledges his debutaes
Reinhold, and Fichte in the opening pages of his first publicafiarthe Possibility Of
Schulze, he claims that his objections concerning the Kantian philosophy areo&he m
important and the ones that up to now have been most difficult to arfSwer.”
Simultaneously acknowledging and critiquing Reinhold’s contribution, Schelling note
his conviction that “Reinhold’s theory of the power of imagination, as he has furnished it
so far, is not as yet secure from such criticism but must lead in the end to a philosophy
based on deeper, elemental principles, which can no longer be reached by thefattacks
the new skeptic®® Schelling insists on having seen the insufficiency of Reinhold’s
position for himself, but he admits the influence of Fichte, stating that his ([Bgis¢!
“opinion...has been strongly confirmed by the newest work of Professor Fichteg’ whil
also acknowledging that Fichte’s work made it “easier...to penetrate intkeftle of that
investigation by means of the author’s own preconceived ideas,” and that “itoeess-
publication that directed the author’s thoughts toward a more complete develapment

the problem.** Thus, the whole historical development just outlined was clearly very

influential for Schelling’s early thought.

early essays includéoncerning the Concept of the Wissenschaftslehd-oundations of the Entire
Wissenschaftslehief 1794, parts of which Fichte had sent to Schglbefore its publication.

'8 Fichte, “Review,” 71 (1: 16).

7 Schelling, “On the Possibility of a Form of All iRFsophy,” in F.W.J. SchellingThe Unconditional in
Human Knowledge: Four Early Essafisr94-1796), trans. Fritz Marti (Lewisburg: Buckngniversity
press, 1980), 38-39 (1: 87). All references toeBirtg’s works in parentheses are to F.W.J. Samglli
SammtlichaVerke 14 vols., ed. K.F.A. Schelling (Stuttgart: Cott856-1861).

18 |bid., 39 (1: 87-88).

¥bid., 39, (1: 88).
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More importantly, beyond these open acknowledgements of intellectual lineage

is the fact that the young Schelling takes up in his early essayskbéhasReinhold
and Fichte had set for philosophy. Schelling’s early works are thus pyiroaniterned
with the same two related problems that concerned Reinhold and Fichte: establishing a
first principle for philosophy and fortifying the critical philosophy agastsptical
attack. Concerning the first, Schelling, like Reinhold and Fichte, arguesahat K
presupposed such a principle, and that, in order to advance the Kantian philosophy, this
principle is in need of articulation. As Fichte also wrote, Schelling thus/bslteat he
is advancing the “spirit” of Kant’s philosophy, despite not adhering to itet&ft

Further, like Fichte, Schelling does not believe that Reinhold’s principle of
consciousness can ground the autonomous and systematic philosophy that they are
attempting to design. The principle is not radical enough, since it does not expthain bot
the form and the content of our knowledge (as well as their necessary conneksion)
Schelling writes,

Reinhold’s Elemental Philosophy endeavored to answer only one of the

two questions that must precede all philosophical discipline, the separation

of which had hitherto hurt philosophy extraordinarily—namely, the

guestion of how the content of a philosophy is possible. The question

about the possibility of the very form of philosophy was answered by

Reinhold in much the same way as it had already been answered in the
Critique of Pure Reasonhat is, without extending the investigation to an

2 Schelling illustrates the point in terms of thenifan categories and functions of judgment, argtiiag
they are dependent on a prior unity: “the synthesigained in the judgment as well as the synthesis
expressed in the categories is only a derivatimét®sis; both can be understood only through a inase
synthesis shared by both—the synthesis of multiglin the unity of consciousness as such—and this
synthesis itself can be understood only throughpesor absolute unity. Therefore the unity of
consciousness is determinable not through the fofjuggments, but on the contrary, the judgments
together with the categories are determinable timtyugh the principle of that unity.” Schellind)f the |
as the Principle of Philosophy, or On the Uncoodil in Human Knowledge,” in Schellinghe
Unconditional in Human Knowledg65 (1: 154). This passage is especially intergdiecause it
highlights one of Schelling’s most important indiggmamely, that synthesis in consciousness depands
our existence within a preconscious unity.
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ultimate principle of all fornf!

Put more simply, the problem with Reinhold’s position is that it remains within
consciousness, and, therefore, it cannot explain how or why our conscious experiences
are structured as they are. But Schelling believes that Reinhold put phylasotite
right path, and thus he claims that Reinhold’s work “must lead in the end to a philosophy
based on deeper, elemental principles, which can no longer be reached by thefattacks
the new skeptic®

This last passage touches on the second problem that Schelling addresses in these
early works: the need to develop a system of knowledge that is impervious to $keptica
critigue. As was noted above, this is the primary motivating factor behind the
development of post-Kantian Idealism, and it is no different for Schellingse¢osnd
problem is his primary concern, and it is what motivates him to search for an
unconditioned first principle in the first place. The centrality of the defegamst
skepticism is suggested by the opening referencasnesidemus On the Possibility
cited above. ltis also indicated@f the | which Schelling begins with a statement of
the epistemological problem that needs to be solved if skepticism is finally tikelde fe
“He who wants to know something, wants to know at the same time that what he knows

is real. Knowledge without reality is not knowleddg@. This is the same problem with

2L Schelling, “On the Possibility,” 39 (1: 88).

22 |bid.

% Schelling, “Of the I,” 71 (1: 162). Both Alan Whiand Dale E. Snow suggest that Schelling’s pymar
problem shifts between “On the Possibility” and thesatises Explicatory of the Idealism in the 3cie of
Knowledge,” but there does not seem to be any daghlopment, for Schelling writes in the “Treatises
that “the problem...is...to explain the absolute coroesfence of the object and the representation, of
being and cognition.” F.W.J. Schelling, “Treatigeglicatory of the Idealism in the Science of
Knowledge,” in F.W. J. Schellindggealism and the Endgame of Theoriree Essays by F.W.J. Schelling
trans. Thomas Pfau (Albany: SUNY Press, 1994),17865). For the positions taken by White and Snow
see: Alan WhiteSchelling: An Introduction to the System of Freedbiew Haven: Yale University Press,
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which Schelling begins th®ystem of Transcendental Ideali&hand it is one of the

core problems of German Idealism. The goal is to explain how we can be sunarthat
thoughts correspond to reality, or that mind matches matter.

In his early essays, Schelling is confident that he can develop the cadain a
systematic account of reality that is necessary to overcome s&epti€hus he argues,
as Fichte does, that “philosophy is@encegWissenschaft > Schelling offers an
explanation of what this entails, writing that a science is “governed byrimedf unity,”
which means that all of its “theorent3&tz¢” must be “determined” by the same “axiom
(Grundsaty.”?® He adds that the axiom of a science must serve as its unquestioned

foundation, which means that the “axiom of each science...must be unconditional

1983) and Dale E. Sno@chelling and the End of Idealig@lbany: SUNY Press, 1996).

24 «All knowledge is founded upon the coincidenceanfobjective with a subjective.—For \keowonly
what is true; but truth is generally taken to censi the coincidence of presentations with thejeots.”
F.W.J. SchellingSystem of Transcendental Idealjgrans. Peter Heath (Charlottesville: Universitgd3 of
Virginia, 1993), 5 (3: 334).

% Schelling, “On the Possibility,” 40 (1: 89).

% |bid., 40 (1: 90). Michelle Kosch has expresseskrvations about Schelling’s view. She writes tha
“Schelling gives no (to my mind) satisfactory acabaf why the foundation of a unitary system mustb
single principle (that is, why there might not le¥eral equally indubitable first principles whidairjtly
provide warrant to the rest of the propositiona single system, in the way the axioms of an axtama
system do, but having the status of certaintidgerathan posits). On its face this is the mostaugible of
Schelling’s requirements. It is also, for a diffet reason, the one that makes his systematic iambit
seem most precarious. Why think the multiplicifyclaims in various areas of philosophy are suctodse
even conceivably derivable from a single first pijgle?” Michelle KoschFreedom and Reason in Kant,
Schelling, and Kierkegaar®xford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 70-71heTunity that Schelling
requires appears to be a requirement of reasorevesw Schelling explains that for every scientg “i
axiom can be onlgne For if the science were to be conditioned byesalvaxioms, either there would be
no ulterior axiom that would connect them, or theuild be one. In the first case the multiple axioms
would bedifferent thus they would be the conditions of differerieaces; in the other case, they would be
adjuncts of each other and therefore would alteipatepend on an ulterior axiom, so that they would
disqualify each other to the effect that none cdnddch genuine axiom, but each would presuppose an
ulterior axiom which conditioned all of them.” Saling, “On the Possibility,” 41 (1: 91). Considaso
the following: “Those who do not understand what haen discussed so far may ask: Why cannot two
axioms, one of which is material, the other onenfal; be placed as the ultimate condition of aksce?
The answer is: because science must have unityit ileust be based on a principle that contains an
absolute unity. If we were to accept the proptisai there be two axioms, then each of them bif itse
would lack certainty and would presuppose the otdso, if there were no principle containing bath
them, they would have to placed not side by sidealternatingly, one in front of the other. Fumimere, if
separated from each other, they could not yaelescience of specific form and specific content loatthe
one hand, a science of sheer content and, onltke, atscience of sheer form, either of which is
impossible.” Ibid., 44 (1: 95).
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regard to that scienc&’ Based on these criteria, Schelling envisions philosophy as a

logical chain of deductions that begins from an immediately certain firstiple and, on
that basis, forms a complete and systematic account of reality. He doesmqt &bt
carry out such a system in his early works, however. Instead, he confine tiamse
explicating the principles on which it must be built. Later in his career, hatwgthpt to
develop a complete system (he will try several, in fact), but without saitisfaehich
will lead him to question the possibility of creating a systematic philosopityh more
explicitly than he does as a young man. Still, even in his early work, the seed of that
guestioning is already present.

This is because some of the problems with this vision of philosophy as a science
already appear to be evident to him from the very start. For instance, hethajube
first principle cannot be proven objectively, since it must be a non-objectivegbeiifai
is to be unconditioned. This suggests, then, that the first principle of philosophy is
beyond philosophy. But if the first principle cannot be proven philosophically, then how
can a system built on it overcome skepticism? How can this principle ground philosophy
as a science if we cannot even prove that it exists? As will be discussed®ehelling
argues that we do not need to prove the first principle because we know it immediately,
but with that solution the notion of an undeniable scientific system of philosophy is
already brought into question. Thus, Schelling already seems to recdgtize t
something more than theoretical argumentation is required to overcome skepticis

Another, related problem is that philosophy has never been realized sailgfactor

in scientific form (Schelling is after all only now uncovering the trus farinciple of

27 |bid., 41 (1: 91).
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philosophy for the first time). Does this mean that philosophy has never actually

existed before Schelling? Schelling appears to reject such a consequieisgeosition,
suggesting instead that previous philosophers have been guided by the ideal of
philosophy, even though they did not fully grasp it. Thus, noting that philosophy
“presents a specific content in a specific form,” Schelling asks: “Dmghdosophers
arbitrarily unite from the beginning to give this specific (and systejfatrm to just this
specificcontent? Or does the reason for this connection go deeper, and could there not be
some common ground which would simultaneously furnish the form as well as the
content?®® The unspoken suggestion is that there is such a “common ground” and that
all philosophers have participated in it, even if they did not fully realZe Therefore,
Schelling’s position seems to be that philosophy has existed as a science, if only in a
ideal form, since its inception.

These are not necessarily critical problems for Schelling at thisstage.
Rather, they point to what may be Schelling’s most important insight, which he atempt
to develop over the course of his entire career: the realization that weppéetic a
universal reality that transcends empirical experience (i.e. conscss)ismel eludes
theoretical reason, but that is nevertheless revealed to us as real througlrsaetour
existence. This leads to a constant tension in Schelling’s philosophy betweenitlee elus
character of reality and the attempt to capture it in a systematic acaudiiitpangs into
guestion the project of designing a systematic philosophy that is impervious to

skepticism. Schelling never abandons the systematic urge that undergirasigis,t

2 |bid., 40 (1: 89).

2 As he writes, “this interdependence of contentfanch has such an ascendency over the mind that it
must give rise to the thought that there may beaaan for it in man’s mind, but that philosophy hasyet
found it.” Ibid., 40 (1: 90).



81
but his observation of the tension between thought and being will force him to

continually reform his position on the relationship between the two. In any event,
Schelling’s account of this non-objective reality grows out of his search fist a fi

principle of philosophy, so we now turn to a discussion of the latter.

Schelling’s First Principle: The Absolute
As was discussed above, Schelling rejects Reinhold’s principle of consc®asribe
first principle of philosophy because it does not overcome the form-content doélism
Kant’s critical philosophy. Having rejected Reinhold’s solution, but acceptingdim
that philosophy must begin from a single principle, Schelling initially folloiwhtE in
designating the first principle of philosophy as the absolute I. Fichte@notithe |
represents an advance over Reinhold’s principle of consciousness becauseritas pri
consciousness and explains the correspondence of mind and matter on the basis of a
preconscious or pre-reflective unity of the subjective and objective aspentpiatel
experience. For Schelling, as for Fichte, the absolute I is thus the s&lgpos
autonomous first principle that explains the necessary correspondence béeveen t
subjective and objective poles of our experience. As did Fichte, Schelling ereshasi
that the absolute | cannot be brought into consciousness; thus, two questions arise
concerning the absolute | that Schelling will constantly have to addrest.wikias
exactly is the absolute I? Second, how can we know it if it is beyond consciousness?
This section will address the first question; the next section will addressdbed.

Two difficulties confront any attempt to give an account of what Schetieans

by the Absolute I. The first is textual. Despite the fact that he apjoefmitow Fichte
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rather closely, Schelling employs a variable terminology to ideritéyptinciple: he

refers to it as the “unconditioned,” the “transcendental,” “infinite,” or “aldedl,” the
“Absolute,” and even “God” (the latter especially in later writings, buhftone to time

in early ones as well). This leads to important interpretative questionsjtsimest be

asked in each case whether the terminological shift represents a chaogellin@s
understanding of the first principle of his philosophy. In these early eskeydpés not
seem to be the case. Schelling’s thought undoubtedly develops in this respect at a later
stage, but there does not appear to be any significant conceptual shift behindetiie var

of terms that he employs.

Some scholars, however, argue that such changes do take place, espebally in t
Letters*® They argue that Schelling appears to move beyond Fichte’s absolute | in the
Lettersbecause he (Schelling) claims for the first time that theoreticalsoply cannot
determine that the first principle is subjective rather than objective. Aereag, they
point to the fact that he begins referring to the first principle simply a&ltbelute. The
first problem with this interpretation, however, as will be further discusded s that
Schelling in fact does not abandon the view that the first principle of philosophy is the
I—he merely claims that this cannot be proven theoretically. The second prelileat i
chronologically, there is no straight line of development in Schelling’snetagy: in
the Treatises which were published two years after ttegters Schelling reverts to
referring to the first principle as the absolute I. Why would Schelling gi toathe
language of the | if he had truly moved beyond it? It might be suggested thdin§chel

refers to the absolute | in later works because he is simply elaboratinig’position,

% Andrew Bowie,Schelling and Modern European Philosogghgndon: Routledge, 1993), 25-29; White,
Schelling 28-37; SnowSchelling and the End of Idealis&®.
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whereas in théettershe is working out his own, but Schelling does not appear to

worry about maintaining such a separation (he quite freely introduces his owarmositi
on other matters in thEreatise¥. Moreover, this would be to suggest that Schelling
devoted a considerable amount of effort to elaborating a principle that he thought was
inadequate (in both thEreatisesand theSystem of Transcendental Ideal)smhich

seems unlikely. Finally, there is evidence in Schelling’s two earliesigs3athe
PossibilityandOf the | that he was already aware (if only inchoately) that it is
problematic to think of the absolute in subjective tethsn to suggest that such a shift
takes places only in tHeettersseems problematic.

Another possible explanation for Schelling’s terminological oscillations istha
realizes that none of the terms adequately represent the Absolute. sttppasted by
Schelling’s claim that the absolute cannot be contained in language. As fse rite
believe that this absolute in us cannot be captured by a mere word of human language,
and that only the self-attained insight into the intellectual in us can come todbe ofs
the patchwork of our languag&”This would certainly diminish the importance of
choosing one term over another. This interpretation is further supported by a

consideration of the second difficulty that arises in the attempt to grasfsalnelting

3L For instance, in “On the Possibility” Schellingseloves that “an unconditional content can have anly
unconditional form and vice versa since, if oneeaveonditional, the other, even if it were uncoraditl,
would have to be conditioned, owing to its fusioittveomething conditional. Therefore the fusiorfam
and content of the ultimate axiom can be determimather arbitrarily nor through a third (an evegher
axiom).” Schelling, “On the Possibility,” 42 (129 This passage does not employ the languagebpdct
and object, but it presents the logic behind Saigd recognition that the Absolute can be neithsubject
nor an object. This means that the Absolute camefitber a subject nor an object insofar as bagtparty
to the reflexive relationship that characterizesannscious experience: “the subject is thinkaloly o
regard to an object, and the object only in regara subject” and, therefore, “both are conditioned
reciprocally.” The Absolute, on the other hand siree unconditioned, and, therefore it must be béyo
the world of empirical experience.

32 Schelling, “Of the 1,” 109-110 (1: 216).
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means by the Absolute, namely, that, it cannot be adequately determinecbeisaus

by definition beyond all determination. In seeking to define the Absolute, Sxchislli
struggling to articulate and communicate a reality that cannot be adecuréiteilated or
communicated. Since Schelling recognizes this, it would be surprising if héonNsze
overly concerned about shifting back and forth between terms for the Absolute.

The fact that Schelling cannot offer an adequate account of the absolute | points
again to the tension between the ideal and the real that was illustrated bin&shell
claim that philosophy is a science. It is the plight of philosophy that it isexhavigh
attempting to define and bring into the sphere of consciousness that which is ljodefini
beyond consciousness. As will be discussed below, Schelling argues that this
contradiction necessitates that we move our pursuit of the absolute | into thegpracti
sphere. But, for now, the point is to recognize that we should not be surprised if his
accounts of the Absolute leave us somewhat perplexed and theoreticallgfitsEatiln
fact, it would seem that so long as we look for a theoretical account of the alhswokite
have missed Schelling’s point. Schelling could only give a theoretical accotet of t
absolute | if it were an object, but, as he writes in response to an early‘€thgc,
distinguishing feature of my new principle lies in the fact that it ought not &mbe

objective principle.®* The absolute | cannot be conceptualized (since concepts always

¥ Dale Snow makes this complaint. See: Sr®ehelling and the End of IdealisB0.

34 Schelling, “Of the 1,” 66 (1: 155). As Schellimgso claims, it is his task isd find something that
cannot be thought of as a thing at.allbid., 74 (1: 166). “To be sure, if we hadltmk at the ultimate in
our knowledge as if it were a mute painting outsiflas (as Spinoza put it) then we would never ktivat
we know. However, if that ultimate itself is a cliion of all knowledge, indeed a condition of @an
being known, if it is the only immediacy in our kmedge, then we know precisely through it that we
know; we have found the principle of which Spinepaild say that it is the light which illuminatesetf
and the darkness.”, Schelling adds that philosapthighest topic must be what is immediate in mad a
present only to itself, and cannot be what is ntedidy concepts and laboriously recapitulated in
concepts.” lbid., 67 (1: 156). At this point @rcbe noted that Schelling’s discussion of freedto®f the |
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apply to objects), and, therefore, we should not expect a clear concept of the Absolute

from Schelling. Schelling does not always help his readers to realizanhehg

himself sometimes seems to obscure the point. For instance, even as he argjues that
absolute | is not a concePithe nevertheless states that its “function is to be the generic
concept of all reality®* To some extent, such terminological imprecisions cannot be
avoided since we cannot think the Absolute without confining it to rules of thought. But
this means that we must be all the more vigilant in remaining aware of the rativebje
character of the Absolute and the consequent inadequacy of any attemptitoiexpla

With this in mind, let us turn to Schelling’s early account of the Absolute.

Despite the difficulties inherent to the project, Schelling makes seatezaipts to
give an account of the Absolute. Some of his criteria have already been mentioned.
First, the Absolute must be unconditioned, which is to say that it cannot depend on
anything else for either its existence or the fact that it is known. Thaesrbat its form
must be its content and its content must be its form; otherwise, it would be formally or
materially conditioned by something else. Moreover, as Schellingsvimitearmenidean

fashion, “the principle of its being and the principle of its being known must coincide,

foreshadows his later position in tReeiheitsschriftinsofar as it refers to the part of reality thahoot be
contained within consciousness. Schelling alsesbadows his discussion of evil in theiheitsschrift
when he writes that “Self-awareness implies thegdanf losing the I.” Schelling suggests that tenfree
urge...induces the mutable I, conditioned by the nad-btrive to maintain its identity and to reas#self
in the undertow of endless change.” Schelling, tii&f1,” 84 (1: 180). The empirical |, aware oéth
absolute I, strives to fashion itself after theabte |. But the effort is always impossible. yidu want to
attain this freedom as something objective, wheyberwant to comprehend it or deny it, you will alys
fail, because freedom consists in the very fadtithexcludes all that is not-1 absolutely.” Sdived, “Of
the 1,” 85 (1: 181) This is a freedom that we caner attain because our empirical self is detezthiny
its relationship to the empirical world.

% “The | cannot be given by a mere concept. Corscape possible only in the sphere of the conditiona
concepts of objects only are possible.” Schelli@f,the I,” 85 (1: 181). See also the comments at
Schelling, “Of the 1,” 87 (1: 184).

% |bid., 89 (1: 186).
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must be one¥ which means that the Absolute must be thought simply because it

exists and that it must exist simply by virtue of being thought (which exphdigg-ichte
and Schelling turn to self-consciousness, in which the subject and the object are the
same). Only such a principle can guarantee thatprinciple of being and thinking is
one and the sani€® which, as was noted above, is what the Idealists hoped to show.

In the works here under consideration (with the noted exception béttez9,
Schelling thus follows Fichte and argues that the first principle of philosophyotds
be lis 1.”3 It is only in self-consciousness that both the form and the content of a
representation are identical: the | is both the knower and the known. Moreover, in self-
consciousness we are certain of the coincidence of being and knowing because self
awareness necessitates the existence of the self. It is importazdgnize that
Schelling, like Fichte, is not claiming that the empirical | is the basii rdadity and
knowledge. Rather, he is referring to a transcendental, self-positing souveaditgfthat
makes empirical self-consciousness possible. The absolute | does not correspond to a
individual’s ability within consciousness to reflect on himself and thus know himself.
Rather, the absolute | is the pre-reflective unity of the self that explenmossibility of
this reflective act. The individual is able to reflect back on and know himselinasglhi
because he is always already preconsciously aware of himself ctRefleelf-

consciousness never fully captures the absolute |, since the latteatisvhich can never

%" Ibid., 72 (1: 163).
3 |bid.
39 Schelling, “On the Possibility,” 45 (1: 97).
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become an object at d1f° For this reason, it cannot be proven theoreti¢aliyis

simply evident: f am because | art*?
Further testing the limits of theoretical philosophy, Schelling attritautasmber
of qualities to the absolute I, especiallydhthe | He describes it as indefinite,
“unconditional,®? “indivisible,”** “immutable.”® He claims that it is “pure identity®a
“unity,”*’ that it “containsall being all reality,”*® that it is ‘the only substan¢®® and
that it is “the immanent cause of everything thaf{ste adds that “it must precede all
thinking and imagining®* We should be careful to not take these words as predicates of
the absolute I. Rather, they are linguistic tools that Schelling uses to oiaaders in
the right direction (note that most of these descriptions are simply negationktpea
we experience it). Schelling is trying to articulate the absoluddHeabackground that
makes our conscious experience possible, but that is in no way like what we experience
in consciousness. Consider, for instance, when he writes that
the conditional cannot be posited as conditional antecedent to the unconditional
and unconditionable, but only owing to the latter, by contrast to it. Therefore,
whatever is posited as only a conditional thing is conceivable only through that
which is no thing at all but is unconditional. The object itself then is originally

determinable only in contrast to the absolute I, that is, only as the antithdss to t
| or as non-F?

“0Schelling, “Of the I,” 75 (1: 167).

“I This is a point about the Absolute that Schellimgjntain throughout his career. It will be dis@sn
greater detail in the next section.

“2Schelling, “Of the 1,” 75 (1: 167).

3 |bid., 83 (1: 179).

* Ibid., 93 (1: 192).

> Ibid.

% Ibid., 82 (1: 177).

“"Ibid., 86 (1: 182).

“8 |bid., 89 (1: 186).

“9bid., 93 (1: 192).

0 lbid., 95 (1: 195). As he also writes, “...the hist only the cause of being but also the causheof t
essence of everything that it.” Ibid.

L |bid., 75 (1: 167).

2 |bid., 77 (1: 170). This insight is in fact tieel SchellingNaturphilosophiewhich is more evident in the
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The point that Schelling is trying to make is that we are only able to recdgeize
objective world because we see it against the background of the absolute toyveze
the multiplicity characteristic of experience because we parteipahe unity of the
absolute I. Thus, by attempting to define the absolute I, Schelling is iatfaetpting to
point his readers’ minds to the absolute reality that they know themselves. Kasv thi
possible will be discussed in more detail in the next section

For now, it is enough to note that the absolute | can never become an object. This

is why Schelling follows Fichte in referring to the Absolute in seergiagbjective terms
as the absolute I: Fichte’s term has the virtue of emphasizing the nonobjectaaeha
of the Absolute. As was noted above, Fichte refers to the absolutefatmmadlunga
deed-action, arguing that the | posits itself, that it is independentlyesditting. This is
an essential move for the development of German Idealism. By charag¢hizifirst
principle in this way, Fichte wants to emphasize that the Absolute is not a thing, ias |
Spinoza’s system, but an activity (and that it is not outside the I, but within ithwiaj
Fichte, Schelling claims in thEeatiseghat “The spirit [i.e., self-consciousness] is a
primordial will.” *® Schelling thus follows Fichte in arguing against so-called dogmatists
such as Spinoza that mind is the primary element of reality rather thaarsigdsAs
Schelling writes, it is “not that spirit is begotten by matter, but thatemistbegotten by

spirit.”>*

following passage: “How could anything be positedlhif everything that can be posited were mutabl
and it nothing unconditional, nothing immutableultbbe acknowledged, in which and through which
everything that can be posited would receive stgl@hd immutability? What would it mean to posit
something if all positing, all existence, all réalvere dispersed constantly.” Ibid., 83 (1: 178).

3 Schelling, “Treatises,” 98 (1: 395).

** |bid., 83 (1: 373-4).
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On the other hand, like Spinoza, Fichte and Schelling argue that the absolute |

is the autonomous source of reality. As Schelling writes, “the spiriseiidy because it
wills, and it knows itself only bgleterminingjtself.”>> In his other early essays,
Schelling emphasizes the same quality of the absolute | in terms ekeit®m: The
essencéWeseof the | is freedomnthat is, it is not thinkable except inasmuch as it posits
itself by its own absolute poweB¢lbstmacht’>® According to Schelling, Spinoza
conceived of the absolute substance as “an absolute power which acts not according to
any laws outside of it but only according to the laws of its own being, through its own
being as such>* The absolute | cannot be affected by anything outside of it because
there is nothing outside of it. It is the self-determining source of reAlgwill be
discussed in further detail below, Schelling argues that the concept of yncaaliot
apply to the absolute |, since it is “an absolute power that simply acts out of an inne
necessity of its own naturgvesehwhich is no longer will, nor virtue, nor wisdom, nor
bliss, but power as sucf® “What is moral law for the finite I, limited by a not-I, is
natural law for the infinite I—that is, is given simultaneously with and in it®reing
(Sein.”>

This is a significant move beyond Kant’s position, since, for him, autonomy was
the first principle of practical philosophy alone. But, as has been discussed arighte

Schelling want to make autonomy the unifying principle of all philosophy. Schelling

% |bid., 98 (1: 395). It will be important to rember these lines when we turn to ffreiheitsschriff since
they will help us to delineate exactly how Schejlbelieves he has gone beyond German Idealism.

% Schelling, “Of the I,” 84 (1: 179). Schelling aithe following: “The freedom of the I...can be
determinecpositively For the |, its freedom is neither more nor légss unconditional positing of reality
in itself through its own absolute power. It candetermined negatively as complete independenee, e
as complete incompatibility with all that is not-lbid., 84 (1: 179).

> Ibid., 96 (1: 196).

%8 |bid. Cf. Schelling, “Of the I,” 99 (1: 200-201).

%9 |bid., 97 (1: 198). Translation modified.
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suggests that this position is intimated in Kant's writings but not fully drawff et

he credits Fichte with the innovation of placing autonomy at the center of philoasphy
whole:
Fichte’s merit consists preciselyéxpandingheuniqueprinciple—that with
which Kant opens the practical philosophy (i.e., the autonomy of the will)—into
the principle of theentire philosophy in doing so he becomes the founder of a
philosophy that can be legitimately calletigherphilosophybecause its spirit is
neithertheoreticalnor practical alone bubothat once®
Schelling argues that Fichte’s move is necessary because the ficgblprof philosophy
must be autonomous, if we are to be certain of our knowledge: “The entirety of our
knowledge has no stability if it has nothing to stabilize it, if it does not rest bwitiizh
is carried by its own strength. And that is nothing else than that which is real through
freedom. The beginning and the end of all philosoplfigéiont’ ®* Freedom

understood as autonomy stands at the center of not only practical philosophy, but

theoretical philosophy as well.

Knowledge of the Absolute

Schelling holds that we know the absolute | in some sense, but, as has already been
discussed, he argues that it cannot be proven theoretically because it is beyonathe ke
theoretical reason. As he writes, “That there is an absolute | can reyeved

objectively, that is, it cannot be proved with regard to that | which can exist aseah obj

0 with reference to Kant the question has often baied as to how [his] theoretical and practical
philosophy relate to one another; indeed, doubte baen expressed as to whethehigsystem, they
cohere at all. If, however, one had concentratethe idea ohutonomywhich Kant himself posited as the
principle of his practical philosophy, it would realecome readily apparent that in his system deia i
constitutes the axis around which both theoretical practical philosophy revolve, and that thiscegrt
already lends the proper expression to the primbgyinthesis of theoretical and practical philogoph
Schelling, “Treatises,” 99 (1: 396-7).

®1 Ibid., 108 (1: 409).

%2 Schelling, “Of the 1,” 82 (1: 177).
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because we are supposed to prove precisely that the absolute | can never become an

object. The |, if it is to be unconditional, must be outside the sphere of objective
proof.”®® But if the absolute | is beyond objective experience, then how can we know it?
How can we even be sure that it exists? The only apparent alternative isdstshgt

we have some sort of immediate, nonobjective access to the absolute I, and this is the
approach that Schelling takes. He claims that “In order to reach the ultinesé

nothing but the ultimate itself. The absolute can be given only by the ab$8lutetiis

were not the case, then the absolute | would not be absolute, since it would be dependent
on some other piece of knowledge. We may become aware of the need for an
unconditioned principle through reflection on how we are able to know anything, but we
cannot claim to know the unconditioned on the basis of such a chain of reéSoning.
Thus, although Schelling appears at times to suggest that we can deduce the basolut

a necessary terminus to what would otherwise be the infinite regress ofamnthat
characterizes the world of experience, he in fact argues that we must kravedihee |

immediately, and without reference to any other piece of know&dge.

% Ibid., 75 (1: 167). Schelling maintains this piosi throughout his entire philosophical developmen
See, for instance, F.W.J. Schellifigne Grounding of the Positive Philosophiye Berlin Lecturegrans.
Bruce Matthews (SUNY Press, 2007), 180 (129).

% Schelling, “Of the 1,” 72 (1: 163).

% In fact, as will become clear, the relationshipsirhe reversed. We are able to recognize the
unsatisfactory nature of the series of conditioo@aditions because we are already in touch with the
Absolute. It is the Absolute that allows us to maknse of our experiences.

0 «“Some will ask: How do you prove that? By thehstype Prform] of human knowledge! True, | reach
it only by presupposing such an absolute unityrafidedge (that means the archetype itself). This i
indeed a circle. However, this circle could beided only if there were nothing absolute at alhirman
knowledge. The absolute can be determined onthéwbsolute. There is an absolute only becaese th
is an absolute (A=A).” Schelling, “On the Posstlgjt 41 (1: 92). “This circle in which we unavably
find ourselves is precisely the condition of thealbte evidence of the ultimate axiom. That theleiis
unavoidable is made clear by the already provegasifion that the ultimate axiom must necessarily
receive its content through its form and its fohmotgh its content. Of necessity, either therelmano
ultimate axiom, or it can exist only by reciprodatermination of content by form and form by conten
Ibid., 45 (1: 97).
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Schelling appeals to “intellectual intuition” in order to explain how we can

know the absolute I, and he argues that it is this capacity that serves@amttegion for
everything we know about the empirical world. As with the absolute | itself, yeswe
Schelling struggles to provide a clear account of intellectual intuition. Indesutlee
term, “intellectual intuition,” is inadequate, since, as Schelling claimgellectual
intuition must be completely incomprehensible as soon as one tries to liken ituowsens
intuition.”®’ Yet, Schelling’s employment of the term is not without reason: as he
explains, intellectual intuition is an “intuition” because, like sensible iotuiit is
immediate, but it is “intellectual” because it has no obj&cthus, intellectual intuition
designates our capacity to recognize the nonobjective reality of the absalude |
therefore, like the absolute I, it cannot be demonstrated by means of a thiepretta
This means that the only way to truly understand what Schelling means bacto|
intuition is to grasp one’s own capacity foP9t.Schelling does make an effort to point
the reader in the right direction, however.

Most usefully, Schelling compares intellectual intuition to the Platonitridecf
anamnesis. In Plato’s thought, anamnesis, or remembrance, refers to tlity o&fae
eternal soul, once embodied in the finite world, to “remember” aspects oy thalifit

once knew when it existed in the eternal realm of the féfnhe essential point that

67 Schelling, “Of the 1,” 85 (1: 181). “only in antinition which grasps no object at all and is inway a
sensation, in short, in antellectualintuition.” Ibid., 85 (1: 181).

% |bid., 85 (1: 181).

89 “Thjs intuition is the innermost and in the steist sense our own experience, upon which depends
everything we know and believe of a supersensuauklW Schelling, “Letters,” 180 (1: 318).

0 Cf. “A thinking which does not thinkejn nicht denkende®enkei will, though, not be far from an
intuiting thinking, and, as such, a thinking whitdis an intellectual intuition as ggound goes through
the whole of this philosophy, as it does througbrgetry, in which the external intuition of the figu
which is drawn on the blackboard or wherever isagisvonly the bearer of an inner and spiritual trani
This, then, is said in relation to a philosophyhwitt intuition.” Ibid., 180 (1: 318).
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Schelling takes from the Platonic doctrine is the idea that we are abékésanse of

our experiences in the empirical world because we are already in touchevithsolute
reality from which they issue forth. This is suggested, for instance, wheniigghel
writes that “a complete aesthetics (this word taken in its old meanirigheiv forth
empirical acts which are explicable only as imitations of that inteléeict, and which
would not be intelligible at all if we had not at some time—to speak with Plata+—see
their prototype in the intellectual world™ Intellectual intuition is thus the preconscious
awareness of the unity of thought and being that enables us to “anamnetically”
comprehend our experiences. Yet, even to speak of intellectual intuition as an
“awareness” is not quite adequate, since awareness is always of somehtichg, w
suggests the sort of subject-object relationship that intellectual intuitioede®c
Intellectual intuition is simply the reality of our existence within the aliedlthat makes
all of our knowledge possible.

It must always be kept in mind that Schelling is referring to a nonobjective
capacity to recognize the absolute unity that precedes consciousness. AsgSchel
writes, “intellectual intuition takes place whenever | cease to be art édjenyself,
when—withdrawn into itself—the intuiting subject is identical with the intuitédLike
Fichte, Schelling is not referring to a reflective ability to recogmineself, but the pre-
reflective unity that makes that reflective recognition possible. Thuleaitel
intuition refers to the fact that by virtue of our existence within the absolwie are able
to recognize the unity that holds the empirical world together. Intellectudliontis

therefore not a theoretical, but a practical capacity. As SchelliibgswIThis intuition is

" bid.
2 |bid., 181 (1: 319).
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distinguished from every sensuous intuition by the fact that it is produced from

freedom alone™ The theoretical always remains caught in the empirical world of
subjects and objects, but intellectual intuition transcends that world. Thus, thregitador
cannot reach as far as intellectual intuition, and, as Schelling argues, philosagthy
necessarily transition into the practical sphere in order to completerith $eathe

Absolute. It is to a consideration of this transition that we must now turn.

Schelling’s Turn to the Practical

With the exception o®n the PossibilitySchelling discusses the transition from
theoretical to practical philosophy in each of the essays here under catisideThe
discussions are distinctive, but, taken together, they complement rather thadicontr
one another. Schelling argues in each case that we must move into the sphere of the
practical because theoretical reason fails to achieve its goal, whichrevie the
absolute correspondence of the subjective and objective by grasping the Abgbiate w
consciousness. In the face of this failure, reason demands that we neverthdiess oug
realize the Absolute. As Schelling writes, “because theoretiaabnéng ends in
contradictions, practical reason enters in order to cut the knot by means of absolute
demands.*” Since theoretical reason fails, “practical reason must reestablishsthiate
1.”"® This becomes Schelling’s version of the categorical imperative and it leadistbi
a discussion of ethics.

According to Schelling, morality only comes into play in the finite world.was

3 Ibid., 180 (1: 318).
" Schelling, “Of the 1,” 82 (1: 176).
> Ibid., 88-89 (1: 186).
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mentioned above, the Absolute is not subject to the moral condition, since it is a self-

determining and autonomous absolute causality. On account of this combination, its
nature is always fully realized, and freedom and necessity are alwaigsl umiit. In this
sense, the Absolute is always already what it ought to be, although even thisfiomul
is not quite accurate as a representation of Schelling’s view, since the corfoeghdf
simply does not apply to the AbsoldfeThe empirical I, on the other hand, is subject to
the condition of morality on account of its finitude. It is aware of the contradicti
between itself and the absolute I, and, therefore, as we saw was alse@timeFgelste’s
thought, the empirical | strives to realize the absolute | in both its thebaatt@ractical
modes of existence. As will be discussed in further detail below, this strivieglize
the absolute | is thus, for Schelling, not only the essence of morality, but of the human
condition in general. As finite beings, we are caught up in the movement of reason
toward the absolute 1.

As noted above, the demand that the empirical | strive to realize the absslute I i
Schelling’s version of the Kantian categorical imperative. As Schdbimgulates it,
“the supreme law for the finite being Be absolutely identical with yoursgff’ by
which he means that we should strive to make our empirical | identical with thetabsol
.”® This means that the empirical | should strive to overcome all aspectsioititse’

“the absolute | demands that the finite | should become equal to it, that is, thatdt shoul

® As Schelling writes, “no imperative at all occimshe absolute |, because whatever is practical
commandor the finite | must beonstitutivelaw in the nonfinite, a law which expresses neifhessibility,
nor actuality, nor necessity, but only absolutengeand the expression is niperativebut categorical”
Ibid., 121 (1: 233-234).

" Ibid., 98, (1: 199).

8 This ethical law demands that we strive to realwecore aim of German Idealism, i.e., to prowe th
unity of the ideal and the real: “the ultimate gofthe | is to turn the laws of freedom into lagfature,
and the laws of nature into laws of freedom, tadpaboutaturein the | and in nature.” Ibid., 98 (1:
198).



96
destroy in itself all multiplicity and all mutability® Thus, at this stage in his

development, Schelling believes that this entails the eradication of all péyseirece
personality can only arise as a result of the reflective structure of thatiebjeorld. As

will be discussed in the next chapter, however, Schelling will change his position on this
issue by the time he writes theeiheitsschrift and he will come to argue that personality

is in fact the highest form of being. Pointing again to the tension betweem systie

reality, this crucial issue highlights an important reason for Schellmgak with

Idealism in the=reiheitsschrift it cannot account for the significance or purpose of finite
existence?

Returning to Schelling’s early ethical thought, Schelling notes thafotieof
becoming identical with the absolute | stands in direct contrast to the finitude of t
empirical I. As he writes, “the basic moral law of the finite I...is confdriiy the
natural law of the same finite I, according to which it is multiplicitg gherefore not
identical.”®* This engenders the striving of the finite | to realize the absolute I, Bsoit a
indicates that the finite | cannot become absolute. Schelling suggesteotiality must
therefore be understood “through a new schema, that of production in time, so that the
law which aims as a demandlingbecomes a law dfecoming The basic moral law,
expressed in its fullest sensuous form, shgspmedentical,elevate(in time) the
subjective forms of your being to the form of the absoltfelri other words, the moral

law commands us to continually strive towards the universal and eternal, even though

bid., 97 (1: 198).

8 The seeds of this later development are in faegdly present in Schelling’s mind, insofar as heaaly
wonders why there is a finite world at all, ifst@nly to be overcome. Further reflection on ibésie will
have to wait until we turn to tHereiheitsschriff however.

8 Schelling, “Of the 1,7 98 (1: 199).

8 |bid., 98 (1: 199).
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success is beyond our finite natfifeThis, according to Schelling, sets up the idea of

“moral progress of progress in infinity® In other words, the moral condition
permanently governs our existence as finite beings because we can only set up the
ultimate goal of morality—the realization of the Absolute—as an ought. Although we
can never live up to the absolute I, we always remain charged with the task gtiatgem
to do so.

Schelling’s moral philosophy is not usually treated as central to his thought as a
whole. Having examined his conception of morality, however, it is evident that it
represents the primary perspective from which Schelling is operating.ligghel
theoretical philosophy aspires to the same end as his practical philosopingtithéand
practical philosophy are united in their pursuit of the absolute | as the ideavkatg
our existence. For Schelling, this pursuit is a moral enterprise: we ke toait by the
striving of our reason. We cannot avoid this condition: we live in tension toward the
Absolute as the autonomous source of reality. For Schelling, our whole existence is
constituted by the practical and it is in this sense that he maintains and develtps Ka

insight into the primacy of the practical.

The Primacy of the Practical

As was discussed in the previous chapter, the core insight contained in Kant’s turn

8 |n a footnote, Schelling writes: “Thus the law @dso be expressed as: Beconmeaessarpeing, a
being which endureis all time” 1bid., 98 (1: 200). Nevertheless, Schellini strites that “In the finite |
there is unity of consciousness, that is, persgnalihe infinite I, however, knows no object dtaid
therefore no consciousness and no unity of consn&as, no personality. Consequently, the ultigase
of all striving can also be represented as an esiparof personality to infinity, that is, as its ow
destruction. The last goal of the finite | as vadlthat of the not-I, that is, the last goal &f world is its
destruction as a world, that is, as an embodimefiiteness.” Ibid., 99 (1: 200-201).

8 Ibid., 99 (1: 200).
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to the practical is his recognition that we participate in a reality Htaipes the grasp

of theoretical reason but that we nevertheless know as real. He acknowiesigethe
Critique of Pure Reasowhen he writes that he “found it necessary to demowledgein
order to make room fdaith.”®® Yet, having come to the realization that the practical is
primary, Kant neither unfolded all of the consequences of this insight, nor fully eedbrac
it as the fundamental perspective from which to philosophize. Schelling, on the other
hand, embraces this insight and his philosophy—even in these early essays—should be
read as a concerted attempt to develop Kant’s insight into the primacy of¢hiegbra
Thus, as has already been discussed, Schelling argues that we exist wilisolaie a
reality that transcends the theoretical, and he attempts to give an accountved aosv
aware of that fact. Having argued that we have an intellectual intuition Abtudute, a
non-objective awareness of our participation in the realm of freedom, Scheliling the
turns to the practical as the mode of existence from which our understanding of this
reality unfolds.

The primacy of the practical actually has several meaningsmications in
Schelling’s early works. First, since human existence is above all coedtity the
practical, philosophy is therefore ultimately motivated by practicakmtential
concerns. Second, and closely related to the first point, practical reasiomais/pr
because theoretical reason itself is practical. Third, the prastigamary because it
offers insight into the structure of reality that cannot be obtained theoretiEalally, it
means that we can only verify philosophical accounts practically, since ttegre the

ultimate test of the veracity of a philosophical system. Each of these setises of

8 Immanuel KantCritique of Pure Reasgrtrans. Norman Kemp Smith (Palgrave Macmillan,20@9
(B, xxx).
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primacy of the practical will be discussed in turn.

Philosophy and the Practical
As his reflections on morality demonstrate, Schelling thinks that human eristenc
is above all practical existence. These early essays also revéaf thhehuman history
is constituted by a progressive march toward the collective realization ofooalr end.
For instance, i©On the PossibilitySchelling speaks of “the great feeling of necessity
evoked by the hope of an ultimate unity of knowledge, of faith, and of will, which is the
ultimate heritage of mankind and which mankind will soon claim more loudly than
ever.®® Or again, irOf the | he exclaims that
It is difficult not to be enthusiastic about the great thought that, while all scjences
the empirical ones not excluded, rush more and more toward the point of perfect
unity, mankind itself will finally realize, as the constitutive law, the ppiecof
unity which from the beginning was the regulating basis of the history of
mankind. As the ray’s of man’s knowledge and the experiences of many centuries
will finally converge in one focus of truth and will transform into reality thaide
which has been in many great men’s minds, the idea that the different science
must become one in the end—just so the different ways and by-ways which
humans have followed till now will converge in one point wherein mankind will
find itself again and, as one complete person, will obey the law of fre¥dom.
At this stage, Schelling believes that humankind is on the verge of realizimgrais end
in history. Whatever the merits of Schelling’s vision of the future (he willectsmdoubt
it himself®), these passages point to the prominence of ethics in Schelling’s mind: for

Schelling, the story of history is the story of the moral development of humankind.

Schelling’s sense of historical epoch—his feeling that humankind is about to

8 Schelling, “On the Possibility,” 55 (1: 112). {4 the very goal of man that the unity of volitiand
action should become as natural to him as the nmésreof his body and the unity of his consciousriess
Schelling, “Of the 1,” 68 (1: 157).

87 Schelling, “Of the 1,” 68 (1: 158).

8 See, for instance, F.W.J. Schellifiqne Ages of the Worldrans. Jason M. Wirth (Albany: SUNY Press,
2000), xI (206).
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realize its moral end—is the practical motivation for his philosophy. It ireichat

he does not think of philosophy as a purely disinterested pursuit; rather, he views it as
caught up in the historical progress of humankind toward its moral end. In fact, he
believes that philosophy must play a leading role in that progress. Thus hethktims
since “all ideas must first be realized in the domain of knowledge beforeinidepéir
realization in history® human beings “must be good theoretically in order to become so
practically.®® Philosophy derives its value from its role in the moral progression of
human kind in history. The first sense of the primacy of the practical in Schelling’
thought is therefore that the ethical is the motivation for and the source of the value of
philosophy. As Schelling writes, “man was born to act, not to spectfate.”

The Theoretical is Practical

Schelling also argues that the practical is primary because the iteosatself
practical. This is so in two senses, both of which are encapsulated in Schefting’s
quoted claim that “The beginning and the end of all philosopfrgésiont’ %% First,
theoretical reason is practical insofar as it is made possible by thdidawe are
practical beings. If we were not free (i.e., practical), we could not woeselves away
from our representations in order to reflect on them. Thus, the very questions we ask in
theoretical philosophy point to our practical nature: “Theoretical philosophy nesndat
that the origins of representation be explained. Yet where did this need to explain
originate for it, and does not the act of this explanation itself alreadyppesel that we

have become independent of our representations, that is, that we have pedita?

8 Schelling, “Of the 1,” 68 (1: 159).
Olbid., 67 (1: 157).

L Ibid., 128 (1: 243).

% |bid., 82 (1: 177).
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Hence theoretical philosophy already presupposes practical philosophyeryits

first principles.®® Likewise, as was argued above, our capacity for intellectual intuition,

which allows us to step back and reflect upon the objective world, is not a theoretical

faculty. It is therefore the practical that serves as the ground obpibg$or the

theoretical. Therefore, “It is a fundamental mistake to attempt a tleadiggounding of

theoretical philosophy* At its roots, the theoretical is made possible by the practical.
Second, as has already been touched on, the theoretical is practical beqause eve

theoretical reason is governed by the task of reconstituting the Absoluiiteatource.

As Schelling explains, if there were no absolute I, our reason would not be driven

towards it:
the ultimate synthesis of theoretical reason, which is nothing else thantthe las
attempt to reconcile the contrast between | and not-I, becomes for us the most
perfect guarantor of the absolute reality of the absolute I, even thoughg gee
dissolve it. The | could never be in need of reconciling that contrast through the
idea of armobjectiveconcept of all reality had this contrast not first become
possible owing to a positing of the | as the all-embracing concept of raality
original positing antecedent to all not:l.

Schelling speaks of practical reason in similar terms: “without the peeinas the

absolute | is the concept of all reality, no practical philosophy can be thought wimose ai

must be the end of all not-1 and the recovery of the absolute 1 in its ultimate idkatity

is, as the connotative concept of all real. Thus, both theoretical and practical

philosophy are united in a single effort: “the whole task of theoretical andcatact

philosophy is nothing else than the solution of the contradiction between the pure and the

% Schelling, “Treatises,” 101 (1: 399).

*Ibid., 101 (1: 399-400).

% Schelling, “Of the 1,” 91-92 (1: 190). Translationodified.
% Ibid., 92 (1: 191).
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empirically conditioned 1% Theoretical reason is therefore itself practical also in the

sense that it strives to realize the absolute I. In this sense, then, Schallicanees the
duality of reason in Kant’s philosophy, while advancing his insight into the primacy of
the practical at the same time.

The Practical lllumination of Reality

Most importantly, the practical is primary because our participation in the
absolute | as free beings is the source of all our knowledge. This topic lzaly &leen
broached to some degree in the above discussions of intellectual intuition and the
practical foundation of theoretical philosophy. It was argued there thii¢chieal
intuition serves as the foundation for theoretical philosophy, but that it itself &
theoretical faculty. Rather, intellectual intuition refers to our altititsecognize the
unity of thought and being, or subject and object on the basis of our existence as free
beings within the absolute I. As such, Schelling argues, intellectualontistthe
foundation of all our knowledge, and, therefore, it is the practical foundation of
theoretical philosophy. In terms of the argument for the primacy of the ptatttisdhas
two implications, each of which will be discussed in turn.

First, it indicates that we know the absolute | non-objectively in a waydhabt
be achieved in objective thought. In other words, intellectual intuition enables us to

understand reality with a depth that cannot be contained in thought. On account of our

" bid., 81 (1: 176). Earlier in “Of the I,” Schigly critiques Kant’s philosophy because the “théioaé
philosophy is not connected with the practical mpenmon principle. His practical philosophy does n
seem to be one-and-the-same structure with thedtieal; instead it seems to be a mere annex to his
philosophy as a whole and, what is more, an annég apen to attacks from the main building. Yet,
inasmuch as the first principle of philosophy iscathe last, since all philosophy, the theorefital
particular, starts from the final result of the gifeal in which all knowledge ends, the whole scemust
be possible, in its highest perfection and unityidl, 66 (1: 154). Now we see how Schelling overes
this problem by placing the absolute | at the sewfcboth theoretical and practical philosophy.
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freedom, we have an elusive awareness of our existence within a reality that

transcends consciousness. We know that our knowledge is not limited to what can be
contained within consciousness, and we know that our existence is not confined to the
empirical, objective world. As was suggested eatrlier, this is perhaps thessestial

point to grasp in Schelling’s early philosophy. From the beginning, he argues that
freedom is the centerpiece of philosophy, and, in so arguing, he is driving at the insight
that we live within a reality that transcends empirical consciousness, butethat
nevertheless know as real.

The second point is that it is our existence within the absolute | that illuminates
our conscious experience and not vice versa. Philosophy is the struggle to bring the
absolute | to consciousness, but it can only succeed insofar as our participation in the
absolute | confirms its results. For Schelling, the objective world is adeifi
manifestation of the absolute reality that constitutes existence, aralitparticipation
in the Absolute that enables us to comprehend the contents of that manifestation.

This second point is illustrated especially well in his discussion of the carfcept
a postulate at the end of thieatisesin which Schelling argues that a postulate is a
proposition that represents in consciousness what is in fact a nonobjective reality.
Schelling uses the example of the straight line in geometry to illusteapotht. He
observes that everyone knows what a straight line is even though there is no actual
example of a straight line in the empirical world. This is possible becauaeeiee
ones who supply the idea of a straight line when we see a manifest approximation of one
in the empirical world. As Schelling writes, “You cannot develop an understandihg of

straight line by means of the mark on the blackboard but, on the contrary, you understand
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this mark by means of the straight lif&."For Schelling, this insight applies broadly

to our ability to comprehend the external world. Thus he immediately goes omto clai
that the same applies to our ability to understand what it means to be a self: “...you do
not learn what the self is by way of the proposition but, conversely, the self in you mus
reveal for you the significance of the propositi6h.Thus, it is our existence within the
absolute that illuminates for us our experience of reality. This is the keg sewhich
Schelling carries forward Kant’s insight into the primacy of practieason: on account

of our practical nature, we have the capacity to know realities that cannot beewnta
within conscious experience or the theoretical perspective.

A similar account can be given of the postulates of practical reasioougih
Schelling suggests that they should not be referred to postulates since theéy fasks
rather than objects). Contrary to Kant’s own account, the postulates should be
understood, like the postulate of a straight line, as propositional symbols of nonvebjecti
realities. We are able to understand those symbols only because we ageialreach
with the realities that they symbolize. A postulate is an attempt to egprias
consciousness a reality that can never enter into consciousness. Thus, fdflamting
Schelling is suggesting that there are certain aspects of reality d¢f whiare aware,
even though we can have no conscious experience of those realities as objecty. We ma
represent these realities as objects due to the limitations of thoughtitgelfe must
maintain the recognition that these realities are nonobjective. For iasteielling
suggests that, from the perspective of the finite |, we represent God agetn fmtj we

must not consider Him to be an absolute object: “in practical philosophy God can indeed

% Schelling, “Treatises,” 137 (1: 450).
% Ibid.
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be represented asitside the finite (schematically) however only as identical with

the infinite.® Likewise, Schelling argues that we must be careful not to understand the
goal of our moral strivings as some object to be achieved. This is why he dngues
happiness, understood empirically, cannot be the true goal of our moral strivings—for we
seek the absolute I, which is beyond empirical happiness just as it is beyond the mora
condition. As Schelling writes in sum, “since we enter the supersensuous world only
through the reestablishment of the absolute I, what can we expect to find thetbanthe
the I? therefore, no God as an object, no not-1 at all, no empirical happiness, dicgtera
only pure, absolute I#** Our goal is to realize the nonobjective autonomous reality that
forms the ever-receding horizon of our existence.

It is in terms of these insights that Schelling advances Kant's notion of the
primacy of the practical most decisively. Schelling’s development of Kasight into
the primacy of the practical enables him to render the practical metapthetidant
attempted to construct more coherent and less ambiguous as to its status as knowledge.
As we saw in the last chapter, having denied theoretical reason accese#inthef
metaphysics, Kant attempts to bring metaphysics back in through his gractic
philosophy. His attempt is mired in ambiguity, however, since he cannot recbiecile t
practical with the theoretical. Kant still seems at time to assumeéhabuld need to
obtain theoretical knowledge of any metaphysical reality in order tortarcef its
existence. The postulates, for instance, are theoretical objects that ateedparience
but nevertheless postulate on account of their necessity for morality. Schaatlitig

other hand, sees that the logic of Kant's turn to the practical calls for a iystaptimat

190 5chelling, “Of the 1, 99 (1: 201).
191 1bid., 100 (1: 202).
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in no way falls back on the theoretical or objective mode of thought. The

metaphysical realities that constitute our existence are not obje¢bts; they are
revealed to us as the ideas that we live within. Therefore, our inability to adoount
freedom, or God, or the immortality of the soul in theoretical terms is unproldemat
they simply exist beyond the jurisdiction of the theoretical.

Thus, whereas Kant’s formulations suggest that there are in fact objeatsl beyo
our mental capacities, and that we cannot know them simply on account of the weaknes
of our powers of cognition, Schelling argues that the true thrust of the goitidasophy
is to show that the Absolute simply cannot be objectified. Thus Schelling writee
Lettersthat “the fight against dogmatism is waged with weak weapons if critigsta
its whole system merely upon the state of our cognitive faculty, and not upon our genuine
essence™? In contrast to Kant, Schelling wants to show that it is not merely our limited
reason which prevents us from establishing an objective Absolute, but the veeyaiatur
reality itself. In other words, it is not just that the Absolute is an objectvihatre
incapable of thinking, but that the Absolute is simply not an object. Schelling angties t
this was Kant’s goal too, to show that “criticism means to do more than medeigede
the weakness of reason, and prove only this much, that dogmatism cannot be Pfoved.”
But Kant fails to make this clear because he suggests that the superseastiglef the
Absolute is a realm of things-in-themselves when this reality must be@isettiat
which is beyond all things. The notion of a thing-in-itself is a product of applying the
theoretical mode of thinking to a reality that is beyond its grasp. “Has it oewerred

to you, ever so dimly, that it is not the weakness of your reason but the absotldenfree

1925chelling, “Letters,” 292 (1: 162).
103 pid.
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in you which makes the intellectual world inaccessible to evgctivepower; that

it is not the limitation of your knowledge but your unlimited freedom which hagatdd
the objects of cognition to the confines of mere appearar€&d®hat Schelling
embraces that Kant did not is that we live in a reality that is in essepcanfilecan
therefore never be objectified. This leads to the fourth sense of the primaey of t
practical in Schelling’s early thought.

The Practical Realization of Truth

Finally, as Schelling argues at length in felosophical Letters on Dogmatism
and Criticism the practical is primary because philosophical accounts of reality can only
be tested practically. Theoretical philosophy on its own cannot determineithty vl
a philosophical position, since it does not contain the measure of%tuitistead, we
must live according to the philosophical systems we create in order to detevimether
or not (or to what extent) they accurately reflect reality. Schellingsrtbit this explains
the endurance of philosophy as the search for wisdom: since the truth of eahioy be
pinned down in a theoretical account, universal consensus cannot be réacted.
Schelling argues that there is a universal consensus to be reached—oureeigstenc
structured by that possibility—and, therefore, we must continue to strive for that
consensus. Thus, Schelling maintains the universality of truth, while also exgldiai
endless absence of consensus.

The theme of theettersis that one cannot decide between criticism (idealism) or

dogmatism (realism) without turning to the practical. As was discussed abbekrs

1% bid., 340 (1: 195).

1951n this way, the “Letters” presage Schelling'sfathought, especially the distinction between the
negative and positive branches of philosophy.

1% Note that Schelling is already breaking with hisl &ichte’s claim that philosophy is a science.
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believe that théettersevince a realization on Schelling’s part that theoretical reason

cannot determine whether or not the Absolute is an I. Contrary to this contention,
however, Schelling does not appear to waiver in his commitment to idealism over
dogmatism in thé.etters While he concedes that a decision between the two
philosophies cannot be made on theoretical grounds, he fully expects that idedllsen wi
vindicated on practical grounds: “philosophy proceeds to the realienodndsthat is, to
the domain opractical philosophy, and only there can the decisive victory be gaifféd.”
The change in thieettersdoes not concern rival versions of the Absolute, but only the
method of ascertaining the Absolute.

This is a change that is effected by Schelling’s realization thatKeuitical
philosophy cannot establish the superiority of criticism to dogmatism. Asites wthe
Critique of Pure Reasotike every other purely theoretical system, could not get beyond
utter indecision, that is, it could go only as far as to demonstrate the theoretical
indemonstrabilityof dogmatism.**® Kant's theoretical philosophy could not have
anything to say about the unconditioned or the Absolute, which is the issue of contention
between the two systems, since “a critique concerned only with the codaditty does
not rise to the absolute unit}?® These arguments would probably not be anathema to
Kant, since he himself places the unconditioned beyond the reach of theoretmal reas

They do have important implications for the Idealist goal of establishing alutdg

197 3chelling, “Letters,” 167 (1: 299). Bowie confsgleoretical indecision for total indecision on
Schelling’s part.

198 bid., 164 (1: 295). “I am firmly convinced thewen the consummate system of criticism cannot
confute dogmatism theoretically.” Ibid., 165 (B&2. “TheCritique of Pure Reasois not destined to
establish any ongystenexclusively...On the contrary, as | understanchi,Gritique is destined to deduce
from the essence of reason the very possibilityvofexactly opposed systems; it destined to estalli
system of criticism (conceived as complete), oemrecisely, a system of idealism as well as arekact
opposition to it, a system of dogmatism or of iali’ Ibid., 169 (1: 301-2).

1% 1bid., 166 (1: 297).
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autonomous philosophy, however, since they suggest the impossibility of a

theoretically certain science of knowledge.

Having explained that the contest between criticism and dogmatism cannot be
decided on theoretical grounds, Schelling argues that we must decide between the tw
systems on a practical basis. This means that each of us must attemptémreabf
the systems within ourselves, and it is only by such a method that we can test tity verac
of each system. As Schelling claims, “We must be what we call ourseloestitally.

And nothing can convince us of being that, except our very striving to be just'that.”
According to Schelling, Spinoza also realized this: “Why did Spinoza present his
philosophy in a system ethic®” The answer, he suggests, is that Spinoza “lived in his
system.*! Schelling argues that “eithessgstenof knowledge is an artifice, a mental
play...or the system musebtainreality, not by a theoretical but by a practical faculty; not
by a cognitive faculty but by groductiverealization; not bknowledgebut byaction”**?

It is our practical existence that illuminates the reality in which wst.exi

The need to practically realize the truth of reality does not, however, impl som
sort of moral relativism, as some of Schelling’s formulations suggest. Qeitgposite:
Schelling casts the choice between systems as a moral one. Thus, when he thajgest

“Which of the two we choose depends on the freedom of spirit which we have ourselves

acquired,**® Schelling is not suggesting that we could just as well choose one or the

101hid., 307-8, (1: 173). Translation modified.

1 bid., 305 (1: 171). Schelling’s answer is in taton marks, but it is not clear what the refegeiscto,
if anything.

12 pid.

13 bid., 307-8, (1: 173). Translation modified.
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other, depending on our personal faliéyRather, what he means to say is that only

those who have realized that freedom is highest aspect of human existence will be
prepared to choose idealism over dogmatism. In other words, Schelling argues that
idealism is the only practically defensible system. Dogmatism remiarefutable for
him who is able to realize it practically, for him who can bear the thought of wgaakin
his own annihilation, of doing away with all free causality in himself, and of bkeeg t
modification of an object in whose infinity he will find, sooner or later, his own (moral)
extinction.™® The clear implication of Schelling’s words is that he thinks that criticism
should be chosen over dogmatism.

In another instance, Schelling claims that “no system can be completedis¢herw
than practically, that is, subjectively. The more closely a philosophy ajf®é#s
system, the more essentially freedom and individuality partake of it, andsghié ¢dan
claim universal validity.**® Schelling is not denying that we all exist within the same
absolute reality in this passage; rather, he is following through on one of the tropsica
of the primacy of practical reason: if the truth of our existence emergesprettieal
sphere, then it can neither be captured within a theory, nor simply communicated to other
human beings. This is clearer in the following passage, which makes a simitar poi
“The highest dignity of philosophy is precisely to expect everything of hureaddm.

Hence, nothing can be more detrimental to philosophy than the attempt to confine it in

114 As he writes, “there must be two systems diresfiposed to each other as long as there are aty fini
beings, and...no man can convince himself of anyesys&ixceppragmatically that is, by realizing either
systemin himself” Ibid., 306 (1: 172).

5 bid., 339 (1: 194).

18 pid., 170-1 (1: 304).
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the cage of a system universally valid by thedty. To complete a theoretical system

of philosophy and prove it with absolute certainty would be to close the space of freedom
in which our existence takes place. Thus, Schelling is not denying that wealkepaira
universal reality, but he is pointing out that we can never fully grasp that reality
objectively. In order to know it, we must live within it for ourselves.

Given this situation, Schelling expects that both criticism and dogmatism wil
continue to compete for adherents into the indefinite future. “Either of the two abgsolutel
opposed systems, dogmatism and criticism, is just as possible as the other, antl both wi
coexist as long as finite beings do not all stand on the same level of freEfdxeither
system can prove its account of the Absolute or disprove the alternative view
theoretically: “both systems have the same problem, and this problem cannot be solved
theoretically, but only practically**® This is the cause of the ever renewed disputes
between philosophers over the nature of reality. We all live within the same order of
reality, but since we can only understand it subjectively, i.e., practicallyaanodever
reach objective agreement (as can be done in mathematics, for instance) neeeca
reach universal and certain agreement on the nature of that reality. Hé&agst our
existence does reveal the nature of reality to us in a way that theoretioabphy

cannot.

7 bid., 306-7 (1: 172). At this point, Schellingpzesses his appreciation for the meaning of tiva te
philosophy, noting that “The whole sublimity of stécience has consisted in just this, that it woelder
be complete.” Ibid.

18 pid., 307-8, (1: 173).

119 bid.
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Autonomy within the Absolute

It was noted at the beginning of this chapter that the philosophical movement in
which Schelling participates as a young man could be described as art &itgropnd
philosophy in an autonomous first principle. We can now see why Schelling maintains an
ambiguous relationship to that effort. On the one hand, Schelling supports Fichte’s move
to make autonomy the first principle of a single philosophy that would include the
theoretical and the practical, and Schelling attempts to advance Fubg@isn himself.

On the other hand, Schelling’s account of the Absolute denies the possibility of our ever
reaching a fully cognizant understanding of the Absolute, which is in efféenial of

our autonomy as finite beings. Thus, as in Kant’s philosophy, we find in Schelling’s earl
thought the position that autonomy is not a description of our finite state. As finite

beings, we simply cannot be defined as autonomous in an objective sense. From an ideal
or practical standpoint, however, the position is different. As beings whosenegiste
constituted by the Absolute, we can also say that our existence is constituted by
autonomy. As was discussed above, Schelling argues that the Absolute is the autonomous
source of reality. The Absolute is therefore the horizon of autonomy in which we
participate as finite beings. This means that although we do not realize aut@omy a

finite beings, it is our task to do so. Autonomy is the eternal or ideal rdwlity t

constitutes our existence, and the moral demand that we move toward autonomy governs
our entire existence.

Schelling expresses this view in theatisesn a discussion of the debate
between Reinhold and Kant concerning the relationship between will and reason in moral

philosophy. Schelling notes that Kant argues “that the will and practicalegislaking,
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reasonare the same,” but that Reinhold claims “that the morality and moral

competence of our actions is conceivable only if we postuliedom of the willhat
differs from both, the autonomy afasonand the striving oflesire”*? In order to solve
the debate, Schelling has recourse to Kant’s distinction betweem\iNi#][and
spontaneity \\illkir], the former being absolute and the latter empirical. In the Absolute,
will and reason are identical because the Absolute is perfectly autonomoubke For t
Absolute, “the primordial law (which becomes a moral law only in consciousness) is
directed at, bubriginates in a will that is its own lavand, to that extent, is neithieee
nor unfree(in the moral sense) but is free inamsolutesense.*?! In the empirical I, by
contrast, spontaneity and reason are separated: “we do not bemmsu®uf freedom
in any other way than througipontaneityand “The law of the absolute will, to the
extent that it is to become a maxim, reaches spontaneity through reason. Reason i
the supersensible itself but its expression in't%.0n this basis, Schelling claims that
both philosophers are correct insofar as Kant is looking at the question from the
perspective of the absolute I, whereas Reinhold is looking at it from the persméct
consciousness. As absolute, we are autonomous; as empirical, we exercisegponta
for or against the moral law as expressed in practical reason.

Schelling will not remain satisfied with this solution to the problem of the
apparent contradiction between absolute and empirical freedom, since itaglegat
empirical freedom to the status of a mere appearance, and, thereby, does not go beyond

the position that Kant developedReligion within the Boundaries of Mere Reasdm

120 5chelling, “Treatises,” 123 (1: 430-431).
21 |bid., 128 (1: 438).
122bid., 130 (1: 441-442).
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theFreiheitsschriff as we will see in the coming chapters, Schelling attempts to

account for human freedom as an absolute reality. But, in terms of autonomyngshell
reflections in thélreatisesndicate that he understands autonomy as an absolute reality
that we live within and not as a theoretical account of the finite self. But whaitdoes
mean to say that we participate in or live within autonomy if we are not actuall
autonomous as individual selves? The fact that we cannot define what it means to be
autonomous—that we cannot objectify it—is what makes our autonomy possible. If we
were to define autonomy, then we would eradicate it, since the historical prodsss of i
realization would be obviated by our already possessing it as realized. Aa§chel

points out with especial clarity in thetters “criticism must regard the ultimate goal [of
morality, i.e., the realization of autonomy] merely as the object of an endéiss t

Criticism itself necessarily turns into dogmatism as soon as it sets up the uljvahees

123

realized(in an object)pr as realizablgat any particular time).” “The absolute, if

represented as realized (as existing), becomes objective; it becomes ainfobjec
knowledgeand therewith ceases to be an objedtesfdon:”***

Above all this means that our autonomy is what enables us to recognize the moral,
which transcends the grasp of theoretical reason. We discover the motstigeverns
our existence through the practical, i.e., through our free participation in thatabsol
“the [spirit] becomes aware of tmeaterial of the moral laver of whatis being

postulated by the moral only through volition and only to the extenvttitibn is the

source of the moral la*?® This means that existence is never closed off within as

123 bid., 189 (1: 331).
124 1bid., 189 (1: 331-332).
125bid., 122, (1: 429).
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abstract of morality that imposes itself upon us from the outside. Rather, “The objec

of volition...shall always be demonstrable only through the act of volition. If, then, |
strive for nothing but the absolute Good, i.e., pure volition itself, this latter, being the
material of my volition, shall always be demonstrable only through an act ofltheewi
through a positive act whereby it has become the object of volifrOur autonomy
points to our practical realization of the moral law from within:
the primordial autonomy of the will finds its expression in the moral law. The
moral law, however, is far from being a lifeless propositionréstswithin us a
priori, not [is it] a proposition that can be establistiezbretically it exists within
us only to the extent that the walkpresseg in us (empirically). It becomes
manifest inactanddeed and it is only to that extent that weowof it.... Its
source is the will. For the [law] constitutes a state of which we cannot become
conscious except through thet of will itself*?’
The fact that we exist within autonomy is what holds open the necessary spaae for
existence as free individuals. The moral law issues forth from the absdlwaadyi
therefore, like everything else that is absolute, it cannot be contained withoretited

account. Thus, although we can encapsulate in reason some sense of what tlaevmoral |

requires, we must actually turn to existence in order to determine ityexactl

Conclusion

This chapter has presented an overview of Schelling’s early philosophical position as
found in his four earliest publications. These essays reveal the influence of both Ka
and the post-Kantian developments initiated by Reinhold and Fichte on Schelling’s
thought. Schelling is essentially writing within the Kantian context, but, likehtl

and Fichte, he strives to overcome the dualism that afflicts Kant’s philosgpimyifying

126 |pbid., 122 (1: 429-430).
127bid., 124 (1: 432).
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the form and content of philosophy (i.e., mind and world) in a single, autonomous

first principle, which is essentially the project of German Idealigvhat Schelling
discovers is that we can never complete this project within the realm of theittaore
because we are seeking the condition that makes the theoretical possibléordhsee
must seek the answer in the practical. As we saw in chapter one, Kant albsshut t
Schelling takes Kant's insight into the primacy of the practical deepargoyng that it
represents our existence within the Absolute. In this context, Schelling #ngtigse
Absolute is the autonomous source of reality that we live within, and that it is the
autonomy of the Absolute that we strive to achieve in our finite lives, both thedyetical
and practically. The movement of existence towards the Absolute—towards aytenom
is the reality that constitutes our existence, and it is on account of our p#dricipéahin
this movement that we are able to make sense of the world in which we find ourselves.
Thus, for Schelling, autonomy is not a property that we as human beings possead; inst
it is the reality that constitutes our existence. It is a goal that wedssioive to achieve,
even if we can never realize it on account of our finitude.

Schelling does not rest where this chapter ends. In fact, while Schelling was
writing the Treatises he had already begun to formulate Naurphilosophiewhich
would make him famous. He would then attempt to couple the realism of the
Naturphilosophiewith the idealism of th&ystem of Transcendental Idealjsarguing
that the whole of reality—including both thought and being—could be explained from
either perspective. Finally, he would attempt to build one all-inclusiversysikich is
commonly referred to as thdentitatsphilosophie Schelling never seems to have been

really satisfied with any of his systematic projects, however. Thgsasalf his early
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essays suggest why: from the very start of his career, Schellingyatfi@agsed that

the whole of reality could not be resolved into a theoretical system. The tgabfiali
existence always escaped the confines of systematization. More to thehgoafistract
systems could never account for the meaning or significance of finitereast For
Schelling, Kant's question of how synthetic a priori judgments are possible betwne
famous question of why there is a world at all. As Schelling puts it, “Howederlcome
to egress from the absolute, and to progress toward an oppGSit€Ris is the question
that German Idealism leaves unanswered: if the whole of existence is nothang but
striving to realize the Absolute, then why does the Absolute not just rdakife i Why

is it not simply always realized? As we will see in the next two chaptes is one of

the key problems that Schelling tries to overcome ir-teéheitsschrift

128 5chelling, “Letters,” 164 (1: 294).



Chapter Il

The Primacy of Existence in Schelling'$reiheitsschrift

A system that contradicts the most holy feelings, the mind, and moral
consciousness can never be called, at least in this respect, a systesorgfbe
rather only one of non-reasadrvernunft.*

Introduction

Schelling’sFreiheitsschriftmarks a turning point in the history of modern philosophy. It
effects the beginning of the transition from the abstract rational systeGesmian

Idealism to the practically or existentially oriented philosophies of therdech as
Kierkegaard, Marx, and Nietzsche. The basis for this transition is $¢f®Hecognition
that being is prior to thinking. Emphasizing that there is more to the world tham reas
alone, Schelling argues that thought cannot fully explain being and that cons@ousnes
cannot contain the whole of reality. In other words, inRteeheitsschrift he
acknowledges that we can never achieve the kind of absolute knowledge that Hegel
believed he had obtained. This does not mean, however, that we can only know reality
insofar as it can be described according to the subject-object model of knowlgdge tha
constitutes the theoretical perspective. On the contrary, Schelling mathetinge

know the deeper reality of which we are a part existentially, which eytthat we are

aware of it (and understand something about it) because our existence as geésleein

1 F. W. J. SchellingPhilosophical Investigations into the Essence ofidn Freedomtrans. Jeff Love and
Johannes Schmidt (Albany: SUNY Press, 2006), 7413). Translation modified. All references to
Schelling’s works in parentheses are to F.W.J. BoheSammtlichaMerke 14 vols., ed. K.F.A. Schelling
(Stuttgart: Cotta, 1856-1861).
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participation in the absolute freedom that constitutes reality. At its ealdyris
characterized by freedom and not the abstract necessity of reason, and, therefore
only through freedom that we can truly understand the nature and meaning of existence
Thus, insofar as we hope to understand the system of reality, we must seek to do so from
within, since we do not have access to the whole of reality as an object against which we
stand as subjects. In theesiheitsschrift Schelling realizes that this means that we must
turn to the moral life as the most fundamental perspective from which to understand our
existence: since human freedom is moral freedom, and since to say that the world i
constituted by freedom is to say that it is constituted by morality, it is onfyeindntext
of our moral condition that we gain this inward perspective on reality. Thus,iBgisell
epistemological-metaphysical recognition of the priority of being (reedom) to
thought is tied to his turn from the abstract systematizing of idealism to theé mora
existential analysis of théreiheitsschrift

This being the project of tH&reiheitsschrift it both stands in continuity and
breaks with Schelling’s early philosophy. As was detailed in chapter twelli8g held
an uneasy relationship to the project of German Idealism as it was senbyplRe&ind
Fichte from the beginning. By insisting that the first principle of philosophy is a
Absolute that we can only know intuitively, he already undermines the possibility of
developing a fully rational, transparent, and systematic philosophy. Inchoedbring
this even in these early essays, Schelling turns to Kant’s claim for thagyrof the
practical as a means for securing the preference of idealism overtdogméet

Schelling remains committed to the attempt to develop a systematic philosoghy, as
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demonstrated in the years between his early essays afctiheitsschriftoy his
repeated attempts to develop such a system iNdtisrphilosophieSystem of
Transcendental Idealisnandldentitatsphilosophie Moreover, even in his early essays,
Schelling is troubled by the problem that finitude presents for philosophy. If the whole
world can be explained according to reason, then why does it not simply refleahr
from the start? Why are we trapped in the imperfection of our finitude? What @urpos
does our empirical existence serve? As Schelling repeatedly askerd, tvare
something and not nothing? The abstract systems of German Idealism cannot give
meaning to our existence as we actually know it. Thus, it is in the effort tvachieh
meaning that SchellingBreiheitsschriftrepresents a break with his earlier thought.

Although Schelling scholars have recognized the moral turn that takesrplace i
Schelling’s thought in thEreiheitsschrift little attention has been devoted to the
intellectual source of this shift in Kant's claim for the primacy of pcattieasor!. As

was discussed in chapter one, Kant argues both that the interests of praciicahrea

! An important exception is David Walshhe Modern Philosophical Revolutiohhe Luminosity of
ExistencgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008)chdile KoschFreeedom and Reason in
Kant, Schelling, and Kierkegaa(®xford: Clarendon Press, 2008), 38-9, on therdthed, claims that
Schelling rejects the primacy of the practical aggh to the unification of philosophy, since heksde
unify the theoretical and the practical accordimghie suggested path of tBeitique of JudgmentThis is
to some degree a false dichotomy, however, sinea the solution suggested in the tHihdtique depends
on teleology, which is derived from the moral pepre. In addition to Walsh and Kosch, for gehera
discussions of thEreiheitsschrift see: Hans Michael Baumgartner and Wilhelm G. Bsced. Schellings
Weg zurFreiheitsschriftLegende und Wirklichke{Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog, 1996)
Richard BernsteirRadical Evil(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2002); Andrew Bovehelling and Modern
European Philosophy: An Introductigiew York: Routledge, 1993); Bernard Freydb&ghelling’s
Dialogical Freedom Essayrovocative Philosophy Then and Né&tbany: SUNY Press, 2009); Martin
HeideggerSchelling’s Treatise on the Essence of Human Fmeettans. Joan Stambaugh (Athens: Ohio
University Press, 1985); Otfried Hoffe and Annerad®ieper, ed.W.J. SchellingUber das Wesen der
menschlichen Freihe{Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1995); Terry Pinkaf@erman Philosophy 1760-1860
The Legacy of IdealisifCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002)el®al SnowSchelling and the
End of Idealism{Albany: SUNY Press, 1996); Alan Whitgchelling: An Introduction to the System of
Freedom(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1983).
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superior to those of theoretical reason, and that practical reason reveals afspeadity
to us that cannot be accounted for theoretically. Thus, theoretical and practscal are
unified insofar as the former is subordinated to the interests of the latter, anoréhe m
law as a fact of reason dictates to us, for instance, that we are free exgdnwleocannot
prove our freedom theoreticaflylt is the argument of this chapter that Schelling’s new
mode of philosophizing in théreiheitsschriftis an extension of Kant's claim for the
primacy of practical reason. Like Kant, Schelling argues that moralibyesaign, and
that, by virtue of our existence as free moral beings, we know reality on dhaet/&
more fundamental than the theoretical. The difference is that it is no longdy sim
practical reason that illuminates a world beyond theoretical reason, but stenegias
spirit or personality that offers us insight into the structure of realityttiascends
thought. For Schelling, to be moral is to be personal, and, therefore, it is our exagenc
personal beings that enables us to know the nature and meaning of reality mseofar a
are able to from within our perspective as parts within the whole.

By extending and developing Kant’s insight into the primacy of the practical,
Schelling is able to overcome some of the deficiencies of both Kantianism andnGerma
Idealism. First, he is able to overcome a key difficulty with Kant’s conafegitonomy,
namely, that by tying freedom to reason and vice versa, Kant is unable to accewnit for
as something for which human beings are morally culpable. If to act fsgelyact
rationally, then how can we be said to act freely when we act irratiohallyvas

discussed in chapter one, Kant makes a worthy effort to deal with the problerhif evi

2 Or we postulate God and immortality as realitiesassary to our moral experience even though we
cannot prove their existence theoretically.
% Kosch,Freedom and Reasqrovides a very good outline of this critique.
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Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Readout he cannot incorporate his doctrine of
radical evil into his ethical theofyAs will be discussed in the next chapter, Schelling is
able to overcome this difficulty by looking at autonomy from a practical r#tiaer
theoretical perspective. Second, as was just suggested, Schelling is ableadefter
account of the meaning of the process of existence. By considering human existence
from the moral perspective, Schelling is able to show that the purpose of existence
realize our autonomy in its fullness—can only be achieved by going though the struggle
between good and evil that constitutes history. This means that our finitudeasethies
basis for our realization of the good, and, therefore, as will also be discussed in the next
chapter, Schelling’greiheitsschriftoffers a better explanation of the transition from the
infinite to the finite than what is found in his early work. In a sense, our finitude ts wha
guarantees our freedom.

As these comments suggest, the discussion dfrdikeitsschriftis divided
between this chapter and the next one. The present chapter focuses on Schelling’s
evaluation and critique of modern philosophy in fneiheitsschriff and it provides an
account of his shift from the systematic rationalism typical of Gerahaaism to the
existential or moral mode of reflection that characterizes his fataght. The next
chapter provides a more substantive account of Schelling’s new views on the human
moral condition and its place within the whole of reality as they are found in the

Freiheitsschrift The present chapter thus prepares the way for that presentation by

* The problem is that, for Kant, practical reasod fisedom are synonymous. We either act accotding
practical reason, in which case we act autonomdusly freely), or we act according to our inctioas, in
which case we act heteronomously. For this readtmugh Kant attempts to account for the reality
evil in Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reasloa cannot systematically incorporate it into his
philosophical system.
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introducing the existential perspective that Schelling develops iaréieeitsschrift
since it is only from within this perspective that Schelling’s new position can be
understood.

In terms of content, this chapter primarily provides an overview of the

introductory portion of thé&reiheitsschrift which is essentially a critical review of
modern philosophy. Schelling opens Hreiheitsschriftwith a discussion of the tension
between freedom and system, which, as was demonstrated in the last chapter, is a
constant theme in Schelling’s thought from the outset. Schelling wants to understand not
only the nature of human freedom, but also how it relates to the whole of reality. In this
context, Schelling discusses and critiques three positions in the history of modern
philosophy: the anti-rationalist thought of F. H. Jacobi, the pantheism of Spinoza, and the
idealism of Kant, Fichte and Schelling’s own early work. As will be disclijs3ehelling
finds each of these philosophical stances insufficient: Jacobi’s becausehtiracterizes
the source of the determinism in Spinoza’s thought; Spinoza’s because heetkigts
from an objective or theoretical perspective; and, idealism’s because it does not
adequately specify what is distinctive about human freedom. Schelling develop# his ne
philosophical approach in response to these deficiencies. He argues that the rfiteddame
problem that each of these position suffers is its abstraction from the litumg tizat is
the basis of all reality, and, on this basis, he attempts to develop an existespfiatpee
that accounts for the living reality of existence. Schelling argues thatitha primal
unity that pervades all of existence and underlies the diversity of existenceder to

encapsulate this insight, he argues that all of existence is structuitesl feyetionship
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between two principles, which he refers to as ground and existence. This chapte
concludes by explaining how these principles serve as the basis for hiatetiste
analysis of human existence, which is discussed in its substantive details irtthe ne

chapter.

The Tension Between System and Freedom

The core issue with which ti@eiheitsschriftbegins is the tension between
system and freedom, expressed originally by Kant as the tension betweeranatur
freedom, but now understood, according to Schelling, as the tension between “necessity
and freedom? This is not a new topic for Schelling. As was discussed in chapter two,
Schelling already demonstrates awareness of the tension in his gafiksations, and
he therefore plays an ambiguous role in the systematic efforts of the Geeabst
movement: on the one hand, he contributes to the attempt to develop a systematic
philosophy that could unite freedom and necessity; on the other, he recognizes that the
project cannot be completed because freedom always escapes systiematltais, in
these early essays, Schelling’s account of the Absolute as that whichmslbeyo
consciousness means that the task of philosophy—to give an objective account of the
Absolute—is endless, both as a theoretical and as a practical undertaking. In the
Freiheitsschrift Schelling reaffirms this position and recognizes it as the vital source of
philosophy as an ongoing endeavor. Thus he contends that explaining the

connection of the concept of freedom with the whole of a worldview will likely

®“It is time that the higher or, rather, the gemuapposition emerge, that of necessity and freedvth,
which the innermost centerpoint of philosophy firstnes into consideration.” Schellirigssence of
Human Freedon¥ (7: 333).
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always remain the object of a necessary task without whose resolution the concept
of freedom would teeter while philosophy would be fully without value. For this
great task alone is the unconscious and invisible driving fareebfedet of all
striving for knowledge, from the lowest to the highest; without the contradiction
of necessity and freedom not only philosophy but each higher willing of the spirit
would sink into the death that is proper to those sciences in which this
contradiction has no applicatién.

This is essentially a restatement of the practical striving to raakz&bsolute that can

be found in Schelling’s early philosophy. Thus, in fEneiheitsschriff Schelling

maintains the view of philosophy that he developed as a young man: he continues to
think of it as the attempt to develop a systematic account of reality that woluldaribe
reality of freedom. However, as will be discussed below, ifrtbineitsschrift

Schelling emphasizes that fidelity to the reality of freedom must trungiritreestoward
systematization.

As the remarks quoted above suggest, the tension between system and freedom is
not for Schelling the “isolated and independent” issue that Hegel suggesteint ks
Lectures on the History of PhilosophyOn the contrary, for Schelling, it is the principal
philosophical problem of the modern age. The connection between freedom and system
has always been a source of fundamental difficulty because a complete wysitiel
seem to eradicate the possibility of freedom. As Schelling recounts, “Acgdadan old
but in no way forgotten legend, the concept of freedom is in fact said to be completely

incompatible with system, and every philosophy making claim to unity and wholeness

should end up with the denial of freedofnYet, Schelling also notes that, if neither

® Ibid., 10-11 (7: 338).

" G. W. F. Hegellectures on the History of Philosophwpl. 3:Medieval and Modern Philosophtyans. E.
S. Haldane and Frances H. Simson (Lincoln: Uniterdi Nebraska Press, 1995), 514.

8 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedpgn(7: 336).
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freedom nor the unity of reality is to be denied, then freedom and system meskibsom
coincide: “since individual freedom is surely connected in some way with the aga
whole...some kind of system must be present, at least in the divine understanding, with
which freedom coexists.”Thus, on the one hand, there is the claim that freedom and
system are mutually exclusive, while, on the other, there is the demand thatgtey m
somehow coexist. This is, in essence, the problem that Schelling attempts io Huodve
Freiheitsschrift The introductory portion of thereiheitsschriftserves as a critical-
historical assessment of the philosophical course that this problem has taken in

modernity.

Schelling’s Critique of Jacobi

Schelling begins with a discussion F. H. Jacobi’s critique of the philosophical
developments that took place during Schelling’s youth. It was Jacobi in partitidar w
pointed to the problem of the compatibility of freedom and system that played a pivotal
role in Schelling’s contemporary philosophical scene. Chapter two provided a summary
account of the situation. Schelling and the other Idealists sought to develop a plgilosoph
that would be both systematic and inclusive of freedom. They wanted to overcome the
dualism that had afflicted modern philosophy from Descartes to Kant, while aintiee s
time maintaining Kant’s defense of freedom. Kant’s division of reason into the
theoretical and the practical was unacceptable to Schelling and the othkaptah
Idealists, however, because it rendered our moral existence theoretieaplicable and

left our scientific and practical understandings of the world hopelessly divided, T

® Ibid., 9 (7: 337).
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Reinhold, and following him, Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel attempted to ground the
Kantian philosophy on a single principle that would still allow for freed®drin fact,
they wanted to maintain that freedom itself is the first principle of theraysteeality.

The attempt to develop a rational, certain, and systematic philosophy was a source
of great tension among Schelling’s contemporaries, however, and Jacobi was eager t
point out the problem. The problem became particularly acute in 1798 when a dispute
between Jacobi and Moses Mendelssohn concerning the alleged Spinozism of Gottfried
Lessing became public. Known as the pantheism controversy, it began when Jacobi
published some letters of Lessing’s in which Lessing confessed to bemngoaiSt. At
the time, this was tantamount to admitting that he was a fatalist, sincestaiubhcly,
Spinoza’s philosophy was considered to be the epitome of fatdligte details of the
debate and the question of Lessing’s ostensible pantheism are not important far prese
purposes, but the event is significant because it explains Schelling’s exteslexsidin
of pantheism in th&reiheitsschrift Essentially, it was argued by Jacobi and others that
any systematic and rational system would have to be pantheistic, which amouated t
denial of freedom, since pantheism, so it was claimed by Jacobi, entailedidisterm

These historical circumstances explain why Schelling addresses thiermoés
the compatibility of freedom and system in terms of pantheism, and it is Jacatom
he is referring when he notes that the claim that freedom and systemoan@atitle

“has been more decisively expressed in the phrase: the only possible systasonfis

1% Karl Ameriks,Kant and the Fate of Autonomroblems in the Appropriation of the Critical Phslophy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000).

" For a more detailed account of the pantheism ovetsy, see Frederick C. Beis€he Fate of Reason
German Philosophy from Kant to Fichi€ambridge, MA: Harvard University, Press, 19&#&pecially
chapter 2.
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pantheism, but this is inevitably fatalisrif.”Schelling is highly critical of this claim
because it merely throws a label at various philosophical systems withouhgxam
more subtly what the label actually means. As will become evident, S¢ghedjects the
notion that pantheism must entail determinism and he argues that Spinoza’'snigterm
must therefore result from some other aspect of his thought. In order to vindicate
systematic philosophy, Schelling discusses three possible definitions of pamtaed,
in each case, he shows that the pantheistic claim is not what undermines thatpassibil
freedom.

This first interpretation of pantheism holds that it is “a complete idegtiiic of
God with things; a blending of creator and created be&eg¢hodf”** Defending
Spinoza on this point, Schelling argues that this cannot be the true meaning of pantheism
because it is clear that “things are obviously not different from God simply ieelegr
through their limitedness...btto genere’™* Not even Spinoza maintains that God and
things are the identical in every respect, since, for instance, God is infiditbiags are
finite. Schelling adds that “all individual things together cannot amount to God, as
commonly maintained, in so far as no sort of combination can transform what is by
nature derivative into what is by nature original, just as little as the indhpdu#s on a
circumference when taken together can amount to that circumference, sinceds,a w
and according to its concept, it must necessarily precede tReBuven if all things are in

God, God is still more than all things. He, like any other whole, is more than thetome

12 5chelling,Essence of Human Freedpir (7: 338).
3 bid., 12 (7: 340).

4 |bid.

5 |bid., 12-13 (7: 340-1).
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His parts. Thus, pantheism cannot mean the identity of God with things.

Second, Schelling rejects the view that “in Spinoza even the individual thing is
equivalent to God* Schelling argues that once a thing is considered to be a
modification of God it is derivative and therefore cannot be God. He claims that the
“reason {Grund for such misinterpretations...lies in the general misunderstanding of the
law of identity or the meaning of the copula in judgméhtTo say that God is all things
is not to assert the absolute identity of God and each existing thing. Schellingthajue
both subject and predicate point to a deeper identity behind the copula. He provides as an
example the statement “This body is bld®.Schelling claims that what we really mean
when we make this statement is “that the same thing which is this body is also blue
although not in the same respett.He provides several further examples, two of which
anticipate the argument for the reality of evil that Schelling offers ifi@eitsschrift
The first is that “good is evil, which means to say roughly that evil does not have the
power to exist through itself; that within evil which has being is (considered iroand f
itself) the good.®*® The second claim is that “necessary and free things are explained as
One, the meaning of which is that the same thing (in the final judgment) which is the
essence of the moral world is also the essence of natufithese statements do not
conflate the terms of the proposition, or reduce one term to the other; rather, theg point t

an underlying unity from which both emerge. As Schelling explains, “The aricients

8 bid., 13 (7: 341).

7 bid.

18 |bid.

9 |bid.

20 |bid.

2 |bid., 13-14 (7: 342).
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profoundly meaningful logic differentiated subject and predicate as what pseaed
what follows @ntecedens et consequeaad thereby expressed the real meaning of the
law of identity.”> Understanding the copula in this way even allows us to make sense of
tautological claims, such as “The body is botfy.In this sentence, according to
Schelling, the subject expresses the unity of the body, while the predicaigedtthe
properties of a body to it. In any case, the copula does not express absolute atehtity
therefore, pantheism need not suggest that each existing thing is identical to God.

The third possible interpretation of pantheism that Schelling considers is that in
pantheism “things are nothing, that this system abolishes all individu@liguit
Schelling quickly dismisses this view as falling into self-contradictiomtesiif there is
nothing other than God, then there is no point in saying that everything is in God. The
concept of pantheism itself “seems therefore to dissolve and vanish into nothirfgness.”
From this discussion, Schelling concludes that no real philosophical purpose is served b
“raising such labels [as pantheism] from the deddJacobi's charge of pantheism is
rendered either misguided or meaningless.

In the wake of these reflections, Schelling denies that the pantheisti@fainci
(however understood) is incompatible with freedom: “the denial or assertion adrinee
in general is based on something completely other than the assumption or non-

assumption of pantheism (the immanence of things in Gdd"fact, Schelling thinks

2bid., 14 (7: 342).
2 |bid.
% |bid., 15 (7: 343).
% |bid., 16 (7: 344).
% |bid.
27 |bid., 17 (7: 345).
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that human freedom is in some sense dependent on immanence in God, since our freedom
cannot exist in contrast to God’s freedom. “Absolute causality in One Beaingsl®enly
unconditional passivity to all other® Foreshadowing his own position, Schelling asks,
“Is there any other way out of this argument than to save personal freedumtingt
divine being itself, since it is unthinkable in opposition to omnipotence; to say that man is
not outside of, but rather in, God and that his activity itself belongs to the life of 0d?”
The answer is that “the belief in the unity of man with God...seems to accordhevith t
deepest feeling as much as, if not more than, with reason and spectifatiturrian
freedom must be a participation in the freedom that is the source of the whole,aurelse
freedom would be in conflict with God’s omnipotence. Pantheism, “the immanence of
things in God,” is the only system that can simultaneously account for human freedom
and the omnipotence of God. Therefore, Schelling argues, “every rational viewpoint i
some sense must be drawn into this doctrihe.”

But again, it is important to understand in what sense Schelling means “the
immanence of things in God.” To understand it as a strict identity, accooding t
Schelling, would be incorrect: “This principle [the “law of identity”] does ngiress a
unity which, turning itself in the circle of seamless samerteés{leiheii, would not be
progressive and, thus, insensate or lifeless. The unity of this law is an imiyediate
creative one¥ Referring back to the discussion of the law of identity mentioned above,

Schelling argues that, since subject is to predicate as ground is to consequk0ess, it s

2 |bid., 11 (7: 339).
2 bid., 12 (7: 339).
0bid., 12 (7: 339-40).
3 bid., 11 (7: 339).
32 |bid., 17 (7: 345).
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that the “law of sufficient reasoiGEesetz des Grundes...just as original as the law of
identity.”**® Subject and predicate are identical in one sense, but, in another, the subject is
also the ground of the predicate. Thus, Schelling argues, “the eternal mustalso be
ground immediately and as it is in itseif.”In this sense, God must be the ground of
being as well as identical to it. Things exist “in God” insofar as He igrthend for their
existence, but, as created beings, they are also independent of God.

Schelling thus argues that the created world is dependent on God, but (offering an
initial glimpse of his intention to maintain something of Kant's concept of autoftpmy
he adds that genetic dependence on God does not negate independence in another sense.
As he writes, in terms of its creation, the world is “dependent and, from the pointvof vie
of immanence, also something contained within the eternal. But dependence does not
abolish independence, it does not even abolish freeddi8c¢helling explains his point
using the biological model: “Every organic individual exists, as something that ha
become, only through another, and in this respect is dependent according to its becoming
but by no means according to its Beir§.'Schelling is thinking in terms of
procreatiort° and, on this basis, he argues that it is unproblematic to recognize the
identity between ground and consequence, while also maintaining their mutual

independence. In fact, he notes, it is the reverse that cannot be held: “it would be far

3 |bid., 17 (7: 346).
**Ibid.
It will be argued in the next chapter that, althoBchelling rejects autonomy as a theoreticalrifgsm
of human beings, he continues to adhere to the thatautonomy is the end to which we aspire asaimor
beings.
% Schelling,Essence of Human Freedpft¥ (7: 346).
37 |hi

Ibid.
3 Which, he argues, as opposed to the fashionirg @bject, is a more apt way to think about God’s
method of creation.
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more contradictory, if the dependent or consequent were not independent. That would be
a dependency without a dependent, a consequence without a cons&géents also
explains, this applies to the concept of immanence as well: “The same ivdlhd f
containment of one thing within another. [...] Were that which is contained in another not
itself alive, then there would be containment without some thing being contaifigd....”
Even though things are dependent on God for their existence, they must also be
independent of God in the sense that they must be distinguishable from him. The
metaphor of procreation indicates that, for Schelling, “immanence in Godisnleat
things participate in God’s essence/beiggeh This does not meant, however, that
they are wholly determined by God, since they are free to direct thesselve

Schelling argues that it does not make sense from an existential point &b view
think of pantheism in any other way. God would not create an inanimate world, since
“God is not a god of the dead but of the livifi§.A lifeless world would not effect the
self-revelation of God that is contained in the process of creation: “The piamtes
things from God is a self-revelation of God. But God can only reveal himself to himself
in what is like him, in free beings acting on their own, for whose Being there i®uod
other than God but who are as God*s A world that did not participate in God'’s
freedom would not be a revelation of God. Freedom would be wholly alien to it. As will
be discussed in more detail in the next chapter, these claims anticipate the new

understanding of the moral condition of existence that Schelling develops in the

39 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedpfty (7: 346).
“Olbid., 18 (7: 346).

“ bid.

2 |bid., 18 (7: 347).
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Freiheitsschrift For now, their significance is that, for Schelling, pantheism properly
understood (i.e., as participation in God’ nature) is not a threat to freedom; in &thgit i
only way to account for it: “Only the eternal is in itself, based on itself, fneledom.
The concept of a derived absoluteness or divinity is so little contradictory iheather
the central concept of philosophy as a whole. [...] So little does immanence in God
contradict freedom that precisely only what is free is in God to the extsritee] and
what is not free is necessarily outside of God to the extent that it is not¥reeshort,
all freedom comes from God.

This should be understood as a defense of the Idealist position against the
pantheistic charge that Jacobi leveled against it as a form of rationaliswasAs
demonstrated in the last chapter, Schelling’s early position on freedothavasis a
participation in the freedom of the Absolute. Schelling changes his understahding
freedom in thd-reiheitsschriff but this aspect of his older positions remains in tact. Up
to this point, Schelling has not really added anything new. He has only explained how
Jacobi has missed the mark in his critique of Spinoza and Idealism. Next, Schelling

explains what he takes to be the true problem with Spinoza'’s thought.

Schelling’s Critique of Spinoza: “The Mechanistic Way of Thinking’
If the “the denial of formal freedom is not necessarily connected with
pantheism,* then what is the true source of the alleged conflict between freedom and

system? According to Schelling, the problem actually arises aaltoka particular

3 |bid., 18-19 (7: 347). Translation modified.
* Ibid., 19 (7: 347).
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mode of thought, which he refers to as “the mechanistic way of thinkinggsentially,
Schelling is referring to the attempt to include everything within a thealetr objective
account of reality. It is the tendency to explain reality as if we coypdosteside of it and
treat it is a thing. According to Schelling, this tendency, which he ref@s tealism or
materialism, and not pantheism is the problem with Spinoza’s thought. As Schelling
writes, the source of fatalism in Spinoza’s “system lies by no means irahisgpthings
in Godbut in the fact that they atkings—in the abstract concept of beings in the world,
indeed of infinite substance itself, which for him is exactly also a tith@thelling
argues that Spinoza created a “one-sidedly realist syéfemd that “his arguments
against freedom are entirely deterministic, [and] in no way panthef8tittiere is no
spirit or life in Spinoza’s system because he reduces everything toed reditrix of
cause and effect. The discussions of the law of identity and the law of suffeason
mentioned above are meant to counter this view. This is also the purpose behind
Schelling’s turn to the model of procreation as a means for explaining how thengs ar
created by God, but not mechanistically determined by Him. In Schellingisdgagwe
are “consequences” of God, but not “effects” of his causality. He is our “ground,” but not
our “cause.” Schelling’s point is that we must account for the living reality of our
existence, and this requires that we recognize that our creation does notraetermi
instead, it sets us free to determine ourselves.

Schelling argues that this “mechanistic way of thinking” has dominated modern

5 Ibid., 19 (7: 348).
“% Ibid., 20 (7: 349).
7 Ibid., 21 (7: 350).
8 Ibid., 20 (7: 349).
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philosophy for a long time, but that it was recognized primarily in “its (suppgsed|
highest expression,” Spinoza’s philosophy, which, Schelling argues, explainsitine cla
(made by Jacobi, for example) that “all philosophy—absolutely all—that is purely
rational is or becomes Spinozisii”"Without naming him, Schelling is almost certainly
chastising Jacobi for making this misguided claim, as well as for his caardrmmitempt
to “frighten Germans away from the corrupting philosophy and lead them back to the
heart, to inner feeling and belie®’” Schelling has always admitted the difficulties that
accompany the attempt to offer a systematic account of the world, but, unlike B&cobi
is not prepared to abandon reason. Rather, Schelling thinks that what is needed is a
wholly new mode of thinking, one which recognizes that existence cannot be contained
with an abstract mode of thinking that seeks to explain reality in terms df afwause
and effect relations between static entities. Thus, Schelling regecisi3 critique of
Spinoza, but Schelling’s own critique serves as a basis for his search fokandek

philosophy.

The Contribution of Idealism

According to Schelling, Idealism provided such a new way of thinking by
introducing the will or freedom as the first principle of philosophy. In so doingiddea
offered a “purely rational” philosophy that did not fall into the trap of attempting to

account for everything in mechanistic or objective tetinble appears to include his

“9lbid., 19 (7: 348).

%0 |bid.

*1 |dealism places freedom at the center of philogppét it remains rational. This should countes th
belief that Schelling turns to voluntarism.
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own earlyNaturphilosophian this category, since it was guided by the principle of
Idealism, and, briefly referring to his own early writifdSchelling notes that he had
already identified the “mechanistic way of thinking” as the problem with&ai's
system long agt® He recounts that his own efforts were already directed at solving this
problem by developing “a mutual saturation of realism and idealism.” As many
commentators have noted, this meant for Schelling somehow melding the philosophies of
Fichte and Spinoza into oné.This was in fact already suggeste®ifnthe | where
Schelling announced that he hoped to create “a counterpart to Spinoza’s ethics” on the
basis of Idealism®> Now, in theFreiheitsschrift Schelling argues that “Spinoza’s basic
concept, when infused by spirit (and, in one essential point, changed) by the principle of
idealism” formed the basis of his owaturphilosophiein which he had argued against
a mechanistic concept of nature such as Newton'’s and in favor of an organic ntoalel. T
Naturphilosophigin turn, could only offer a complete system of philosophy once it was
coupled with the ideal part of the system, which would then reveal that “In the final and
highest judgment, there is no other Being than will. Will is primal Being tclwdlone
all predicates of Being apply: groundlessness, eternality, Indepenidemctme, self-
affirmation. All of philosophy strives only to find this highest expressin.”

Much has been made of these remarks in the literature on Schelling’s
Freiheitsschrift Heidegger, for instance, claims that this is the insight that makes the

Freiheitsschrift‘the treatise which shatters Hegdlggic beforeit was even

*2 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp®i (7: 350).
53 H
Ibid.
>4 Bowie, Schelling and Modern European Philosoptyhite, Schelling
* This is how WhiteSchelling interprets Schelling’s project.
% Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp®i (7: 350).
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published!® Dale Snow claims that “this is a radical departure for the former student of
Kant.”® The most recent translators of freiheitsschriftrefer to Schelling’s claim as
an “extremely radical and enigmatic stateméntYet, after these words, Schelling
immediately remarks that “philosophy has been raised up to this point by ideXlism
other words, this point of view is already to be found in the early work of Fichte and
Schelling, and the analysis in chapter two confirms this. As was noted, for éstanc
Schelling writes in th@reatiseghat “the spirit exists only becausenitls, and it knows
itself only bydeterminingtself. We cannot move beyond this activity, and thus it is the
legitimateprinciple of our philosophy. The spirit ismimordial will.” ®* The Absolute as
spirit is the free or autonomous first principle of philosophy, and, as such, it sethed as
basis for the philosophy of idealism. Thus, contrary to what many scholars havedgla
the novelty of thd-reiheitsschriftis not to be found in the fact that the will is placed at
the center of reality. This is a move that goes back to Fichte’s and Sghedianly
works, if not Kant’s critical philosophy.

It should also be noted that these remarks do not signal Schelling’s turn to a
philosophy of the irrational or his embracing of a voluntarism without reason as some
scholars have suggested. Such a reading is anathema to the spirit of Schelling’s
philosophy, which is characterized from its beginning to its end by the searatigr

order, and intelligibility in reality. Even when Schelling admits that thougimat

>’ HeideggerSchelling's Treatise on the Essence of Human Free@a.

*8 Snow,Schelling and the End of Idealisd62, although she goes on to write that “the gdoiad been
prepared for it years ago in the philosophy of reatu

*9 See their note in Schellingssence of Human Freedpi#3, n. 24.

€9 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedpl (7: 350-1).

81 Schelling, “Treatises,” 98 (1: 395). Buchheimereinces the “Treatises” in his notes, but he does n
point to this passage in particular; see F.W.Jelioly, Uber das Wesen der menschlichen Frejhesit
Thomas Buchheim (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 199D5.
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penetrate into the depths of being, he never abandons the attempt to systgmatical
understand all of reality as the goal of philosophy. IrRfegheitsschrift Schelling
makes clear that his position is that the living reality of existence cancohbsned by
logical or abstract thought, but this does not mean that our existence is unimeedirgi
arbitrary, or that there is not an overarching order within which we exist. rRathe
Schelling understands that his task is to explain phenomena in an intelligilaba fash
without reducing them to a deterministic account. It is true that Schelliagspéthat
which lacks understandingdrstandlo} (and later he will speak of the “unprethinkable,”
(unvordenklichi.e., that which cannot be thought before it exists), but such statements
must not be confused as representing some kind of anti-rationalism on Schelling’s part

Idealism places freedom at the center of philosophy. In Schellingisesadys
he even goes so far as to suggest the consequences that this has for aipuadiyi.&,
theoretical) philosophy. But idealism does not go far enough and it remains devoted to
the task of developing a systematic account of the whole of reality. It bedtifficult
to sort out what is already present in Schelling’s early essays and wliffrisnt. But
this difficulty itself testifies to the continuity in Schelling’s thought. Fribv& beginning,
Schelling was concerned to elaborate an understanding of a reality nisaetrds the
understanding. The main difference in Breiheitsschriftseems to be Schelling’s
recognition of the need to turn to the moral life as the deepest source of insight into
reality that is afforded to us. This is indicated by the fact that Sulpélirns to the basis
of all morality, freedom, and finds there the inadequacies of idealism thatksetee

overcome in his late philosophy.
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Schelling’s Critique of Idealism: The Problem of Evil

Schelling’s critique of Idealism is not an attempt to reverse its contributithre t
history of modern philosophy. Rather, it is an effort to build on its accomplishments by
going beyond it in those respects in which it is inadequate. In the latter regattingche
focuses in particular on the idealist account of freedom. He argues that, although
Idealism is responsible for placing freedom or the will at the center of ppitgsit
nevertheless remains inadequate as a philosophical system because itsodiccount
freedom is incomplete: “idealism itself, no matter how high it has taken us irs$pisat,
and as certain as it is that we have it to thank for the first complete concephalf for
freedom, is yet nothing less than a completed system for itself, and it lesaxes
guidance in the doctrine of freedom as soon as we wish to enter into what is nabre exa
and decisive® Schelling argues that, in a completed idealist system, it is not enough to
claim that *“activity, life and freedom alone are the truly realhwithich even Fichte’s
subjective idealism (which misunderstands itself) can coexist. Ratlsereduired that
the reverse also be shown, that everything real (nature, the world of thingedivias a
life and freedom as its ground or, in Fichte’s expression, that not only is I-hood all, but
also the reverse, that all is I-hodd.”Schelling explains that this is in fact the implication
of Kant’s account of freedom. “It will always remain odd” he writes,

that Kant, after having first distinguished things-in-themselves from eqpess

only negatively through their independence from time and later treating

independence from time and freedom as correlate concepts in the metaphysical
discussions of hi€ritique of Practical Reasqrdid not go further toward the

%2 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp® (7: 351).
% Ibid. Translation modified.
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thought of transferring this only possible positive concept of the in-itself also to
things; thereby he would immediately have raised himself to a highepsiand
of reflection and above the negativity that is the character of his theoretical
philosophy?*
For Schelling, freedom designates the whole of reality insofar as it contatined
within the theoretical perspective. If Kant had recognized that freedom wasatlaeter
of everything not contained in the theoretical perspective, then he would havelrealize
that the logical conclusion of his position is that everything is in some seaseTlfies is
problematic, however, because it leaves open the question of how human freedom is
different from the general freedom in which all things partake.

The problem with Idealism, then, is that it offers, “on the one hand, only the most
general concept of freedom and, on the other hand, a merely formal“otfdreedom
as it is understood in Idealism applies as a general characteristiotoeallity insofar as
it transcends the theoretical perspective, then Idealism only proviégesebconcept of
freedom. Thus, Schelling argues, it cannot offer an account of what is specifican hum
freedom: “Mere idealism does not reach far enough, therefore, in order to show the
specific difference, that is, precisely what is the distinctiveness ofthénedom.®®
Most importantly, Idealism cannot account for the fact that human freedom ik mora
freedom, but this is necessary because “the real and vital concept is tthatnfieghe
capacity for good and evif* As will become evident, it is this claim (and not the claim

regarding the primordiality of will) that indicates a decisive changgchelling’s

thought. Schelling is unsatisfied with the account of morality and freedom thiidndea

® Ibid., 22 (7: 351-2).
% Ibid., 23 (7: 352).
% |bid., 22 (7: 352).
7 Ibid., 23 (7: 352).
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offers because it does not explain how human beings can freely choose evil in a morally
culpable way. If freedom and rationality are synonymous as they appeantidmat’s
concept of autonomy, then how could one freely choose the irrational? As Michelle
Kosch has arguetf this issue is a crucial factor in Schelling’s break with the German
Idealist project as he seemed to understand it in his early works, and it eilerewore
detailed attention in the next chapter. For now, a brief overview will suffice to lstnw
the problem of evil contributes to Schelling’s shift in philosophical direction.

The problem of evil holds such a prominent role inRregheitsschriftoecause it
is a fundamental aspect of the human moral condition that idealism fails taneXphas
does mean that the question of evil went completely unaddressed in Schelling’s earl
works, however. As was discussed in chapter two, ifrgetises Schelling deals with
the question of evil, although he argues that our capacity to choose evil exists only on the
level of appearances. He bases his claim on Kant’s distinction beiMike(the rational
will) and Willkiir (choice or spontaneity), arguing that freedom of the will appears as
choice or spontaneity only within consciousness, but that in the absolute I, bytcontras
the will and reason are one, and, therefore, “the will is inherently neither freafnee,
hence neither good nor evfi*” Schelling’s treatment of evil in thFeatisesdoes not
demonstrate a serious engagement with the issue, however. In fact, his position is
essentially a reaffirmation of Kant's position in tetaphysics of Mora$’ and
Schelling offers little evidence of his having considered the significantgmsbihat

Kant's reflections on evil in thReligionbook pose for the view of evil that he offers in

% Kosch,Freedom and Reason
% Schelling, “Treatises,” 126 (1: X).
0 As Kosch,Freedom and Reaspf2, n. also notes.
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his ethical works!

In theFreiheitsschriff however, Schelling rejects the view found in Kant's
Metaphysics of Moralbecause it does not offer an account of evil that is morally or
intellectually satisfying. Schelling does not explicitly say why redieanged his mind,
but it is clear that he is now prepared to take evil more seriously than he has in.the pas
Whereas in th@reatises he dismissed it as appearance, now he thinks that any such
dismissal amounts to a denial of human freedom. Since idealism could not offer an
intellectually acceptable account of evil, Schelling turns to the morakliveeaactually
experience it and attempts to develop a philosophy that would account for that
experience.

The problem of evil does not assume such a prominent role Freteitsschrift
merely on moral grounds, however. The problem of evil is much more than an isolated
topic in philosophical ethics for Schelling. Itis a central concern becaupedaseats
the greatest challenge to the possibility of developing a systematicquhipsin the
face of our experience of the reality of evil in the world (and in ourselvesjrevierced
to ask ourselves: How is evil possible if the world is an ordered and systema&g®whol
Schelling contends that evil “is the point of most profound difficulty in the entireidect
of freedom” and that it challenges all philosophical systems, not just Idealesimit i¥
especially problematic for “the concept of immanence; for either rdabeadmitted and,
hence, it is inevitable that evil be posited within infinite substance or the pmihal

itself, whereby the concept of a most perfect being is utterly destroye, gality of

" Schelling more or less maintains this positiootiner texts as well, including ti8ystem of
Transcendental Idealism
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evil must in some way be denied, whereby, however, at the same time the rept obnce
freedom vanishes’? In either case, Schelling argues, the explanation does not
satisfactorily explain our moral experience. In solutions of the former tue “
appears undeniably to share responsibility for €¥ilNo matter how far things are
placed from God, if evil is admitted, God appears to share in it at least insofar as he
continues to hold things in being. The alternative is to deny the reality of evil, and thi
according to Schelling is the path that was taken by Kant and the Idéadishe and
Fichte expounded in their early years. But now Schelling argues that thitslies the
alternative of making God responsible for evil, is not true to our moral and etielle
experience, and he needs to come up with a new way of thinking that will allow him to

account for that.

Schelling’s Solution: Ground and Existence

Reflection on the problem of evil suggests that evil must stem from a source other
than God, since, as Schelling writes, “it is not comprehensible how a capa@tyl foein
result from God who is regarded as pure goodness. ...if freedom is a capacity for evil,
then it must have a root independent of GBdBut this suggests a dualism designed
around “two absolutely different and mutually independent principles,” which,dangor
to Schelling, is not a legitimate option, since it undermines the ultimate ragqaad

goodness) of creation. Such a system would be “a system of the self-destruction and

2 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp#8 (7: 353).
73 1A

Ibid.
" Ibid., 24 (7: 354).
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despair of reason’® Schelling thus maintains in a sense the position he already held in
On the Possibilityall of reality must be united at some point in a single principle. The
problem now, however, is to account for the evident irrationality of the presence iof evil
the world, since idealism proved unable to offer an acceptable solution to this problem.

Schelling argues that idealism’s inability to solve this problem is due to a
common deficiency that it shares with other modern philosophical systems.irHg cla
the general problem with all previous attempts to explain evil is that theyrremtirely
conceptual or abstract, and, therefore, they do not take into account the living feality o
existence. The source of their difficulties is that by attempting to pturedeze human
freedom they are attempting to reduce our existence to thought, but this isilol@poss
because existence is always more than what can be thought. Even though idealism
sought to make freedom the center of all reality, it did not fully grasp the intisaif
this move for philosophy. Any attempt to capture our existence in thought must fai
because reality is always more than that which has been caught. Inse@abafzing
this inherent deficiency, however, previous philosophers tried to overcome it. Thus, the
tried to separate God from the reality of evil by explaining him asat®$purissumus
[purest actuality]” or, in Fichte’s thought, as a “moral world ord@htit Schelling thinks
that neither is adequate as an explanation of evil. They fail to explain thateltrigin
of evil and they fail to attend to the living reality of the God who is the source of all
existence.

Thus, Schelling argues that neither Spinozism nor idealism has been able to solve

"5 |bid.
® Ibid., 26 (7: 356).
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the problem of evil,” since they both suffer from the problem of abstraction. Whether
modern philosophers begin from substance or will, the inadequacies of their systems
derive from the same source, which is the abstraction from nature as a lalihg f€he
entire new European philosophy since its beginning (with Descartes) has tne@mcom
defect that nature is not available for it and that it lacks a living grolin®#ily a
philosophy that unites idealism and realism, mind and nature can account for the living
reality of existence, and only a philosophy that can account for a diverdiin tie
unity of existence can account for the living movement at the heart of all thest. exi
“Idealism is the soul of philosophy; realism is the body; only both together catituens
a living whole. The latter can never provide the principle but must be the ground and
medium in which the former makes itself real and takes on flesh and Bfo&tHelling
thus calls for an idealist-realist philosophy that can do justice to the liaihtyref
existence. Philosophy must account for the fact that the ideal is grounded ityahatli
it does not contain.

Schelling’s critical stance toward the mistreatment of nature in modern
philosophy is of course not introduced for the first time inRiegheitsschrift
Schelling’s discontent with the status (or non-status) of nature in modern phildedphy
to the development of hidaturphilosophigeof which traces are already evident in the
Treatises Schelling’s development ofNaturphilosophievas a conscious break with

Fichte’sWissenschaftslehtgecause of the latter’s inability to account for the reality of

" As Schelling writes, “...it just does not seem appiate to throw the entire burden of this difficutin a
single system, especially since the supposedlyenighe opposed to it affords so little satisfactidiid.
78 i

Ibid.
¥ Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp6 (7: 356).
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nature®® Yet, theNaturphilosophieemains an essentially idealist system, since it still
expects to account for all of reality in terms of a rational blueprint. VEhew in the
Freiheitsschrift then, is that Schelling now recognizes that developing an ideal-real
philosophy means taking into account the fact that all of reality cannot be reduced to
thought. Still, he argues that tNaturphilosophieoffers the only path beyond the
deficiencies of modern philosophy, including idealism: “the point of view which g full
adequate to the task to be undertaken here can only be developed from the fundamental
principles of a truéaturphilosophie®

In particular, Schelling argues that philosophy must be grounded in what ttse refe
to as the distinction “between beindygsehin so far as it existseiistier] and being
[Wesehin so far as it is merely the ground of exister@euhd von ExistejZ # With
this distinction Schelling means to identify a pattern of relation that ishlgtkin every
aspect of reality, including God (although, as will be discussed below, God igal spec
case). The basic idea is that every manifestation of existence muglaed@gainst a
background of non-existence. Just as the black letters on this page can only appear
against the whiteness of the page itself, so the beings that exist can only besuifest
against the background of that which they are not. Schelling uses the contrast of
“gravity” and “light” to explain the relationship: “Gravity precedes lightta ever dark

ground, which itself is naicty, and flees into the night as the light (that which exists)

8 For Fichte, nature is nothing other than the ribiat the self posits as a realm in which it calize
itself a moral being.

81 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp26-27 (7: 357). Modified.

8 |bid., 27 (7: 357).
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dawns.® Gravity, or the contractive force of pervasive darkness gives way to the
expansive force of the light as creation becomes manifest. Thus, everythirgtioncre
ultimately rests on a dark ground of existence that it transcends. Thigrdand is for
Schelling the necessary basis for existence that remain impenetrdigeadatt

Schelling argues that this distinction between ground and existence must be found
even within God, since even God must exist as God on the basis of that which is not God.
God presents a special case, however, insofar as he cannot be grounded in something
outside of himself: “Since nothing is prior to, or outside of God, he must have the ground
of his existence in himself* According to Schelling, the claim that God grounds his
own existence is nothing new, although previous accounts are inadequate because they
“speak of this ground as of a mere concept without making it into somethingeedil [
and actualwirklich].”® Schelling, on the other hand, thinks of the ground as the brute
fact of reality that is the basis for God’s existence. It is not God himselt, ib in him:

“It is nature—in God, a being indeed inseparable, yet still distinct, from $im.”

Schelling further explains that “This ground of his existence, which God has infhimse
is not God considered absolutely, that is, in so far as he exists; for it is ontptimel @f

his existence® The ground is the real basis for the existence of God, but, at the same
time, it is only possible for it to be as ground in relation to God as existence. Thus,

Schelling stresses that the ground of God and his existence are coevalhételis ho

8 |bid., 27 (7: 358).
8 |bid., 27 (7: 357).
8 Ibid., 27 (7: 358).
% bid.
8 |bid.
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first and last because all things mutually presuppose each 8theln’other words,
Schelling imagines that even God is constituted by a living, dialecticabredhip
insofar as he is the unity of the opposition between ground and exi&tence.

Having explained the relation of ground and existence in God, Schelling turns to
explain it in relation to the world of things. Noting that he rejects the “coméept
immanence” understood as “a dead containment of things in God,” Schelling argues tha
“the concept of becoming is the only one appropriate to the nature of tAingae
problem is that things “cannot become in God...since they are different fromotoim
genereor infinitely,” yet, at the same time, “nothing...can be outside God.” How can
things both be distinct and contained within God? Schelling argues that “this
contradiction can only be resolved by things having their ground in that which in God
himself is notHe Himself that is, in that which is the ground of his existeri¢eThus,
the distinction between ground and existence allows Schelling to maintain thefunity
things with God, without asserting that they are identical. Moreover, by introdaicing
dialectical movement into the basic principle of reality, Schelling s tbéxplain how
life and movement inhere in all that is.

In an effort to further explain the principle of the ground, Schelling suggests that

8 |bid., 28 (7: 358).

8 part of the difficulty is that Schelling uses teem “God” in two senses here: on the one handshiee
totality of which ground and existence are mané#shs; on the other, He is the existence that festsi
itself on the basis of the ground. KosEngedom and ReaspB8. In other words, before there is a world,
God is simply a totality corresponding to the Akgelof the Identity philosophy, but, subsequent to
creation, God is revealed as existing beyond thedwoe., nature or the ground). Creation prositiee
space for God’s self-revelation, or, in less thgalal terms, opens a space in which meaning camrocc
Bowie, Schelling and Modern European Philosopapd HogrebeRréadikation und GenesidMetaphysik
als Fundamentalheuristik im Ausgang von Schellibis Weltalter’ (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1989) are
especially good on this point.

% Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp8 (7: 358-9).

L Ibid., 28 (7: 359).
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“If we want to bring this way of being closer to us in human terms, we can sathet
yearning the eternal One feels to give birth to its&lfTd help explain this, Schelling
tries to explain how human beings experience the ground. It is will, the sensecbjana
the sense of nothingness: “only from the obscurity of that which is without understanding
(from feeling, yearning, the sovereign mother of knowledge) grow luminous thddghts
“Because the original understanding raises the soul up as something inner owusicha gr
that is independent of it, the soul thereby remains independent of the original
understanding as a particular and self-sufficient belfg.”

Essentially, Schelling is attempting to show that all of being is clesized by an
opposition between the real and the ideal, between being and thought. But this
opposition is contained within the unity of being. Schelling thus asserts a dudlity w
unity as the principle of his system: “This is the only correct dualism, natraglyvhich
at the same time permits a unity." Thinking and being are distinct yet unified, and, as
such, being can never be contained within thought. Iktdi@eitsschriff this living
basis of reality that can never be resolved into a purely abstract and émgicant is
symbolized as the ground. Thus, Schelling’s distinction between ground and existenc
allows him to maintain the unity of being, while also recognizing the intelydtween
mind and nature that cannot be contained in thought. The next chapter will address how

Schelling employs the ground-existence distinction to develop new conceptsdafifre

2 |bid.

% Ibid., 29 (7: 360).

* Ibid., 31 (7: 362).

% Ibid., 30, note (7: 361).
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evil, and system in thEéreiheitsschrift The remainder of this chapter will offer an

overview of Schelling’s new philosophical stance.

The Primacy of Existence

As his critique of idealism suggests, Schelling’s new philosophical pérspet
theFreiheitsschriftis marked by a moral or existential turn. For Schelling, the problem
with idealist systems is that they do not adequately explain the moral conditiamah
existence, since they exclude fundamental aspects of reality in the@ibier a
systematic conception of it. For this reason, Schelling rejects the philodagpoaach
of idealism in thd=reiheitsschrift instead subjugating the systematic ambitions of
philosophy to the reality of existence. For the Schelling oFtkéeitsschrift
philosophy becomes an existential meditation—a reflection from within—aatityre
that cannot be fully contained within a theoretical perspective, and this nwedisati
above all a moral on&. This is because Schelling comes to think that reflection on the
moral life offers the most illuminating view of the reality in which wesexit is in this
sense that the shift in Schelling’s mode of thought marked biyréileeitsschriftis a
development of the core insight contained in Kant’s claim for the primacy ofqadacti
reason: for Schelling, our moral existence affords us deeper knowledgétgfthas
what can be achieved in thought.

To some extent, this development is an outgrowth of Schelling’s recognition of

% Kosch recognizes the moral turn, although sheedethiat it is a development of Kant's claim for the
primacy of the practical. Bowie, on the other hantile offering a first-rate treatment of Scheljin
thought in terms of epistemology and metaphysitéud ignores the moral dimension of Schelling’s
thought.



152
the primacy of the practical in his early writings, but it is only withRresheitsschrift
that the ultimate theoretical incomprehensibility of reality becomé&srting point for
Schelling rather than a caveat. In Schelling’s early works, the overwigelendency is
still to offer a systematic philosophy, and it is not always clear thatlBchedcognizes
the implications for that project of beginning from an Absolute that cannot bereahtai
in reflective consciousness. If Schelling’s goal is to develop an autonomous and
systematic philosophy, he gives the game away by beginning from gpf&itiat can
only be known intuitively, for this is effectively to admit that philosophy must begimn f
a point that it itself does not prescribe. Schelling’s endorsement of the projestnofiis
Idealism is thus in conflict with his own insights into the nature of our knowledge of
reality. Ultimately, philosophy is contained by a reality that it carubt penetrate, and,
therefore, it is impossible to unfold an autonomous system in thought. Although
Schelling recognized this in his early works, he did so only inchoately. In the
Freiheitsschrift on the other hand, Schelling finally turns his attention to the
consequences of this fundamental insight.

As Schelling’s distinction between ground and existence indicates, thisiprimar
means that he now embraces the fact that the world cannot be reduced to reasos. There i
always the dark ground of existence that can never be resolved into thought:

After the eternal act of self-revelation, everything in the world is,easee it

now, rule, order and form; but anarchy still lies in the ground, as if it could break

through once again, and nowhere does it appear as if order and form were what is

original but rather as if initial anarchy had been brought to order. This is the
incomprehensible base of reality in things, the indivisible remainder, that which

with the greatest exertion cannot be resolved in understanding but rather remains
eternally in the ground.

97 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp9 (7: 359-60).
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Everything that exists has as its foundation a dark ground that can never lbedudjit
into the light of understanding. This is the great insight behind the shift in Scrgelling’
mode of thought in thEreiheitsschrift There is more to the world than reason alone,
and philosophy must find away to account for this without attempting to reduce
everything to reason.

There is more than an epistemological or metaphysical point here forigghell
however. There is also a moral one. As will be discussed in greater detaihgxthe
chapter, Schelling holds that the moral condition of human beings is defined by the
tension between the principles of ground and existence that constitute ourgexiste
Schelling also speaks of the principle of the ground as self-will and the prio€iple
existence as a will to the universal, and he defines evil as the elevation aitlee dver
the latter when it should be the reverse. For Schelling, it is the fact thaboalr m
existence is structured by the same dynamic that runs through all of tiealigflows us
to understand the structure of reality and our place within it. It is through odoinee
as constituted by the tension between self and the universal—that we know reality on
level that can never be fully explained in theory. In this sense, for Schellints Ka
primacy of practical reason becomes the primacy of existence because libmnger
simply practical reason, but our very existence within freedom that offedeépest
insight into reality. Thus, Schelling’s insight into the primacy of existerar@fests
itself in a variety of ways: in the claim that being is before thinking; imtbeal turn that
his thinking takes in thEreiheitsschrift and in how attention to the realm of experience

replaces the priority of systematization. Contained in all of these forongas the
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recognition that there is more to the world than reason alone, and that we come to know
the world not just through reason but through the fact that our existence reveals to us
more about the order of reality than we could ever grasp in thought.

But how does Schelling know this? What is the epistemological principle that
allows him to make such claims? At some point, every reader of Schellliraskhow
Schelling can know that his claims are true. In one sense, such questions must,be aske
but, in another, they miss the meaning of Schelling’s philosophical shift. This issbeca
Schelling’s whole point is that one could not offer the kind of answer that such a question
seems to demand. For Schelling, there can be no theoretical proof that the ground-
existence distinction exists and that it pervades all of reality. Allhelaas lead his
readers into the existential perspective that he adopts kréiteeitsschriftand allow
them to judge for themselves. We can only know the truth of existence from within the
perspective of existence itself. It is only from within this perspectitentbaan test
Schelling’s claims.

This does not mean that Schelling gives no indication of his epistemological
perspective, however. Schelling appeals to the “ancient doctrine that like ia kmow
like,” by which is meant that “the philosopher claims such a (divine) understanding
because, holding his understanding clear and undimmed by malice, he alone grasps the
god outside through the god in himselt."Schelling’s words are a paraphrase of Sextus
Empiricus, but their meaning can be tied to Schelling’s own earlier claims fiectial
intuition. As was argued in chapter two, the basic meaning of intellectugiantfor

Schelling is that we “know” the Absolute because we exist within it, butgmetia

% |bid., 10 (7: 337).
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knowledge that be explicated in reflective consciousness. This remains thteabbsasis
for Schelling’s claims in th&reiheitsschrift It is our existence within the structure of
reality that enables us to understand it insofar as we are able. Ag tlaimilin the
Ages of the Worlchuman existence is a microcosm of the broader existence in which it
takes place, and by virtue of this fact, we are able to understand the meaning of that
existence from withifi?

Put differently, the principle of our access to the order of reality is cenldra. It
is our status as free moral beings that reveals the structure of existeisdeeicause our
freedom is a participation in the freedom of God that constitutes the wholed)ndis
the tension between our freedom and the understanding that leads to philosophy in the
first place, according to Schelling: “without the contradiction of neceasiyfreedom
not only philosophy but each higher willing of the spirit would sink into the death that is
proper to those science in which this contradiction has no applicaffoin”other words,
it is the struggle to understand what it means to be free (and how it is possikle Hrat
free) that drives our desire to know. We sense that we participate in atrestlity
greater than what can be contained in consciousness, and philosophy is thus the attempt
to bring that greater reality into focus.

Thus, in theFreiheitsschriff as has been suggested above, Schelling starts from
the perspective of our moral existence. This is the basis of his whole moalifiohthe
Kantian-ldealist tradition, for, to Schelling’s mind, idealism excludeséis$@spects of

reality in the effort to offer a systematic account of that realitye most egregious

9 E.W.J. SchellingThe Ages of the Worldrans. Jason M. Wirth (Albany: SUNY Press, 20@0(207).
19 5chelling Essence of Human Freedp©-11 (7: 338).
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example is the reality of evil. Evil is an undeniable reality and yet Kahthenearly
idealist systems are unable to offer a morally and intellectualkfaetiory account of it.
Schelling thus abandons the attempt to develop a complete philosophy from the
perspective of a first principle. Instead, he begins from existence astuadly know it
and asks how reality must be structured in order to make our existence possible. By
prioritizing existence over theory, Schelling loses the pretension of comgdstéhat
characterizes German ldealism, and he gains a fuller and more truthful aafcthent
reality in which we participate.

In light of these reflections, it does not seem correct to claim, as Midhedich
does, that Schelling rejects Kant's claim for the primacy of pracgeaion’’ On the
contrary, Schelling’s late philosophy, beginning with Eneiheitsschriftin particular,
appears to be a development of Kant’s claim for the primacy of practisalhreas was
discussed in chapter one, Kant argued that practical reason held prioritiyexretital
reason because its interests are paramount and because it offers insights xgtemaee
as moral beings that cannot be confirmed by theoretical reason but which riessrthe
must be held as true for practical purposes. The core meaning of thisasl e
primacy of practical reason that Schelling carries forward is the mgmgthat we know
more about reality than what we know via thought or consciousness, and that it is our
moral existence that is most definite of what and who we are. But Schellisgpepaend
Kant in this regard because he drops the caveat that our existential knowledgeas not r
knowledge. Kant always maintains a prejudice for the theoretical, and, theteéveeis

something less than convincing in his account of the postulates. What is the status of a

101 K osch,Freedom and ReaspB8-9.
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God who we cannot know but must assume to exist? For Schelling, by contrast, our
existential knowledge is real, even if it does not take on the form of a thelopetich
In Schelling’s thought, there is no longer the lingering tentativeness thatsaowith
Kant’s postulates. We cannot “prove” God’s existence theoretically, bus this
problem for Schelling because he recognizes that God is beyond all proofs, which does
not mean, however, that we are completely without awareness of his existence.

Thus, for Schelling, the ultimate inability of theoretical reason to coathof
being is not a defeat for philosophy, however, but rather a cause for reorientation.
Schelling does not abandon the idea that a rational understanding of reality is1tateul
goal of philosophy: “we are of the opinion that a clear, rational view must be possible
precisely from the highest concepts in so far as only in this way can thigybesalr
own, accepted in ourselves and eternally grounded. Indeed, we go even further and hold,
with Lessing himself, that the development of revealed truths into truths of reason i
simply necessary, if the human race is to be helped thef®bgiit now Schelling
recognizes that philosophy is always on the way to its goal of offerirtgpaakaccount.
Again, as he writes in thiges of the World

Perhaps the one is still coming who will sing the greatest heroic poem, grasping i

spirit something for which the seers of old were famous: what was, what is, what

will be. But this time has not yet come. We must not misjudge our time. Heralds

of this time, we do not want to pick its fruit before it is ripe nor do we want to
misjudge what is ours. It is still a time of struggle. The goal of this tigeti®n

192 5chelling,Essence of Human Freedpi (7: 412). In this light, we can examine hooh&ling
proceeds in the&reiheitsschrift He begins by accepting the reality of freedolthoaigh he notes that our
sense of freedom does not entitle us to claimwieaiknow precisely what it means to be free. Hathe
accepts the reality of evil and argues that we sosiehow account for evil as a possible deterngnadf
human freedom. Schelling thus begins from our imexperience. He then argues that we must attémpt
understand how human freedom understood as theitafia good and evil fits within the structure of
reality as a whole. Without the latter, we canm®tsure that our understanding of what it meahetiree

is correct.
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has still not been reached. We cannot be narrators, only explorers, weighing the

pros and cons of all views until the right one has been settled, indubitably rooted

forever®

To give a complete account of the whole remains the goal of philosophy, but now
Schelling recognizes that thislosmight lie permanently in the future. Philosophy must
thus become an illumination of reality from within the perspective of the struggle t

constitutes our existence.

Conclusion

Schelling opens thEreiheitsschriftwith a discussion of the tension between
system and freedom. The German ldealists were committed to developsigraatic
philosophy, but there was a contrary belief (held by Jacobi and others) that sypstem
inimical to freedom. This was the motivating factor behind the pantheism conyréwers
which Schelling is in part responding in the introductory portion ofFteéeitsschrift
As we have seen, Schelling argues that it is not pantheism but determinism that
eliminates the possibility of freedom in a philosophical system, and he angiies t
Idealism attempted to move beyond this problem by making freedom rather than
objectivity the starting point for philosophy. In so doing, however, idealism also
abstracted from the true nature of reality and left itself unable to accouhéfmoral
condition of human existence in its fullness, which includes within human freedom the
possibility of evil.

The next chapter presents an analysis of Schelling’s account of the human moral

condition in theFreiheitsschrift while this chapter has paved the way for that discussion

193 5chelling,Ages of the Worldkl (206).
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with an analysis of the new philosophical perspective that Schelling brings to baar on t
problem of human freedom and its relation to the whole. For the Schelling of the
Freiheitsschriff completing a systematic account of reality remains the ultimatefoal
philosophy, but now that goal is recognized as endlessly elusive for human rehson. T
world is not reducible to reason and therefore it cannot be contained within it. Ergbraci
this insight, Schelling turns to a meditation on the human moral condition as the most
illuminating perspective on the nature of reality as a whole. He is able to detasse
he recognizes that our existence itself reveals the structureiof teals in a way that
cannot be contained in thought. By virtue of our existential participation in readity, w
are able to make sense of what manifests itself to us in consciousness. But this has a
inextricable moral component, since it is the moral that unveils the nature anadigneani

reality with a depth that cannot be proven or explained theoretically.



Chapter IV

Freedom, Evil, and the Autonomy in Schelling’$reiheitsschrift

Those who defend freedom are ordinarily concerned only with demonstrating
man’s independence from nature, which is indeed an easy matter. However, they
fail to consider man’s inner independence from God and his freedom, relative to
God, which is most difficult to demonstrédte.

Introduction

Chapter three described Schelling’s turn to a new philosophical approach in the
Freiheitsschrift This chapter discusses the system of freedom that Schelling begins to
develop in the essay, focusing in particular on the implications of Schelling’s artgume
for Kant’s ethics of autonomy. The majority of the discussion is divided into two
separate but related topics: Schelling’s account of human freedom as th&ydapaci

good and evil (along with his critique of Kant’s concept of autonomy and his analysis of
the problem of freedom of the will), and his account of the historical and metaphysica
context in which human beings exercise their freedom. It is appropriate tosatthdres
topics together for two reasons: first, one of Schelling’s main points in the
Freiheitsschriftis that human freedom can only be understood within the context of the
whole of which it is a part; second, as discussed in the last chapter, Schellira)'summor

becomes the basis for his account of the whole ifrtbeitsschrift and, therefore, the

! Schelling, “Stuttgart Seminars,” in F.W. J. Scimgj] Idealism and the Endgame of Thedfiree Essays
by FW.J. Schellingrans. Thomas Pfau (Albany: SUNY Press, 19945,(22458). All references to
Schelling’s works in parentheses are to F.W.J. BobeSammtlichaVerke 14 vols., ed. K.F.A. Schelling
(Stuttgart: Cotta, 1856-1861).
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first part of this chapter (the discussion of Schelling’s account of human freedom)

feeds into the second part (the discussion of the metaphysics that he develops on that
basis). After developing these two lines of discussion, the chapter evaheastatts of
the concept of autonomy in Schelling’s thought as it is presented kmdtneitsschrift
Finally, it analyzes Schelling’s concluding discussion of how his new position in the
Freiheitsschriftrelates to his previous attempts to develop a systematic philosophy,
especially in higdentitatsphilosophie

The first part of the chapter focuses in particular on the consequences of
Schelling’s attention to the possibility and reality of evil for Kant’s etbicgutonomy.
As Michelle Kosch has argued, Schelling comes to admit that the realitil afe
something for which human beings are morally culpable is difficult if not inliples®
reconcile with the claim that human beings are free insofar as theyianaltg self-
determining. This is because autonomy understood as rational self-detemaogiates
freedom with rationality and vice versa. Thus, according to Kant's ethécarevfree
only when we act rationally and we are rational only when act freely. @éisssto leave
no room for evil as a meaningful moral category, however, since it is not clear how, on
such terms, a free agent could act irrationally (i.e., evilly) in a maralpable way:
under Kant’s theory, to act irrationally is to forgo one’s freedom. In responsis to t
problem, Schelling argues that our freedom is not attached to our rationality orty, but
our personality, which is constituted by the tension between self-will and reasisn. T
way, Schelling can account for the possibility and reality of evil in mowispiritual
terms, since each human being must freely decide whether or not he will plaed imm

the service of reason rather than vice versa. In this sense, Schellieg, émgman
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freedom must be understood as the capacity for good and evil.

The second half of the chapter then turns to Schelling’s accounts of history and
the order of existence as they appear from within the perspective of the orafition
that will have just been outlined. Schelling briefly sketches an outline of a philosbph
history (one that he would develop in much more detail in his lectures on the philosophy
of mythology and revelation) in an effort to indicate how human freedom as the capacity
for good and evil fits within the broader context of the reality of which it is a part
Schelling understands history as the story of the relationship between God and human
beings, as God progressively reveals himself to human beings, and they in turn respond
by seeking greater union with God or turning away from him, which a choice that
corresponds to the choice between good and evil. Having briefly outlined his view of
history, Schelling then turns to the question of the coherence of reality, only isavet
guestion of its moral (rather than its theoretical) coherence. In other words, themues
of system is now pursued from within the perspective of our moral existence and
Schelling seeks to explain how God’s creation of the world is justified and why God
decided to create the world knowing that evil would arise within it. Ultimgsellyelling
argues, the answer is that God freely chose to create the world out of love and that he
created the only kind of world that would allow that love to become manifest.

Finally, in the wake of his existential reflection on freedom, Schelling tartse
concluding section of thEreiheitsschriftto a discussion of how his new position relates
to his previousdentitatsphilosophi@nd how he envisions philosophy going forward.
His remarks indicate the degree to which Schelling still hopes to developraalatnd

systematic understanding of reality. Despite all of his argument ag@smpbssibility in
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theFreiheitsschriff Schelling still maintains that the goal of philosophy must be a

rational account of the whole. As he emphasizes in later works, however, the completion
of that account lies always in the future from the human perspective. Thusgiias a
that our struggle toward that goal yields fruits other than the completion of teensyin
order to discover these fruits, we must turn to the existential perspective in which w
exist.

As will become clear, Schelling’s arguments in Eneiheitsschriftindicate that
human beings are not descriptively autonomous, but Schelling’s reflection on human
freedom and the nature of the whole indicate that he does not completely rejést Kant
concept of autonomy eithérlnstead, even as he calls into question the idea that to be
free is to be rationally self-determining, Schelling more preciselytifies the essential
meaning at the core of Kant's concept of autonomy. For the Schelling of the
Freiheitsschrift the world is still ultimately constituted by autonomy because it is freely
created by God who is autonomous. In contrast to God, however, human beings are only
imperfectly autonomous. Our freedom is not perfectly tied to reason, and thus we are not
descriptively autonomous, yet we live within the possibility of becoming so. Moreover,
Schelling also maintains that, although the moral condition of our existence isutedsti
by forces that transcend the self, we nevertheless know the moral law itftom w
ourselves because we are constituted by those forces. Thus, in Schelling’s asdaunt, a
Kant’s, morality does not stand over us as an external force because the stfumure

own existence reveals the moral law to us. Schelling maintains that we can only

! Thus, | partially disagree with Michelle Kosch, avargues that autonomy and moral responsibility for
evil are fundamentally incompatible and that Sahglé later thought forces him to abandon the cphoé
autonomy. Michelle Koschsreedom and Reason in Kant, Schelling, and KierkedjgOxford: Clarendon
Press, 2006). This problem will be discussed énrtbxt section.
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understand the moral condition from within because we are always alrghdyityi

and, as will be shown, this is, for Schelling, the true insight contained in Kant’'s concept

of autonomy.

Autonomy and the Problem of Evil

As noted, Schelling’s turn to the problem of evil is representative of his critique of
the modern worldview. Schelling grew up in the time of the French Revolution, which he
initially celebrated (along with his friends Hdélderlin and Hegel) asuangsh of reason
and human freedom. His was an age that believed in an all-powerful reason that would
unlock the secrets of existence and lead to the reorganization of the social world on the
basis of freedom and rationality. The optimism of the age did not leave room éursseri
consideration of evil as a perpetual force in the world. Whatever evil theria tines
world would soon be undermined by the progress of the human mind. This was the
worldview that Schelling learned and embraced as a young man; thus, Schelling’s
decision to investigate the problem of evil must have been a sobering step back for him: i
amounts to nothing less than putting into question the entire self-understanding of his
age.

Schelling’s analysis of evil is thus a critical reaction to the philosophisdfme,
which, he claims, “pushes its philanthropidahilanthropismukto the brink of denying

evil.”?

While Schelling critiques a range of thinkers in Eneiheitsschrift including
Plotinus, Augustine, and Leibniz, his primary targets are Kant's moral philosogdhie

idealism that develops out of it (including Schelling’s own early thought). Edbentia

2 Schelling,Philosophical Investigations into the Essence ofrtdn Freedomtrans. Jeff Love and
Johannes Schmidt (Albany: SUNY Press, 2006), 387T).
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Schelling’s critique is that Kantianism and idealism do not take evil seriosisly a

spiritual reality, and that, in so doing, they deny the reality of evil—whetheiiritend

to or not® According to Schelling, this is the logical result of trying to blame evil on the
finite or natural aspect of human existence, which, as he notes, is the stance that hi
contemporaries tend to take: “they do not oppose heaven with hell, as is fitting, but with
the earth. This notion is a natural consequence of the doctrine according to which
freedom consists in the mere rule of the intelligent principle over sensualscasd
tendencies, and the good comes from pure reason; accordingly, it is understantable tha
there is no freedom for evil (insofar as sensual tendencies predominate)—to speak m
correctly, however, evil is completely abolishédSchelling argues that this account of
evil actually denies it, since there is no moral responsibility or subjegiiite which is a
necessary criterion for evil, if evil is merely the result of “weaknessafiectualness of

the principle of understanding.”Evil must be either the result of a free decision in favor
of evil or moral culpability must be denied: “For why does the rational principtertbe
exercise its power? If it wants to be inactive, the ground of evil lies indhitson and

not in sensuality. Or if it cannot overcome the resisting power of sensuality wagny

then here is merely weakness and inadequacy but nowheré &tdral evil must be a
wholly spiritual phenomena if it exists at all, since only under this condition cam mora
responsibility for evil be maintained.

As Michelle Kosch has argued, evil understood in this way presents a particular

3 As Michelle Kosch explains (and as Schelling kne€ignt attempted to deal with evil as a spiritelity
in hisReligion within the Boundaries of Mere Reasout he could not incorporate his views thereto in
his ethical theory as a whole. Kos€leedom and Reaspb7-65.

* Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp89 (7: 371).

® Ibid, 39 (7: 371).

® Ibid, 39 (7: 372).
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challenge for a Kantian ethics of autonomy, and, perhaps even more so, for a

systematic philosophy based on an autonomous first principle of the sort advanced by
Fichte and Schelling in their early careérk.is not clear how rationally self-determining
beings could transgress the moral law in a way for which they could be held morally
responsiblé. It would seem that either we are rationally self-determining or we are
capable of evil, but we cannot be both. This is because, according to Kant’s theory,
freedom and rationality are essentially synonymous: to be free is todeatatnd to be
rational is to be free. As Kosch writes, however, “if one is free only in virtbeiofy a
rationally self-determining participant in this moral world order, then it faltvat the
immoral individual is not free. There is no place for moral evil as an imputaloiles ftp
abide by the moral law?” If moral culpability for evil is to be maintained, our freedom
must somehow include the possibility of choosing evil over the good without blaming the
decision on weakness of will or intellectual error. It must be possible forkustv that
a particular action is evil and to do it anyway.

Kosch is almost certainly correct to point to these fundamental problems with the
concept of autonomy as a motivating factor behind the transition in Schellingghthou
that manifests itself in thiéreiheitsschrift Yet, as will be discussed in further detalil
below, these problems do not cause Schelling to abandon Kant’s concept of autonomy
altogether. The problem just outlined applies to the concept of autonomy only exsofar

it is understood as a theoretical description of all human beings. As was shown én chapt

" Kosch,Freeedom and Reaso®, 6, 16, 43, 65.
8 “The claim that the will is able freely and intmally to choose the immoral over the moral (arclthat
seems to be required if moral wrong is to be imiplefastands in tension with the identification abnality
and rationality upon which Kant’'s argument for tigective validity of the moral laws, and hence the
galidity of the attribution of freedom to human atg rests.” Ibid., 16.

Ibid., 43.
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one, however, for Kant, it is not the individual that is autonomous, but reason itself,

and he holds that we are autonomous insofar as we follow the call of the reason that we
recognize within ourselves. Thus, one of the key insight’s contained in Kant'ptonce
autonomy is that we internally recognize the moral law as binding on us becaaise we
embedded within it by virtue of our reason. We give ourselves the law in the sense that
we are able to recognize the moral law from within due to the fact that vadeaftthe
reason that issues the law. The difference irFteéeitsschriftis that Schelling replaces
reason with the structure of our existence, which is constituted by the straggéeb

evil and the good. Schelling holds that human beings are microcosms of reality,
participating in the full spectrum of existence from the nonbeing from whicleutled

to the divine which brings it forth. As such, our very existence is structured by the
tension of existence that opens up the possibilities of good and evil. We are embedded in
the same structures of existence that constitute all of reality, andpteerge are able to
grasp the cosmic moral struggle in which we partake by virtue of the peesktie

struggle within ourselves. Moreover, as will also be discussed, Schellingamaititat
autonomy understood as the unity of freedom and rectitude remaiesothef human
existence. Before fully addressing these issues, however, we nmiusirfirto a

discussion of Schelling’s understanding of the moral condition of human existence.

Human Beings as Spirit or Personality
The basis for Schelling’s account of spifigis) in theFreiheitsschrift(and also,
therefore, for his analysis of evil) is the triad of ground, existence, and theofinity

ground and existence. As in his writingsNaturphilosophie Schelling imagines that
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this triad repeats itself “exponentially” throughout all of being, leading teasingly

complex forms of life. In th&reiheitsschriff however, Schelling does not offer an
account of the unfolding of the triadic process in nature. That would be the “task of a
comprehensiv@laturphilosophi¢’ whereas thé&reiheitsschriftis primarily concerned
with outlining a philosophy of spirit. Schelling does note, however, that human beings
represent the consummation of the process in nature, since it is only in human beings that
both principles (ground and existence) are raised out of nature to the point where they
become fully manifest for what they are:
If through advancing mutation and division of all forces, the deepest and most
inner point of initial darkness in a being is finally transfigured wholly into the
light, then the will of this same being is indeed, to the extent that it is individua
also a truly particular will, yet, in itself or as tbentrumof all other particular
wills, one with the primal will of understanding, so that now from both a single
whole comes into being. This raising of the deepestruminto light occurs in
none of the creatures visible to us other than man. In man there is the whole
power of the dark principle and at the same time the whole strength of the light.
In him there is the deepest abyss and the loftiest sky orcbatta™®
In all of creation, it is only in human beings that the interplay between thefithle
ground and the will to existence is consciously recognized in its fullness asgtmnte
between the will to self and the will to the universal. In other words, as hunmgys bei
we are consciously aware of ourselves as being constituted by the tensiearbetw
ourselves as particular individuals and our participation in a movement of exigiahce
transcends the self. According to Schelling, it is our self-consciousnéas this
tension that defines us as spirit: “Because he emerges from the Groueat{isety),

man has in relation to God a relatively independent principle in himself; but because

precisely this principle—without it ceasing for that reason to be dark in accerdath

19 Schelling,Essence of Human Freedp8? (7: 363).
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its ground—is transfigured in light, there arises in him something higpieit,”**

Schelling argues that spiritual existence is personal existence. Oumipmyd is
a product of the combination of the two principles of ground and existence within us:
“The principle raised up from the ground of nature whereby man is separate din G
the selfhood in him which, however, through its unity with the ideal principle, becomes
spirit. Selfhoodas such is spirit; or man is spirit as a selfish, particular being (separated
from God)—precisely this connection constitutes persondfityThus, it is by virtue of
our personality that we are free. As spiritual or personal, we are not onlynddepef
God; we also exist on a plane of existence above the necessity that rules oeer natur
“Since selfhood is spirit, however, it is at the same time raised from thHeredganto
what is above the creaturely; it is will that beholds itself in completedreghdeing no
longer an instrument of the productive universal will in nature, but rather above and
outside of all nature®® Human beings are created in nature, but as spirit we also
transcend it; we are above the law of necessity that rules over nature, dnc fedly
decide what will become of us as individuals, i.e., we freely decide the relatios tofd
principles that constitutes our existence as spirit.

Schelling argues that as spirit we are like God. According to his arguneent, w
represent the most divine aspect of creation: “The human will is the seed—hidden in
eternal yearning—of the God who is present still in the ground only; it is the divine

panorama of life, locked up within the depths, which God beheld as he fashioned the will

2 bid., 32 (7: 363).
12 |bid., 33 (7: 364).
13 bid.
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to nature.** Raised to the level of spirit, human beings participate in all the levels of

being just as God contains the whole spectrum of being within himself. But it is
primarily on account of our existence as spirit, as morally free individibalisyve are an
image of God in the world, and this means that we participate in the life of Gatt, “spi
that is, God as existinggcty, reveals itself in the proclaimed word [i.e., in man as spirit
culled from nature]. Insofar as the soul is now the living identity of both principies
spirit; and spirit is in God™® Thus, insofar as we are like God, we exist within the
movement of his existence.

As will be discussed below, this is the point of connection between autonomy and
Schelling’s later thought: whereas for Kant, impersonal reason is the autonomaes sour
of the moral law, for Schelling it is the person or life of God that is the autonomous
source of all that is. Thus, although we are not perfectly autonomous, we live within a
world constituted by God’s autonomy, and we are called to strive toward tbabawt
ourselves. We do not create the moral law, but we know it from within and we are called
to embrace it as our own law. Itis in this sense that Schelling maintairs@wef
intellectual intuition in his appeal to the ancient doctrine that “the philosophespgy
the god outside through the god in himséff.For Schelling, we participate in God'’s
autonomy because we live within it. But Schelling also realizes that our fresdiu®
to our personality and not only our reason, which means that, as free beings, we are
capable of turning away from the universal will. As will be shown in the nexbsent

Schelling’s account, this is the possibility of evil.

bid., 32 (7: 363).
5 |bid., 32 (7: 364).
1% |bid., 10 (7: 337).
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Human Freedom and the Possibility of Evil

Schelling holds that the freedom that constitutes human existence is both the
source of our dignity and the basis for the possibility of our committing evil. e&s fr
personal beings, we are like God, but there is a crucial difference: wapaigle of
upsetting the balance of the principles that constitute our existence aslapBitd, the
principle of the ground is always subordinated to the principle of existence. Majsal
already completely decided in favor of the good. Human beings, by contraatierapt
to subordinate the principle of existence to the principle of the ground: “selfamill ¢
strive to be as a particular will that which it only is through identity with the waver
will.” " Thus, what is always perfectly ordered in God can become disordered in the
human soul. This capacity for rebellion against the right order of the primcsple
Schelling’s definition of evil, and it is our capacity for evil that distingussine from
God: “Were now the identity of both principles in the spirit of man exactly asoldide
as in God, then there would be no distinction, that is, God as spirit would not be revealed.
The same unity that is inseverable in God must therefore be severable in man—and this
the possibility of good and evit® We must decide for ourselves which path we will
take, but the mere possibility of evil opens up a space for God to reveal Himselas
the “divine relation of the principles,” in which the “spirit of love prevails” and \tlie

is in divine form and order*®

7 bid., 33 (7: 365). “For this reason there thuseeges in the will of man a separation of selfhoadiig
become animated by spirit (since spirit is aboweligght) from the light, that is, a dissolutiontbe
principles which are indissoluble in God.”

18 |bid., 33 (7: 364).

¥ bid., 34 (7: 365).
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Thus, we see how the distinction between ground and existence sets the stage

for Schelling’s concept of evil in thereiheitsschrift since he argues that evil is “a

positive perversion or reversal of the principf@shat constitute human nature as spirit.
The proper role of the ground is to be “a carrier and, as it were, receptacle ghtbe hi
principle of light.** The principle of the ground is supposed to act as the basis for the
principle of existence, or, in terms of the human spirit, our individuality is supposed to
act as a vehicle for the realization of the universal-will. In evil, howeuesaf-will is
exalted above the universal-will and the attempt is made to establish ourlka#-the
purpose (rather than the basis) of existence: “The general possibility obmsists...in

the fact that man, instead of making his selfhood into the basis, the instrumentyvean stri
to elevate it into the ruling and total will and, conversely, to make the spiritith w
himself into a means’® As mentioned above, this results in the severing of the
principles that remain united in God. Whereas the principle of existence fansger

over the principle of the ground in God, in human beings, the principle of the ground can
rend itself away from the principle of existence and attempt to stand on its own.

Thus, from the perspective of the whole of reality, evil is possible because
individual parts of the whole (i.e., human beings) can attempt to become the centering
principle of the whole (i.e., God). In other words, evil is not just a passivity or &arega
in Schelling account, but a positive attempt to reverse the right order of the parbgile
constitute human nature. This does not mean, however, that Schelling thinks that evil

exists on its own as an essential being. Rather, he maintains that, althougiogits/a

2 |bid., 35 (7: 366).
2 |bid., 33 (7: 364).
2 |bid., 54 (7: 389).
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force in existence, evil is nevertheless a nonbeing. This is in part tbe feas

idealism’s inability to account for evil: as a purely rational system dbgdphy, it could
not account for the reality of evil because evil only emerges in the movement of
existence. Evil cannot be identified as a part of the whole in the abstract biedaese
not have its own essential reality. Evil is not in the blueprints of reality. al$osmeans
that, since it is ultimately a nonbeing, evil is inherently self-defeatingvil there is the
self-consuming and always annihilating contradiction that it strives to beceakirely
just by annihilating the bond of creaturely existence and, out of overweening pride
[Ubermut to be all things, falls into non-Being™ Although evil is clearly effective in
the world, the end toward which it works is ultimately fruitless.

To illustrate his concept of evil, Schelling follows Franz von Ba&tieho points
to disease as an analogy for evil. Schelling claims that “particulasdiseaerges only
because that which has its freedom or life only so that it may remain in the whase s
to be for itself.?> The key point here is that, like disease, evil cannot exist on its own,
yet it is in some sense a positive or real force in the world. Thus, on the basss of thi
analogy, Schelling argues that the advantage of this concept of evil is thatdtoanta
for evil as a positive force, while also maintaining that it has no essential BAmg.
disease is admittedly nothing having inherent bemchks Wesenhaftggeally only an

apparent picture of life and merely a meteoric appearance of it—aratisnilbetween

3 |bid., 55 (7: 390-1).

4 This connection cannot be pursued in detail HareSchelling’s new view of evil is clearly influeed
by Baader.

% |bid., 35 (7: 366). “An individual body part, kkthe eye, is only possible within the whole of an
organism; nonetheless, it has its own life forlitfsedeed, its own kind of freedom, which it obugly
proves through the disease of which it is capalbed., 18 (7: 346).
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Being and non-Being—yet announces itself nevertheless as somethingal¢oy re

feeling, so it is with evil ®
Schelling claims that his concept of evil is an advance over previous accounts
because it does not undermine the power of evil by reducing it to a privation or a product
of human finitude. As he writes, “All other explanations of evil leave the unddista
and moral consciousness equally dissatisfied. They all rest fundamentétiy
annihilation of evil as a positive opposite and on the reduction of evil to the so-called
malummetaphysicunor the negating concept of the imperfection of creatufesiere
Schelling has Leibniz in mind in particular, although he refers to St. Augustinela
Contrary to Leibniz’s argument that evil is the result of necessary imperfem
creatures, Schelling argues that such a view is
in complete conflict with the actual nature of evil. For the simple reflethiatn
only man, the most complete of all visible creatures, is capable of evil, shows
already that the ground of evil could not in any way lie in lack or deprivation.
The devil, according to the Christian point of view, was not the most limited
creature, but rather the least limited one. Imperfection in the general
metaphysical sense is not the common character of evil, since evil often shows
itself united with an excellence of individual forces, which far more rarely
accompanies the good. The ground of evil must lie, therefore, not only in
something generally positive but rather in that which is most positive in what
nature contains, as is actually the case in our view, since it lies in thesceveal
centrumor primal will of the first ground®
Schelling argues that Leibniz, on the other hand, cannot account for the “positive that
nevertheless must be assumed to exist in evil” because he understands evil as a

metaphysical deficiency. In other words, for Leibniz, finitude itsetiégscause of evil.

Schelling rejects this view, however, because it does not explain the spiritual afatur

% |bid., 35 (7: 366).
27 |bid., 36 (7: 367).
8 |bid., 36-37 (7: 368-9).
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evil: “evil does not come from finitude in itself but from finitude raised up to Being

as a self.®

Drawing on the existential perceptive that he adopts ifti@eitsschrift
Schelling explains that Leibniz’s “manner of explanation arises ggn&rtan the
lifeless concept of the positive according to which only privation can oppdSe it.”
Schelling presents his own view as the vital alternative. The true oppositiongimoithe
“arises from the relation of the whole to the individual, from unity to multiplicity, or
however one wants to express it. The positive is always the whole or unity; thiat whic
opposes unity is severing of the whole, disharmony, ataxia of fotcéghtis, as
suggested above, evil cannot be accounted for in an abstract explanation of reality
because it only emerges in the movement of existence. “The same elemémthiar
severed whole that were in the cohesive whole; that which is material in bothasthe s
(from this perspective, evil is not more limited or worse than the good), but thal form
aspect of the two is totally different” Schelling argues that “dogmatic philosophy”
cannot understand this perspective “because it has no concept of personality, that is, of
self-hood raised to spirit, but rather only the abstract concepts of finite anceififinit
The positive aspect of evil can only be grasped from within the perspectxesteEnce
because it is only in the movement of existence that the reality of evil candecom
manifest. To those who might suggest that Schelling still relies on privatiorl{nane

privation of proper harmony between the two principles), Schelling responds that evi

2 |bid., 38, n. (7: 370).
*|bid., 38 (7: 370).

31 |bid.

2 |bid.

¥ Ibid., 38 (7: 370-1).
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not a privation in his account because “it is not the division of forces that is in itself

disharmony, but rather their false unity that can be called a division only ineati
true unity.”® Thus, “to explain this false unity requires something positive that must thus
necessarily be assumed in evil but will remain inexplicable as long as no roestdrh
is recognized in the independent ground of nattie.”

As Kant attempted to do Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason
Schelling thus accounts for evil as a purely spiritual reality. The possiilevil lies in
the fact that we can decide to make ourselves into the center of exiStémeee morally
responsible for our disposition because it is our choice. But, as Schelling notes, his
analysis so far deals only with the possibility of evil. It has establisiegtdimcept and
possibility of evil,” but not its actuality, which “is in fact the main object instjioa.”®
The guestion that he has yet to address is: how does evil become actual? How is it
possible for us to choose evil over the good? It is one thing to determine what evil would

be; it is another to account for how it ever comes to actually exist in the. widnls is

the question to which Schelling now turns.

The Temptation to Evil

As was discussed above, explaining evil is particularly problematic irotiext
of a Kantian ethics of autonomy because it is not clear how a rationallyesettnining
being could transgress the moral law. As the preceding has shown, Scheiléngsel

that evil as something for which we are morally responsible must be theafesditee

% Ibid., 38 (7: 371).
% Ibid., 39 (7: 371).
% |bid., 40 (7: 373).
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(or spiritual) choice, and yet to choose evil would be irrational and, therefore,

contradict autonomy understood as rational self-determination. This is thenptbllke
Schelling must address in order to account for the reality of evil. How does evil a
purely spiritual phenomenon, i.e., as something that we can be held responsible for, come
into existence? As the analysis that follows will show, Schelling ultigneéanot
explain how or why one individual chooses to be good and another chooses to be evil.
He can only maintain that, from the perspective of existence, it is evident that we
responsible for who are. This inability to explain the choice for evil is nolagain
Schelling’s part, however, since it actually confirms our freedom: if we weeg@bl
explain why some individuals choose evil, then their choice would not be free.
Moreover, Schelling’s meditation unfolds the structure of the moral condition in which
we live. We cannot fully understand that condition theoretically, but, as Schelling,show
we know it practically from within.

Before considering how particular individuals choose to commit evil, Saelli
investigates the more fundamental question of how it is that evil emerges thihi
world in the first place: “what needs to be explained is not, for instance, how evil
becomes actual in individuals, but rather its universal activity or how it wasoaimeak
out of creation as an unmistakably general principle everywhere locked in stitpgle
the good.®” Evil is not a principle of being in the same way that the good is, but it is
nevertheless present as a force at work in the world. How did it come to be so?
According to Schelling, these questions must be answered before turning to ti@quest

of how particular individuals come to choose evil over good: only after we grasp how

¥ Ibid.
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evil emerges in the world as an actual choice can we attempt to underbtand w

individual human beings sometimes choose it over the good.

Schelling claims that in order for evil to ever emerge in the world, “tinerst be
a general ground of solicitation, of temptation to e¥ilénd he argues that such a
temptation arises with the process of creation itself. As he writese‘ithageneralevil
which, if not exactly of the beginning, is first awoken in the original rexaiaif God by
the reaction of the ground; a general evil which, though it never becomes real, yet
continually strives toward that en&f”This general evil results from the will of the
ground, which by its very nature resists the universal-will of God. “God’ssidi
universalize everything, to raise everything up toward unity with the lighteqr ike
there; the will of the ground, however, is to particularize everything or make it
creaturely.”® Although the will of the ground inherently strives to maintain itself against
the universal will, however, Schelling denies that this temptation to evil coomesah
“evil fundamental being [Grundwesen[-" Referring to the distinction between the
principles of ground and existence, Schelling claims that “The precediagtierfis
clarify in which sense, nonetheless, one could say of the irrational principlergssis
the understanding or unity and order without supposing it to beiliundamental being
on that account® The principle of the ground is by nature the self-will in which the
universal-will manifests itself. Thus, the principle of the ground “resiktsptinciple of

the universal, but it is not therefore evil in itself, for evil is the positive ral’efghe two

8 |bid., 41 (7: 374).
% |bid., 47 (7: 380-1).
“Olbid., 47 (7: 381).
“L|bid., 41 (7: 374).
*2 |bid.
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principles. “The initial fundamental being [i.e., the principle of the ground] can never

be evil in itself because there is no duality of principles iffitSelf-will in itself is not

evil, for evil only emerges when self-will is elevated above its proper place whible.
Nevertheless, Schelling claims that the very structure of our existezaies a

temptation to evil. We are created to choose the good, but we are born into a situation in

which evil is already a possibility for us because the ground—our individuality—

necessarily carries with it the temptation to make oneself into the cembestEnce. As

Schelling explains, “If...evil already has been aroused in the firsi@neaind through

the ground’s being-active-for-itself was developed finally into a ggpemnciple, then a

natural propensityHang of man to do evil seems to be explicable on that basis because

the disorder of forces engaged by awakening of self-will in creaturesiglre

communicates itself to them at birth."Our very existence in a sense beckons us to evil.

Our personal existence, that is, our existence as individuals, seems to beg¢drbgtthe

unity of the universal will: “The connection of the general will with a particwidnn

man seems already in itself a contradiction, the unification of which isuflifficiot

impossible.** As Schelling explains: “the will reacts necessarily against freeddimaa

which is above the creaturely and awakes in freedom the appetite for wieatis ey

just as he who is seized by dizziness on a high and steep summit seems to be beckoned to

plunge downward by a hidden voice; or, according to the ancient legend, the irresistible

song of the sirens reverberates from the depths in order to drag the paksingtcsdhe

“3Ibid., 42 (7: 375).
* |bid., 47 (7: 381).
*® |bid.
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maelstrom.*® In other words, from the moment of our creation, we feel the

temptation to evil; we are by our very essence caught in a moral struggéebeyood
and evil.

Thus, there is no evil principle in itself, but our existence is so constituted that we
cannot avoid the choice between good and evil. The process of existence isralways
motion, and we cannot sit on the sidelines. We have no choice but to decide which side
we are on. Indecision is itself a decision. If we do not choose to move beyond ourselves
and pursue the universal-will, then we choose by default to make ourselves thefcenter o
existence. As Schelling writes, “Man is placed on that summit wheresha hanself
the source of self-movement toward good or evil in equal portions: the bond of principles
in him is not a necessary but rather a free one. Man stands on the threshold
[Scheidepunktwhatever he chooses, it will be his act: but he cannot remain undecided
because God must necessarily reveal himself and because nothingratrethaa

n471

ambiguous in creation.” But how do we choose? Why do some individuals give into

the temptation to evil, while others do not?

Freedom as the Choice Between Good and Evil

Freedom as choice must be accounted for because moral responsibility depends
on our ability to choose between good and evil. Schelling argues, however, that
understanding freedom as choice is problematic, since, as it is commonly understood,
choice appears to be either arbitrary or compelled. On the one hand, if freedosm me

the ability to choose between two alternatives, but without any motivatingnrehen it

“® Ibid.
" Ibid.
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is simply reduced to arbitrariness. Schelling rejects this option becasis®fit

consistent with a rational view of the world: “contingency is impossible; iestst
reason as well as the necessary unity of the whole; and, if freedom is to be saved by
nothing other than the complete contingency of actions, then it is not to be save&at all.”
On the other hand, if our choices are compelled by external forces, then wbjact t®
determinism and there is no freedom. Here Schelling is following Kant, who iSghell
believes has already shown “with complete justification” that any emapatzount of
freedom must in fact be deterministic, for “all actions” are “deterchinge
representations or other causes that lie in the past and that no longer remmaiowwit
power during the action itself® Is there a way to understand the formal aspect of
freedom without suggesting that our choices are either arbitrary or ted¥&taying
true to moral experience, Schelling holds that our freedom must somehow overcome thi
dilemma, so that moral responsibility is maintained.

Schelling argues that the answer is to see that an account of freedom must
transcend the level of empirical choice. Freedom is precisely that winobtdaze
contained within the empirical world, and, therefore, it cannot be reduced to empirica
choice. Thus, both of the explanations of choice just outlined are insufficient because
they remain within the empirical (or theoretical) perspective. Thetofeecognize that
we are free because we act according to an internal law that transcecaissddenatrix
of the empirical world. “For both, that higher necessity remains unknown which is

equidistant from contingency and from compulsion or external determination, which is,

“8 |bid., 48-49 (7: 382). This statement offers aaraple of how far Schelling remains in the
Freiheitsschriftrom the sort of irrationalism that is sometimésilauted to his later thought.
9 Ibid., 49 (7: 383).
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rather, an inner necessity springing from the essence of the activigiradlitself.”°

This “inner necessity,” Schelling argues, is the essence of our chidhadtbecomes
manifest to us via the choices we make during the course of our finite exist@nrce
freedom is in our “intelligible being,” which is “an absolute unity that mustydwa
already exist fully and complete so that particular action or detetionimaay be

possible in it.*! It is not the empirical choices we make that define who we are, but,
rather, it is who we are that determines the empirical choices we makecoGld say
that our empirical existence is the temporal acting out of who we are ingtend it is
this eternal character that is the source of our freedom. As Schelling pineeitiction
follows immediately from the intelligible aspect of mah. Thus, our freedom is the fact
that in the empirical world we act only according to our intelligible being, and not
according to the forces around us that determine the natural world. “Forvkatiacts
only in accord with the laws of its own being and is determined by nothing else rither i
or outside itself*

Schelling notes that thus far he is still following the position discoveredahy K
and elaborated in the early idealism of Fichte and Schelling himsel&li8deactually
first raised the doctrine of freedom to that very region where it is alone doemgible.
According to idealism, the intelligible being of every thing and espgg@éiman is
outside all causal connectedness as it is outside or above alPtirAs.has already been

mentioned, however, Schelling realizes in neiheitsschriftthat the idealist concept of

0 |bid., 49 (7: 384).
L |bid., 49 (7: 383).
*2 |bid.

%3 |bid., 50 (7: 384).
** Ibid., 49 (7: 383).
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freedom is incomplete because it cannot account for moral evil. At this gtage

problem manifests itself as the question of how we acquire our intelligible. bemgve
choose it or is it given to us? The first option reintroduces the problems that angompa
arbitrary choice: to argue that “the intelligible being should determiek st of pure,
utter indeterminacy without any reason leads back to the system of equilibritee of
will.” > The second option, however, compromises our moral responsibility: if we do not
choose to be who we are, and who we are determines what we do, then we cannot be held
responsible for our actions.

In the face of this contraction, Schelling argues that both views are trfuee as
beings, we are responsible for who we are, and yet we could not be any other way than as
we are: “intelligible being can, as certainly as it acts as such fmedlabsolutely, just as
certainly act only in accordance with its own inner nature; or action can folboav fr
within only in accordance with the law of identity and with absolute necessityrwhic
alone is also absolute freedoi.’'Ultimately, freedom and necessity are tied, but this
does not mean that we are subject to determinism because the necessity ahitivevhi
act is of a different kind than the mechanistic causality of the empiraréd w
“individual action results from the inner necessity of a free being and, acdgrdiom
necessity itself,” but this “must not be confused, as still happens, with empicesisitg
based on compulsiori” Our intelligible being is not governed by a lifeless law that is
imposed upon us: “were this being a dead sort of Ba&imgtptes Seijnand a merely

given one with respect to man, then, because all action resulting from it could do so only

%5 |bid., 49 (7: 384).
%% |bid., 50 (7: 384).
> Ibid.
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with necessity, responsibility and all freedom would be abolisffed@tus, this is

one sense in which Schelling maintains something of the Kantian concept of autonomy
insofar as he argues that we freely determine ourselves in a positivd inaglifference
in theFreiheitsschriftis that Schelling recognizes that we do not always determine
ourselves rationally, or in accordance with the universal-will, and, theréfemust
concede that we are not descriptively autonomous in the fullest sense of the term
Although he maintains that we freely choose who we are, Schelling also holds
that the freedom of each individual can only play out in one way, since our character
necessarily determines our empirical actions: “Here lies the poirftieth wecessity and
freedom must be unified if they are at all capable of unificafforiThis means that even
though we must be as we are, we must also be responsible for who we are. Thus,
Schelling claims that “precisely this inner necessity is itsedfdfoen; the essence of man
is fundamentallyhis own actnecessity and freedom are in one another as one la#ing [
Wesehthat appears as one or the other only when considered from different sides, in
itself freedom, formally necessity™ The conflict that this causes in thought is evident.
On the one hand, we must be eternally determined as who we are: “In order to be able to
determine itself, [an intelligible being] would already have to be detexnin itself,
admittedly not from outside, which contradicts its nature, also not from inside through
some sort of merely contingent or empirical necessity since all thipgtfobological as

well as the physical) is subordinate to it; but rather it would have to be its detgoni

*8 |bid., 50 (7: 385).
% bid.
% |bid.
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itself as its essence, that is, as its own nafiirédh the other hand, we must

understand ourselves as having chosen who we are: “Man is in the initial creation, as
shown, an undecided being...only man himself can de&fdéibw this mystery is
possible is beyond the range of theoretical reason, yet Schelling maihtdingetknow

it to be true from the perspective of our existence.

Indeed, Schelling’s position only makes sense from within the existential
perspective that he adopts in #reiheitsschrift There is no theoretical argument that
would prove the unity of freedom and necessity in this eternal act by which each
individual determines him- or herself. It is at this point that we reach thepexeoé
Schelling’s inquiry into the essence of human freedom. Schelling’s whole inquvgsarr
at the recognition that the moral condition of human existence reveals more to us about
the meaning of reality than what can be grasped theoretically. Thus, we khoetba
is an “undeniable necessity of all actions,” and that no one is “arbitrarily acdigent
good or evil,” yet also that each man’s actions are done “in accordance with and not

.52 We all sense that we could not be other than who we are, and yet we

against his wil
know that we are responsible. Freedom and necessity coincide in us, and yet this is not a
restriction of our freedom or the moral responsibility that it confers upon usadetc

fully grasp the moral condition of our existence, and yet we know it because we live

within it. As Schelling explains,

® |bid., 49-50 (7: 384).

®2|bid., 51 (7: 385). There is an interesting platdletween Schelling reflections and the Myth ofEthe
end of Plato'RRepubli¢ in which Socrates suggests mythically that wesaraehow responsible for
choosing the lives that we lead in the finite workloth Plato and Schelling seem to be struggling t
articulate an existential reality that cannot bptaeged in thought and yet cannot be denied.

% Ibid., 51 (7: 386). Schelling offers Judas agsample: “That Judas became a betrayer of Chegher
he nor any other creature could change, and nelesth he betrayed Christ not under compulsion but
willingly and with complete freedom.” lbid.
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This sort of free act [i.e., the original act by which we freely will our

individual essence], which becomes necessary, admittedly cannot appear in

consciousness to the degree the latter is merely self-awareness andainly ide

since it precedes consciousness just as it precedes essence, indgeakddicsls

it; but, for that reason, this is no act of which no consciousness at all remains in

man since anyone, for instance, who in order to excuse a wrong action, says

‘that’s just the way | am’ is surely aware that he is like he is througguhit, as

much as he is right that it was impossible for him to act otheftise.

Although we are not conscious of how it is that we are responsible for our crgraete
nevertheless are able to sense our responsibility. This means, of coursanthslylt
Schelling’s explanation of how evil becomes actual is in the usual sense no explanation a
all, for freedom as the possibility of good and evil is precisely that which cannot be
explained. Yet this does not render his efforts inRiegheitsschriftfutile, for the

philosophical pursuit of the question has illuminated the existential reality it wi@c

live. For Schelling, the fruits of philosophy are no longer the capturing of edhofy

within a system; rather, they are the meaning that emerges frbm e movement of
existence itself.

Thus, to think of human beings as undecided between good and evil and to debate
how each individual chooses one or the other is to step outside of the existential
perspective. It is to think of good and evil as if they were objects external to our
existence. But our existence is within the possibilities of good and evil, andpteeref
we always partake of them in some combination. Thus, Schelling speaks of aal“eter
act contemporaneous with creation that institutes the being of man its@lfére is no

temporal sequence by which we determine ourselves: “as man acts here sadted he

from eternity and already in the beginning of creation. His action do&®oomejust

% |bid., 51-52 (7: 386).
% Ibid., 52 (7: 387).
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as he himself does nbecomeas a moral being, but rather it is eternal by nattfre.”

We are not beings with a moral nature or a will; rather, we are our morat aaiimvill.
Human character is not a predicate or an attribute; instead it is our eséénaee by
our very nature involved in the choice for good or evil; we cannot remain indifferent and
each of us has made his or her choice. Thus questions as to why one person seems
destined for blessedness and another for damnation need no longer be enteRained: “
the question presupposes that man is not initially action and act and that he asah spirit
being has a Being which is prior to, and independent of, his will, which, as has been
shown, is impossible®* As human beings, we are our will: we are what we have chosen,
even though we cannot grasp how or why we have chosen to be what we are.

Lacking theoretical arguments to illustrate this point, Schelling tortiset
evidence of experience. With these questions we reach the core of Schetiemyfst &0
grapple with the problem of freedom in theeiheitsschriff and, in order to understand
his position, we must follow Schelling into the existential perspective thatinaies the
problem from within®® This is because the conflict between necessity and freedom is a
problem in thought, but it dissolves when viewed from the perspective of existence. Thus
the unity of freedom and necessity of which Shelling speaks in these passages does not
mean that we are somehow determined or compelled by external forcest, Ratbe

simply registering the existential reality that constitutes gistence: “As

% |bid., 52-53 (7: 387-8). Schelling really only ésees one possible objection to his theory: it seem
leave no possibility for moral conversion. If wariscendentally determine ourselves from etertfign
how is it possible for empirical individuals to cige their ways? Schelling’s answer is that the ioflea
conversion applies to the empirical view of humaimgs, but to the transcendental view of their reatun
other words, it is possible for an individual tawert from evil to good in the course of his or ey, but
this is simply the eventual manifestation of thaie transcendental choice for good. Ibid., 53:4389).
%7 Ibid., 53 (7: 388).

% Walsh,Modern Philosophical Revolutioi48-49.
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incomprehensible as this idea may appear to conventional ways of thinkingsthere i

indeed in each man a feeling in accord with it as if he had been what he is already from
all eternity and had by no means become so first in tfth&@hus, there is an “undeniable
necessity of all actions,” and no one is “arbitrarily or by accident good gr yatileach
man’s actions are done “in accordance with and not against his Wills’an example,
Schelling suggests that “anyone...who in order to excuse a wrong actiornthsdggust

the way | am’ is surely aware that he is like he is through his own guiltuels as he is

right that it was impossible for him to act otherwidk.Schelling also raises the example

of someone who from childhood on “shows a propensigni to evil,”?

and yet is
considered free to determine his or her own actions. Each of us experiencesdsmself
free, and yet we have a particular character. Schelling is suggestimgethaust be who
we are, but also that we are free because we are exactly that.

What is interesting here is that, since Schelling cannot offer a thebptof of
his position, he appeals to the realm of experience in order to confirm his position. This
points to the later distinction that Schelling would draw between negative and positive
philosophy. Schelling would come to recognize that since thought cannot explain the
whole of reality we must turn to the empirical course of history in order to teistra pr
(i.e., negative) accounts of reality. Philosophy thus becomes an ongoing prooflthat wi
only end when history itself comes to a close. Although these developments in

Schelling’s thought did not take place when he wrotd-teéeitsschriff their seed is

present in his turn to a philosophy of history as evidence for the coherence of his

% Schelling,Essence of Human Freedpfi (7: 386).
1pid.

" Ibid., 52 (7: 386).

2 bid.
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position. With this move we turn to a consideration of Schelling’s attempt to explain

his analysis of freedom leads to and fits within his historical and metaphgsocants

of the whole.

Schelling’s Philosophy of History

Schelling turns to the philosophy of history in order to show that his account of
human freedom is true. He holds that the course of history is defined by the changing
relationship between God and human beffigghis dynamic is a moral-spiritual one:
history is constituted by a battle between good and evil, between that which tuang tow
God and that which turns away from him, of which we partake by necessity. Schelling’s
account of history arises particularly in the context of his attempt to understamalyot
why there is the possibility of evil in the world at all, but also how it has become an
actual force in reality. This has already been discussed in the section abbge on t
temptation to evil, but Schelling’s discussion of the issue also leads to his account of
history as being constituted by human participation in the progressive revelaGou of
in history. In this context, Schelling points out that individual battles between good and
evil have cosmic significance: through our choices for good or evil we help or hinder the
movement of creation back towards reconciliation with God as the sourtel @swaf
creation. Thus, by virtue of our freedom, we participate in a movement of erisiteric
is greater than ourselves. As Schelling writes, “given how man is iorizatied, it is not

he himself but rather the good or evil spirit in him that attsifi his philosophy of

3 In his later lectures on the philosophy of myttgyloSchelling will say that man is by nature thedGo
positing being.
" Ibid., 54 (7: 389).
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history, Schelling attempts to show that the empirical course of history feect

been determined by the ongoing struggle between good and evil and God’s progressive
self-revelation of himself to human beings as pure goodness and love.

At the same time, Schelling’s philosophy of history is an attempt to iltegtra
veracity of his claim that evil (or at least its possibility) must in somsesbe a
necessary component of creation. As Schelling writes, “Since it [svifjdeniably real,
at least as general opposite, there can indeed be no doubt from the outset that it was
necessary for the revelation of Gdd.’Schelling thinks that, in order for God to become
manifest to us, he must reveal himself in contrast to that which is unlike him—otherwis
he would not be distinguishable from everything else. Thus, as discussed above,
Schelling argues that human beings have the capacity to be like God, but \ge a a
fully decided in favor of the good: “For, if God as spirit is the inseverable unigtof
principles, and this same unity is only real in the spirit of man, then, if the peseigre
just as indissoluble in him as in God, man would not be distinguishable from God at all;
he would disappear in God, and there would be no revelation and motility of love. [...]
Were there no severing of principles, unity could not prove its omnipotence; were ther
no discord, love could not become reairklich].””® God would not be revealed to us as
morally perfect if we did not live in the tension between good and evil. Moreover, it is
from within our own struggle against the temptation to evil that we are ablagp God
as thetelosof our moral striving. Only in contrast to the tension between good and evil
in which we exist does God become manifest to us as the source of goodness and love

that overcomes all evil.

> Ibid., 41 (7: 373).
8 Ibid.
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Schelling argues that the possibility of evil thus opens a space into which God

can appear as pure love. All of creation emerges within this tension betwegh tifie
the ground and the will of love, and neither can exist without the other. “This Iéiting t
ground be active is the only conceivable concept of permission that in the uswalaefer
to man is completely unacceptablé.The relationship is entirely dialectical: without the
ground, there would be no movement and thus no life. God, as pure love, is the
permanent overcoming of the will of the ground, but this does not mean that he abolishes
it. Without the ground there could be no love because love is by definition the decision to
go beyond the ground, the decision to sacrifice one’s selfhood in favor of the universal
will beyond it. This is the choice we must make, and to make no choice is to choose evil
because we are already caught up in the movement of existence. Theresimgo re
point, no sideline from which to watch the movement of existence. Our existence is our
choice, and since we are by nature tempted to evil, that is the direction in whicgh we w
unwittingly turn if we do not strive to submit ourselves to the will of God. The
temptation to evil, however, creates the opportunity to turn away form it: “Ttéityis
the will of the ground already arouses the self-will of creatures in theri@éatian, so
that when spirit now appears as the will of love, the latter finds somethisangésn
which it can realize itself”® God as pure love can only manifest himself to beings
whose freedom is the capacity for good and evil because it is only in contrasthatevi
we can see and understand the significance of God as the purest love.

Schelling’s sketch of a philosophy of history in #reiheitsschriftis designed to

show that all of this is in fact underlies the course of history. His accountladtuiéds

" Ibid., 42 (7: 375).
8 |bid.
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on his explanation of nature, in which Schelling claims that “The sight of natare as

whole convinces us that this arousal has occurred by which means alone aditlife fir
reached the final degree of distinctiveness and definitefiés3chelling’s point is that
nature too is alive, that it participates in the struggle between ground arehesjsand

that it is not merely governed by mechanical necessity. As he writes,iffational and
contingent, which show themselves to be bound to that which is necessary in the
formation of beings, especially the organic ones, prove that it is not meyebnaetric
necessity that has been active here, but rather that freedom, spirit anil setf-evalso

in play.”® The tension between ground and existence, as the principle movement of
being, runs all the way up from nature, through man, and to God. All of being is caught
up in the same movement of existence, although on different fév&lsus, the reality of

evil is evident not only in history, but throughout creation, although it only appears as
evil in human beings: “Evil...announces itself in nature only through its effects; it ca
itself break through only in its immediate appearance at the endpoirig] of

nature.®® Evil emerges as evil only in the realm of history. Nevertheless, thetitiaé
ground and existence leads to parallel developments in nature and history, and the course
of history is just a further development of what has already happened in nature: “The
birth of spirit is the realm of history as the birth of light is the realm afreatThe same
periods of creation which are in the latter are also in the former; and oneiketies$

and explanation of the other.”

As with his account of nature in tReeiheitsschriff Schelling offers only a few

bid., 42-43 (7: 376).

8 |bid., 43 (7: 376).

8 This is the insight that Schelling attempts tacatate in hisPotenzenlehre
8 |bid., 43-44 (7: 377).
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cursory details concerning the course of history, but the outline he provides if enoug

to indicate how he understands its course. Schelling suggests that history begimein a
before the arousal of evil. Just “as the undivided power of the initial ground comes to be
recognized only in man as the inner aspect (bagisrdrun) of an individual, so in

history as well evil at first remains latent in the ground, and an era of innocence or
unconsciousness about sin precedes the era of guilt arft} ditethen posits an era in

which the divine aspect contained in nature rules over history. This corresponds to the
period of mythological religion: “the time of the presiding gods and heroes or the
omnipotence of nature in which the ground showed what for itself it had the capacity to
do. At that time understanding and wisdom came to men only from the depths; the power
of oracles flowing forth from the earth led and shaped their lives; all divinesfofdbe

ground dominated the earth and sat as powerful princes on secure tfifoAesdrding

to Schelling, this world reaches its full expression when “the principle dotihe

ground finally emerged as a world-conquering principle to subordinate everjohin

itself and establish a stable and enduring world empir&his world could not sustain

itself, however, because the ground cannot sustain its own existence: “Becauser,howeve
the being of the ground can never generate for itself true and complete ungtydimes

the time when all this magnificence dissolves and, as if by a terrikleesis, the

beautiful body of the previous world collapses and chaos finally emerges once®gain.”
The mythological era of history is then overcome by a decisive developm&hich

good and evil finally manifest themselves on a completely spiritual levehaistiney

8 |bid., 44-45 (7: 378).
8 Ibid., 45 (7: 379).

& |bid.

% Ibid., 45 (7: 3379).
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have been all along: “only in connection with the decisive emergence of the good,

does evil also emerge quite decisively and as itatdidjese$ (not as if it only first arose
then, but rather because the opposition is now first given in which it alone can appear
complete and as sucH)’” Presumably Schelling is here referring to the emergence of
human knowledge of the one true God, and only in connection with God’s self-revelation
as the purest good does evil finally become manifest as the turning awaydtbnAG

this point it becomes clear that the cosmic struggle between good and evil iniBistor
constituted by the innumerable personal struggles of individual human beings. In this
context, Christ enters into history as God’s decisive move against the egirihes to

pull creation away from him. As Schelling writes, “in order to counter personal and
spiritual evil, the light of the spirit in fact appears likewise in the shapdofran

person and as a mediator in order to reestablish the rapport between God and treation a
the highest level. For only what is personal can heal what is personal, and God must
become man so that man may return to G8dChrist thus marks the beginning of the

path towards the eventual reconciliation of God and creation through human beings.

As noted above, Schelling’s philosophy of history emerges out of his attempt to
show the reality of evil. The reality of evil cannot be proven theoreticaltgni only be
known intuitively and demonstrated empirically, and thus it is our own freedom
understood as the capacity for good and evil that enables us to understand that

demonstration. Schelling thus traces the course of history through the lens obhistac

8 |bid., 46 (7: 379-80).

8 |bid., 46 (7: 380). “For, just as selfhood in evild made the light or the word its own and fot teason
appears precisely as a higher ground of darknesapust the word spoken in the world in opposition t
evil assume humanity or selfhood and become per#isaH. This occurs alone through revelationthe
most definitive meaning of the word.” Ibid., 44 @77). Referring to Christ, Schelling claims thhaéfe
too the highest summit of revelation is man, batdhchetypaldrbildlich] and divine man who was with
God in the beginning and in whom all other thingd anan himself are created.” Ibid.
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of how evil is possible and attempts to show that history is indeed playing itself out in

accordance with the tension between the principles of ground and existence. Although
Schelling’s account of history in th&eiheitsschriftis only very cursory, in later works,
beginning with the oft-drafted but never publisigdltalter (Ages of the Worldand
culminating in his late lectures on the philosophy of mythology and revelation,iSghell
would repeatedly attempt to offer a more detailed account of the hisjanocass. In the
Freiheitsschrift however, Schelling offers only this brief sketch and then turns to the
guestion of the coherence of reality. The questions that remains outstandindna: if w
Schelling claims is true, how does it make sense that the world is the wayAg is?
Schelling would continually ask throughout his career, if the world must include evil,

then why is there something and not nothing?

The Moral Coherence of the Whole

Schelling’s turn to the question of the coherence of the whole indicates that he
does not abandon the question of system ifrtbineitsschrift He does, however,
reconceptualize it. The question of how human freedom as the capacity for good and evil
fits within the whole of reality remains an important one for Schelling, but now, from
within the existential perspective that he adopts irFtieéheitsschrift the theoretical
gives way to the ethical and the question of the coherence of the whole becomes a
guestion of its moral coherence. This is why the question of system now takes on the
form of a theodicy in Schelling’s thought. As in Schelling’s previous works, the goesti
of system remains the “highest question of this investigation,” but, wherease hefias

merely a matter of developing a theoretically rational blueprint ottyeabw it is the
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question of God’s relationship to the world “as a moral befigrhe question that

demands an answer is “how, given the fact of evélden des Bosgns God to be
justified?”®® In other words, how can we be sure that truth and goodness rule over
creation despite the undeniable existence of evil?

The question of system could not take the form of a moral inquiry in a purely
rational system (including Schelling’s own earlier philosophy) because thes
philosophical accounts do not understand the existence of the world as a free aral creat
act on the part of God. They remain within the theoretical mode that treatstiéna &f
the world as an object, and they attempt to explain the world from a perspectide outs
of it. Since they remain on the outside looking in, however, these systems can only
explain the creation of the world in terms of cause and effect: “If God were for us a
merely logical abstraction, then everything would have to proceed from him withllog
necessity as wel®® From this perspective, there is no moral question, since there is no
existential freedom, but only mechanical necessity. Thus, the purely rateeshot
enable the philosopher to grasp properly the implications of the realizatiorethat fr
action is the source of everything. That is, pure reason in its theoretical med®tioe
grasp the heart of existence as moral.

But now, in theFreiheitsschrift the moral is recognized as the highest mode of
explanation because God (i.e., the Absolute) is recognized as “the highest grsonal
This means that God is not simply an abstract principle; rather, he is ting ‘Uinity of

forces” in which ground and existence “completely saturate one anotheredma ane

8 |bid., 58 (7: 394).
% |bid.
! |bid.
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being.” As such, he is “spirit in the eminent and absolute understarfdirigdm the

perspective of existence, personality is the highest form of existence garahnot think
of the system of reality as being governed by anything less. As thetlyeofelered
union of the two principles that underlie all of existence, God is the highest niatioies
of spirit, and, as such, he is the exemplar of personhood toward which we strive in the
struggle between good and evil. Thus, reality does not unfold mechanistically from a
merely rational principle as it seemed to in Schelling’s earlier mgstdrather, since God
is personal, he rules over existence as a pérashich means that he freely decides to
create the world: “creation is not an occurrence but arradiibreover, Schelling
maintains that “the act of self-revelation was free in the sense thaha#quences of it
were foreseen by God>and, therefore, his decision nevertheless to create the world
having foreseen its consequences “completes the concept of revelation asas@rsti
morally free act.* God stands in relation to creation as a moral being, since he freely
and deliberately chooses to create the world as it is.

This does not mean, however, that God chose to create this world from among an
infinite variety of possible worlds. Schelling rejects the “best of all passibllds” type
arguments, since to suggest that God could have created any world that islabstract

possible is beneath God, “in whom disregard for his essence or perfectiorneandt

2 |bid., 59 (7: 395).

9 Just as things are not contained within God adegrib a static concept of immanence, it is algodhse
that creation does not flow from God accordinglisteact and necessary laws. The existence of okl w
cannot be explained by reason, for it is the prditmm of the existence of reason. Moreover, deding
has repeatedly stressed throughoutRietheitsschriff there is more to existence than what can be meghtu
within reason. “The whole of nature tells us ftihé no way exists by virtue of a merely geomettic
necessity; in it there is not simply pure reasongausonality and spirit.” Ibid.

 |bid., 59-60 (7: 396-7).

% Ibid., 60 (7: 397).

% Ibid.
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be thought.*” Thus, this is an unacceptable view of how God chose to create the

world because it suggests that God could have chosen to create another world, whereas
“God according to his perfection can only will one thitfgind “there is only one
possible world as there is only one G8d.Thus, Schelling denies that God arbitrarily
chooses to create the world as it is.

But in what sense can it be said that God, whose essence is freedom, is@ubject t
necessity? At this point Schelling elaborates the core insight feifeeitsschrift
concerning the tension between necessity and freedom: the necessity thateules
creation is not the mechanical necessity of a Newtonian world, but the moraityeaks
God’s essence. God is not compelled to do anything because he is not subject to any law
or force outside of himself. God is a law unto himself, or, in other words, he is perfectly
autonomous. Consequently, insofar as it can be said that something is necessary for God,
we must understand it as moral necessity emanating from his person. Am§chell
writes, “the action of revelation in God is necessary only morally or in regambtingss
and love.*® This is why it cannot be said that God deliberated about what sort of world
to create: “just as soon as the closer determination of a moral necesddgds the
proposition is utterly undeniable: that everything proceeds from the divine matire
absolute necessity, that everything which is possible by virtue of this mahistealso be
actual, and what is not actual also must be morally impossfBléSod is bound by

nothing other than himself, but he is bound by who he is.

Ibid., 62 (7: 398).
% |bid.
% |bid.
19 pid., 60 (7: 397).
11 bid., 61 (7: 398).
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This is Schelling’s decisive insight into the personal nature of God’s

relationship to the world. God alone is perfectly autonomous for it is only in God that
freedom and necessity cohere absolutely, and it is from the law of God’s geattret
laws of existence follow: “There are no results from general lawgnabod, that is, the
person of God, is the general law, and everything that happens, happens by virtue of the
personality of God, not according to some abstract necessityéliaiacting would not
tolerate, to say nothing of God®® The world does not flow forth according to a series of
necessary laws, but according to the self-given laws of God's free &ttiGud’s
autonomy is not denied by the moral necessity of his actions because God Isitineelf i
source of that necessity. Thus, Schelling claims, “Spinozism is by no nmezmeri
because of the claim that there is such an unshakable necessity in God, but ratlser bec
it takes this necessity to be impersonal and inanintte.”

This demonstrates why it is therefore not quite adequate to suggest that Schelling
has a voluntaristic conception of GBA. This foments the anxieties and doubts
associated with the voluntaristic positions found for instance in medieval nominkiis
this anxiety is nowhere to be found in Schelling’s account. Although God is not bound
by an abstract or mechanical necessity, he is not therefore arbifregge is nothing

external to God constraining his action, but we can trust in the order of his personhood,

192 |pid., 60 (7: 396).

193 Here Schelling cites with approval Leibniz’s “rgeition of laws of nature as morally, but not
geometrically, necessary, and just as little aabjtf Ibid. Schelling does not countenance tltaede
associated with the voluntarism of medieval nonimalbecause he has a moral conception of GodheAt t
core of Schelling’s account is a sense of tru§au. The order of the world is held in place bydGo
personal relationship to the world. “The highasvsg of the dynamic mode of explanation is nathi

else than this reduction of natural laws to mirmdritsand will.” Ibid. That Schelling could stithake this
statement reveals the degree to which he is stillchted to the program of idealism in 1809.

194 1pid., 61 (7: 397).

195 As Kosch,Freedom and Reaspf13 does, for instance.
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formed as it is by pure goodness. This is why our relationship to the divine order of

the cosmos is explained so well, if only metaphorically, by reference tolatiemship of
love. Love depends on trust and just as lovers can be consumed by jealously and anxiety
when that trust is threatened or broken, so can we be driven to despair when we have lost
trust in God. But, for Schelling, there is no reason not to trust in the divine order of the
cosmos. God is the most perfect person and if ever there was a person to be trusted, it is
God!® As Schelling writes, “if God is essentially love and goodness, then what is
morally necessary in him also follows with a truly metaphysical nig&d¥ There is
no arbitrary choice by God when he creates the world. There is no better possitle w
that he could have created. To suggest either of these possibilities is to d&nlyeBuyl
who he is.

It is in this way that Schelling’s position points to the resolution of the segmingl
endless debate concerning the question of whether the will or reason has priority i
Kant’'s concept of autonomy. Schelling’s analysis reveals that this Bty guestion
because it only arises when autonomy is approached from a perspective outside of
autonomy. But autonomy is not an object to be approached from the outside, since the
whole point of autonomy is that it is a knowing from within. Autonomy can only be
known by living it out (which explains the ongoing difficulties associated wigmgdting
to define autonomy theoretically as self-legislation). It is the ioedair existential
condition in which we live, and, as such, it can only be understood from within. We
recognize the autonomy of God because we are like God, although only in a limited way:

we give the law of our essence to ourselves but ours is an imperfect autonomg becaus

1% 5chelling develops this insight in his later wakough his critique of the ontological argument.
197 3chelling,Essence of Human Freedp6i (7: 397).
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although we know the law from within, we can determine ourselves against it. Thus,

we are autonomous in the sense that, like God, we are not subject to a law that imposes
upon the will from the outside, since we know God’s law from within by virtue of our
participation in his spirit. Unlike God, however, we are not perfectly autonomous
because we have the capacity to determine ourselves against the law.

Returning to the question of the order of the whole, as these reflections suggest,
Schelling does not reject the quest for system irrthineitsschrift rather, he
reconceptualizes it. We cannot approach the concept of system objectiveheas if
system of the world were something outside of us. We exist within the sy&teatity,
and, therefore, we can only search for illumination as to its structure fronm withi
perspective of existence. This means that we can only understand the whores iafter
the fact that it is ultimately constituted by personality—"In the divine wtdeding there
is a system; yet God himself is not a system, but rather a&ffe-and it is from this
perspective that we must understand God’s moral relationship to the possilaility a
actuality of evil in the world. God’s personhood, like ours, means that he is grounded in
that which he is not: “All existence demands a condition so that it may become real
namely personal, existence. Even God’s existence could not be personal sutioat
condition except that he has this conditwithin and not outside himself.” The
difference, as noted above, is that God has perfectly mastered his own conditioaswhere
we have not. Yet he must contain such a condition within himself in order to be a life,
and this ground opens up the possibility of evil in creation, although neither God nor the

ground itself is responsible for it: “What comes from the mere condition or the ground,

198 |pid., 62 (7: 399).
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does not come from God, although it is necessary for his existence. But it cannot also

be said that evil comes from the ground or that the will of the ground is the originator of
evil. For evil can always only arise in the innermost will of our own heart and is never
accomplished without our own acf® The ground opens up the possibility of evil, but it
does not compel us to it. Moreover,
the arousal of self-will occurs only so that love in man may find a material or
opposition in which it may realize itself. To the extent that selfhood is the
principle of evil in its breaking away.pssagunyy the ground does indeed arouse
the possible principle of evil, yet not evil itself and not for the sake of evil. But
even this arousal occurs not according to the free will of God, who does not move
in the ground according to his will or his heart, but rather only according to his
own properties’®
Thus, Schelling concludes, God is not responsible for evil: “The will to creation was
therefore immediately only a will to give birth to the light and the good alatigitywbut
evil did not come into consideration in this will, neither as a means nor even, as Leibniz
says, as the condition sine qua non of the greatest possible perfection of the woalkl. It w
neither the object of a divine decision nor, and much less, of a permisSion.”
Finally, in this context, Schelling addresses the “The question...of why God, since
he necessarily foresaw that evil would follow at least as a companion froeifthe s
revelation, did not prefer not to reveal himself at 4if."He answers that this question
“does not in fact deserve any reply. For this would be precisely as muchagshats in

order that there could be no opposition to love, there should be no love'it3elf.”

Schelling’s reasoning goes back to his argument that God is bound only by moral

1991bid., 63 (7: 399).
101bid., 64 (7: 401).
1 bid., 65 (7: 402).
12 1hid,
113 pid.
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necessity. He argues that for God to have decided not to create the world because he

foresaw evil would be tantamount to a victory of evil over God. Instead, knowing that
evil would arise, God nevertheless went beyond himself to offer the gift oiocredts
Schelling writes, “the self-revelation in God would have to be considered not as an
unconditionally arbitrary, but rather as a morally necessary, act in vadvehahd
goodness overcome absolute inwardness. Thus if God had not revealed himself for the
sake of evil, evil would have triumphed over the good and I6¥eMoreover, since God
would not allow evil to overcome him, “in order that there be no evil, there would have to
be no God himself**> Thus, God created that world so that, through the free process of
the struggle between good and evil, the good could emerge as manifest. “lf tfe wi
the ground were vanquished earlier, the good would remain hidden in it together with
evil."11®

Thus, Schelling argues both that God foresaw evil and that he is not responsible
for it. Moreover, he claims that while the possibility of evil inheres in the steuofur
existence communicated to creation by God, God himself nevertheless doesaiat cont
evil. Even further, the source of the possibility of evil is not in itself evil. Ténishas
no essence. It is not a created being. Itis, as Schelling argues, nothingf, iarte
motion of creation it emerges as a result of the human failure to live up to the divine
freedom that is bestowed upon us.

At this point we can anticipate the deepest existential question of all: vihat is

purpose of existence? Why must we go through the trial of existence Asaiehelling

14 bid.
15 1bid., 66 (7: 403).
1% pid., 67 (7: 404).
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asks, “After all this the question always remains: Will evil end and how? Does

creation have a final purpose at all, and, if this is so, why is it not reached atehedi

why does what is perfect not exist right from the beginnifig?As was noted at the end

of chapter two, this is the question for which Schelling’s early idealism had noranswe
Now, by contrast, Schelling realizes that the answer is that, ultimatelg, ithno other
possibility. Creation is inherently good and thus God freely chose to create. The
movement of existence includes of necessity the possibility of evil and thy oégood

can only be brought about through its victory over evil in freedom. This is what
Schelling means when he writes that “There is no answer to these questionsasther t
that which has already been given: because God is a life, not merely a Bifpe

only way to achieve the end of creation is to go through its process. Only in the process
of existence can its truth become manifest: “Being becomes aware obitbeih
becoming.**® In order to exist as spirit, we must go through the process of personal
existence, constituted as it is by the free struggle between good and evithisHs the

final purpose of creation that, whatever could not be for itself, should be for itself in s
far as it is raised out of the darkness into existence as ground that is indepenaeht of G
[...] God yields the ideas that were in him without independent life to selfhood and to
what does not have Being so that, when called to life from the latter, theyenmaimn

once again as independently existing [beings].Moreover, we can be confident that

God will be victorious over evil: “the end of revelation is casting out evil from the good,

17 bid., 66 (7: 403).
118 bid.
119 bid.
120|pid., 67 (7: 404).
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the explanation of evil as complete unreali§?”But we can only stand in the end

with God by having gone through the trial of existence as free and independest being
God creates us so that we can stand in unity with His perfect goodness and love as

independent beings, but we must choose it for ourselves in order to truly realize it.

The Unity of Existence

All that has been explained so far is taken from the perspective of existarice. B
finally Schelling addresses the question of the origin from which existerexgesn
Schelling argues that the source of existence is God as love before @velséove
itself) existed. “For even the spirit is not yet the highest thing; it isfut or breath of
love. Yet love is the highest?* Even personality that is fully decided for the good is not
the epitome of what is, for the love that ensures the victory of good over evil is still
higher. Thus, God as love in some sense transcends the whole tension of existence; he i
“what existed...before the ground and before that which exists (as separate) laitasot y

love” 123

“Here,” Schelling reports, “we finally reach the highest point of theesntir
investigation.*** Confirming that all that has gone before in fneiheitsschriftwas
approached from the perspective of existence, it is only now that Schellingsaddites
guestion of how the ground-existence distinction relates to the Absolute, ohibhatisv

utterly beyond the perspective of existence. Only at the end of the essay diespé

to explain the purpose of the distinction and respond to the objection that it must result

12L1bid., 67 (7: 405).
1221hid., 68 (7: 405-6).
123 |pbid., 68 (7: 406).
124 1bid.
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either in dualism or a self-undermining identy.

In response to the first charge, Schelling maintains that unity is wynat

primary: “there must be a beifgforeall ground and before all that exists, thus generally
before any duality—how can we call it anything other than the original grouhe or t
non-groundUngrund?” This is love before it is as love. It is pure potentiality, the
absolute freedom to be. It is beyond all oppositions, including the opposition of ground
and existence. Thus, Schelling argues, it cannot be understood as identity, but only as
indifference: “Since it precedes all opposites, these cannot be distindeishalmor can
they be present in any way. Therefore, it cannot be described as the iofleopippsites;
it can only be described as the absolute indiffereimefferen of both.”?® This point
of indifference is prior to all manifestation; it is the unthinkable source frorahw
everything that is emerges: “Indifference is not a product of opposites, nor are they
implicitly contained in it, but rather indifference is its own being sepérate all
opposition, a being against which all opposites ruin themselves, that is nothing else than
their very not-Beingllichtseirj and that, for this reason, also has no predicate, except as
the very lacking of a predicate, without it being on that account a nothingness or non-
thing."*?’

But if the non-ground, as the most primal reality, is prior to and beyond all

oppositions, then whence the ground-existence distinction that runs through alltg? reali

Schelling responds that, while oppositional principles can never be posited in the non-

125«Eor there is either no common point of contagttioth, in which case we must declare ourselves in
favor of absolute dualism, or there is such a pdimits, both coincide once again in the final asialy We
have, then, one beingih Wesehfor all oppositions, and absolute identity ofiligand darkness, good and
evil, and for all the inconsistent results to whagty rational system falls prey and which have Ibagn
manifest in this system too.” Ibid.
126 i

Ibid.
127 bid., 69 (7: 406).
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ground, “nothing hinders that they be predicated of it as non-opposites, that is, in

disjunction and each for itself whereby, however, precisely duality (thel avtiaess
[Zweiheit of principles) is posited.” The non-ground “relates to both [principles] as
indifference” and therefore “it is neutral toward both.” Thus the non-ground ikenot t
absolute identity of the principles, since this would containing both as opposites, but it is
nevertheless the common bond between them, or the unity that underlies them:
“Duality...breaks forth therefore immediately from the Neither-Noindifference, and
withoutindifference, that isyithouta non-ground, there would be no two-ness of
principles.®*®

Schelling explains that everything begins from the non-ground, but that the non-
ground posits itself as both ground and existence, so that what is only there pptentiall
can achieve actuality. Everything thus begins from the single and completel
ungrounded non-ground: “The being of the ground, as of that which exists, can only be
that which comes before all ground, thus, the absolute considered merely irhigself, t
non-ground.*?° But the non-ground posits itself as ground and existence, so that
indifference can become opposition and then finally return to a higher unity. As
Schelling writes, “the non-ground divides itself into the two exactly equal begsni
only so that the two, which could not exist simultaneously or be one in it as the non-

ground, become one through love, that is, it divides itself only so that there may be lif

and love and personal existence. For love is neither in indifference nor where opposites

128 1bid., 69 (7: 407). As he also writes, “insteddibolishing this distinction once again, as wasitht,

the non-ground rather posits and confirms it. fi@n the distinction between the ground and thativh
exists having been merely logical, or one calleé®m@ heuristic aid and again found to be artificidhe

end, it has shown itself rather as a very realrdisbn that from the highest standpoint was fastrectly

proved and fully grasped.” Ibid.

1291bid., 69-70 (7: 407-8).
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are linked which require linkage for [their] Bein® Love is not as love in the non-

ground, but it becomes manifest as such as the unifying power ruling over the personal:
“In spirit that which exists is one with the ground for existence; in it bothyrasd!

present at the same time, or it is the absolute identity of both. Above spirit, however, i
the initial non-ground that is no longer indifference (neutrality) and yet nadéhéty of

both principles, but rather a general unity that is the same for all andpedjby

nothing that is free from all and yet a beneficence acting in all, in a word wbieh is

all in all.”*®** In other words, the non-ground is God as absolute freedom, who stands
alone before creation.

This leads to Schelling’s response to the second objection, that he simply returns
to Spinoza’s problem of reducing everything to a single principle (and thus undermines
the ground-existence distinction). Schelling admits that this is in a seasalthough
he maintains that the one principle “divides itself in two sorts of being in its twe efay
acting, that it is in one merely ground for existence and in the other merely(aethg
for that reason only ideal}** But Schelling denies that this commits him to placing evil
within God, since “Evil is, however, not a being, but rather a non-being¢sehthat
has reality only in opposition and not in itself. Precisely for that reason absohiityide
is prior to evil as well, because the latter can appear only in opposition to it. eihce,
also cannot be grasped through absolute identity but is eternally excludedtand cas

from it.”*32

130 bid., 70 (7: 408).
3L pid.
1321bid., 71 (7: 409). As he also writes, “only Gasl spirit is the absolute identity of both prineml but
only because and to the degree that both are snlted to his personality.” Ibid.
133 ||
Ibid.



209
Thus, Schelling is willing to accept the charges that his system is rn@mdt

pantheistic, for such abstract labels have no significance for him. A syuistrbe
understood from within, and only then can one comment on its validity. “Whoever now
does not examine the inner coda$ Innerg but lifts only the most general concepts out
of their context—how may he judge the whole correctf{??Each of the various aspects
of Schelling’s system in thereiheitsschrifthas its place in the analysis. The non-ground
must be understood as one step in the process of reality that Schelling is agémpti
grasp from the perspective of existing within that process. The absolntiéffesence is
only in the beginning. If it is taken to define the absolute as a whole then the charges
would be true that Schelling’s “system abolishes the personality of the highegt’ bei
“in the non-ground or indifference there is admittedly no personality. But is the
beginning point really the whole®”?® The absolute as non-ground is but one moment in
the whole of God’s eternal life. It is that from which God eternally geseas the
manifest love that unifies ground and existence.

Schelling thus rejects the criticism of those who argue that his systematés
the personality of God. Rather, he argues that he has “established thedirsbcicept
of personality in this treatisé®® By contrast, his critics (presumably Jacobi) simply
assert that “the personality of God is incomprehensiife For Schelling, however, this
amounts to a renunciation of reason, and even with his adoption of the existential
perspective in the Freiheitsschrift, Schelling refuses to abandon a raticoahtof the

whole as théelosof philosophy. Thus he maintains that he is “of the opinion that a clear

13 bid., 73 (7: 411).
135bid., 73 (7: 412).
%6 pid.
37 |bid.
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rational view must be possible precisely from the highest concepts in sofay &3

this way can they really be our own, accepted in ourselves and eternally grounded.
Indeed, we go even further and hold, with Lessing himself, that the development of
revealed truths into truths of reason is simply necessary, if the human abtelised
thereby.*38

In the end, however, Schelling almost seems to think that the question of the
power of reason to explain reality is beside the point, since he readily daitsason
is not the totality of reality: “For, no matter how high we place reason, we do retdel
for example, that anyone may be virtuous or a hero or generally a great humaonbeing
the basis of pure reasol*® Reason is only one component of reality, and, therefore, life
is composed of more than mere reason: “Only in personality is there life, and all
personality rests on a dark ground that indeed must therefore be the ground of cognition
as well.*° This does not change the fact that “it is only the understanding that develops
what is hidden and contained in this ground mepekgntialiter[potentially] and raises it
to actuality fumAktugd.”**! Philosophy remains the pursuit of an understanding of the
whole, and “This can only occur through division, thus through science and dialectic, of
which we are convinced that they alone will hold fixed and bring permanently to
cognition the system which has been there more often than we think but has always agai

slipped away, hovering before us and not yet fully grasped by anytne.”

This is as far as Schelling reaches inRhaheitsschrift He indicates the

138 bid., 74 (7: 412).
1391bid., 75 (7: 413).
140 |bid.

141 \bid., 75 (7: 413-4).
142 |pbid., 75 (7: 414).
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direction of his future thought, but he remains at the threshold FrEfiteeitsschrift

articulates the principle of Schelling’s late reflections—it is ourterie as free moral

beings that unlocks the meaning of existence for us from within—but he only touches on
the philosophical system that he will develop based on that principle. In fact, dk is we
known, theFreiheitsschriftis the last major work that Schelling would publish in his
lifetime. Perhaps appropriately, considering his new position, he would spend the rest of
his life attempting to develop a new system of philosophy on the basis of the
breakthrough he found in t@eiheitsschrift In the years immediately following,

Schelling would attempt several times over to draft an account of the afeswdrid,

but he never arrived at a version that satisfied him. Indeed, he appears tahase re

that he could never arrive at a complete account.

Autonomy and the Primacy of Existence

The implications of Schelling’s thought in thesiheitsschriftfor Kant's concept
of autonomy have already been suggested above. As Michelle Kosch has pdysuasive
argued, and as was explained above, Schelling must reject the concept of autonomy
insofar as it is understood as rational self-determination and equatisnfiredth
rationally. For Schelling, there is a non-rational element at the baslsafsaéénce that
cannot be fully resolved into thought (the principle of the ground, or self-will), and it is,
in part, our participation in this element of reality (not only our participatiorason as
Kant holds) that constitutes our freedom. For Schelling, freedom is not equivalent to
reason; instead he defines freedom as spirit or personality, which is tlos teesveen

the self-will and the universal-will of the understanding (i.e., reason)thButloes not
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lead to completely reject the concept of autonomy. Rather, Schelling shows that

autonomy must be understood practically rather than theoretically, and that flom wit
this perspective human autonomy can be understood as an imperfect participation in the
autonomy of God. In this way Schelling can reject the concept of autonomy insifar as
suggests that freedom and reason are tied in the human personality, while also
maintaining that autonomy is ultimately the reality that constitutes ositeexie and
serves as theelosof our moral striving. Thus, we know autonomy as the practical reality
that we live within even though we fail to realize it within ourselves as emabiric
individuals.
Schelling’s position is based on his realization that philosophy must be a
meditation from within the existential condition, rather than a theoreticaltigagsn of
the latter from a perspective outside of it. This is what Schelling takeskant’s claim
for the primacy of the practical, and it is what he is trying to express whdaitms that
will is the most fundamental beift§® Existence is not constituted by the objective realm
of consciousness only. Behind the theoretical perspective of the world is the living
reality of which the theoretical is only a snapshot. In relation to this poinideongéhat
Schelling writes about the self-consciousness that is the first principlehié’s
philosophy:
The I, says Fichte, is its own act; consciousness is self-positing—busthe |
nothing different from this self-positing, rather it is precisely self-pasitself.
This consciousness, however, to the extent it is thought merely as self-
apprehension or cognition of the 1, is not even primary and all along presupposes
actual Being, as does all pure cognition. This Being, presumed to be prior to

cognition, is, however, not Being, though it is likewise not cognition: it is real
self-positing, it is a primal and fundamental willing, which makes itself into

13 1pid., 21 (7: 350).
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something and is the ground of all ways of beMg$enhejt***

Consciousness of the | is dependent on the existence of the | in the first place] but the
which is prior to the | that is grasped in consciousness is not an object. Rather, itis a
living existence; it is pure will or pure freedom, and, as such, it cannot be explained
according to thought because it cannot be contained within the limits of thoughthdt i
living reality that both makes consciousness possible and is fleetinglyegran
consciousness, and, in this sense, consciousness is derivative of the realgteatexi

Thus, Schelling expands Kant's argument for the primacy of the practicarinsof
as he holds that we have existential access to a reality that goes bewbcdnvbe
captured in thought or consciousness. The argument for the freedom of the will points to
this reality, as does the question of how evil becomes actual in the world. We cannot
explain these things, and yet we “know” them from within the struggle of exéstexs
mentioned above, this is an aspect of Schelling’s thought that goes all the way back to hi
earliest attempts to claim that we have some sort of intellectual amtugn immediate
participation in reality that transcends thought. The idea is that, insofer @® able to
understand the reality in which we exist theoretically or consciously, it éibemur free
existence within that reality enables us to understand it. As Schelling variee
Freiheitsschriff the philosopher “grasps the god outside through the god in himielf.”
The human being is a microcosm of reality, and, as such, we have immediaté@ccess
the order of reality via the structure of our own existence.

The immediate reaction to such assertions is to question how Schelling can know

that we have such access to the order of reality. How can he know that the god within

144 1pbid., 50-51 (7: 385).
145 pid., 10 (7: 337).
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offers insight into the god without? How can he know that the structure of human

existence tells us anything about the structure of the reality in whichoitdigf How can

he know that the principles of existence pervade the whole of existence from the most
inanimate matter all the way up to the God who is the source of all that is? On the one
hand, these are fair questions and they must be asked, but, on the other, they evince a
failure to see Schelling’s point. For Schelling, our participation in a realneeddm
beyond consciousness cannot be proven because it is precisely that part of rezlity whi
is beyond all proofs. To ask for proof is to revert to the theoretical mode when
Schelling’s very point is that we must go beyond the theoretical mode. Thus, the only
way to engage Schelling’s arguments is to follow him into the existential mddeetha
adopts in théreiheitsschrift We must test what he says against our own existence, and
only in that way can we judge the validity of his claim that there is a punigl that
underlies the world of experience.

In any event, Schelling’s position on the primacy of existence allows him to
maintain several key insights into human existence that derive from Kantisptaric
autonomy even as he rejects it as a theoretical understanding of human exisiestce
he maintains something like Kant’'s concept of autonomy in his account of human
character: we are free because we act according to the inner yetbessg our essence.
But this is not autonomy understood as rational self-determination because thet esse
(our intelligible being) need not be in accord with the universal-will of the stateting
that comes from God. Thus, Schelling maintains our autonomy in the sense that we are
free to determine ourselves, but he denies that our freedom requires thatrdetennto

be rational. By virtue of this redefinition of freedom, Schelling is able totaiaithat
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we are morally culpable for evil, whereas Kant cannot explain how this would be

possible.

Beyond this consideration, however, there is another sense in which Schelling
maintains Kant’'s concept of autonomy: for Schelling, as for Kant, we graspoita law
from within ourselves. This does not mean, however, that the moral law rests on the
contingency of the individual will. As was shown in chapter one, even for Kant, it is
ultimately reason that is the source of the moral law. This is because he hotlds tha
will and practical reason are synonymous. Moreover, the practical reasmn of t
individual is a manifestation of the universal reason in which all human beings share.
Thus, we exist within an order of reason, and we are able to give the law toesirse
insofar as we know the reason that is without from within. In a similar way, for
Schelling, we participate in a moral struggle between good and evil thateinaisshe
self, but we know the terms of the struggle from within. On the one hand, Schelling is
clear that our freedom is situated within a battle between good and evil grad®xt
beyond the individual: “given how man is in fact created, it is not he himself but rather
the good or evil spirit in him that acts; and, nonetheless, this does no harm to freedom.
For precisely the allowing-to-act-within-himself of the good and ewilgipies is the
result of an intelligible act whereby his being and life are determiff&dOn the other
hand, we know the principles of good and evil from within because we contain the
possibility of both within ourselves. Our existence itself is a revelation aitithggle
between good and evil, and, as such, it reveals the moral law to us.

Finally, although he must reject the identity of freedom and rationality as

148 |pbid., 54 (7: 389).
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descriptive of human freedom, Schelling does in fact maintain a place for autonomy

understood as the harmony of freedom and the moral law in his account of human
freedom. As he writes, “True freedom is in harmony with a holy necesstiikes of

which we perceive in essential cognition, when spirit and heart, bound only by their own
law, freely affirm what is necessar}#* Schelling speaks here of “religiosity,” which he
defines as “conscientiousness or that one act in accordance with what one knows and not
contradict the light of cognition in one’s conduct. An individual for whom this
contradiction is impossible, not in a human, physical, or psychological, but rather in a
divine way, is called religious, conscientious in the highest sense of the #brthis is

a moral state beyond the struggle between good and evil: “One is not consciehtbous w
in a given instance must first hold the command of duty before himself in order to decide
to do right out of respect for that command. Already, according to the meaning of the
word, religiosity does not permit any choice between oppositegequylibriumarbitrii

(the plague of all morality), but rather only the highest resoluteness in favor iswha

right without any choice® Schelling further identifies this state of character as “belief,
not in the sense of a holding-to-be-true, which is seen as commendable orrag leavi
something out in regard to certainty...but in its original meaning as trusting, having
confidence, in the divine that excludes all choit8.'Here then is a moral disposition

that is similar to autonomy understood as rational self-determination, siiggesigf or
conscientiousness is always already in accord with what is right or goodorBut f

Schelling this is not descriptive of human freedom, but the highest good, true freedom, or

147 bid., 56 (7: 391-2).
148 bid., 56-57 (7: 392).
19 1pid., 57 (7: 392).
1%0pid., 58 (7: 394).
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thetelosof human existence. Thus, in this sense, Schelling maintains the Kantian

concept of autonomy as the highest expression of our moral existence, even asshe denie

that it is descriptive of human freedom.

Conclusion

It has been suggested that the concept of autonomy offers a succinct way of
understanding the meaning of modernity. Kant originally developed it as the ceceerpi
of his moral philosophy, while Fichte and Schelling argued that it was therimstple

of all philosophy. In either case, as Michelle Kosch has argued, it resulpsablamatic
understanding of freedom insofar as freedom understood as rational selfiuierm
appears to deny the possibility of moral responsibility for evil. Moreover, on the
systematic level pursued by Fichte and Schelling, it renders indxplittee fact that
reality does not fit perfectly into a rational system. InRhesheitsschriff recognizing

that there is a ground of existence that we can never fully resolve into aocsnsci
understanding of the world, Schelling exchanges his early systematis éfir a new
mode of existential meditation that unfolds an account of reality on the basis of tthe mora
condition of human existence.

It is from this perspective that Schelling approaches the problem of evhand t
possibility of autonomy. He argues that human freedom must be understood as freedom
for good and evil. Thus we are not perfectly rationally self-determining, andfafresr
autonomy cannot be a theoretical description of human beings. Yet, Schelling also
preserves something of Kant's insight into our moral condition insofar as heaimsint

that our existence itself discloses the moral law to us. As sprit, Schedlings, we are
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in God, and we are a microcosm of the broader reality in which we exist. Thus, we

participate in a moral struggle that transcends the self, but we understandchthefttis
struggle from within it. Moreover, Schelling maintains a place for autononheasion

of freedom and rationality as tkelosof that struggle. God is the autonomous source of
all reality, and we patrticipate in the world that is constituted by his autondhug, we

live within the possibility of autonomy as our motalos but we are free to decide

whether or not we will strive to give ourselves over to that autonomy.



Chapter V

Autonomy asthe Primacy of Existence

...only that philosophy has earned the right to call itself a philosophy that has
fulfilled the truly scientific demand that all of its essential concepts justas
much a profound ethical significance as they do a speculative signéitanc

I ntroduction

The last two chapters have offered an analysis dftadeitsschrift as a work that not
only marks Schelling’s break with the abstract form of early Idealiralso sets the
stage for his future development of the Kantian idea of autonomy within a philosophy
that recognizes the primacy of existence. At the same time, it has beedh thague
Schelling’s thought represents not so much a break with German Idealism as it
culmination: Schelling’s path points to the true goal of Idealism, namelyrttbelation

of a post-Kantian account of the transcendent metaphysical reality in waiekist. It

has also been shown that Schelling, like Fichte, pursued this goal (in both his eksly wor
and in theFreheitsschrift) by developing Kant's idea of autonomy and his argument for
the primacy of the practical. It has been suggested that Schelling cab&ucese

insights contained in these Kantian ideas and makes them central to his philosophy:

autonomy becomes our participation in an order of existence that we know from within,

! F.W.J. SchellingThe Grounding of the Positive Philosophy: The Berlin Lectures, trans. Bruce Matthews
(Albany: SUNY Press, 2007), 183 (1I/3: 134).
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and the primacy of practical reason becomes the primacy of existencelin§chel

remains within the Kantian orbit because his articulation of the metaphysiealior
which we exist begins from an analysis of human freedom rather than from ativigbjec
or theoretical perspective, yet, theeiheitsschriftalso represents a decisive moment in
the history of German Idealism insofar as Schelling shows that our fraes#hpoints

to our participation in an order that transcends the self. Beginning from Kantian
principles, Schelling unfolds the primacy of the practical to reach the mestephyrder
that the Idealists had sought all along.

The present chapter serves two functions. First, it offers furthectrefieon
Schelling’s new philosophical position through an analysis of two texts that hediarke
immediately after th&reiheitsschriff theStuttgart SeminarandThe Ages of the World
The Stuttgart Seminarg/ere a series of private lectures that Schelling offered to an
educated lay audience, whilde Ages of the Worlds the project to which Schelling
turned his attention after completing fhesiheitsschrift Analyses of these texts will
confirm the interpretation of thereiheitsschriftoffered in this study, solidify our
understanding of Schelling’s new philosophical position, while also pointing to the future
direction of Schelling’s philosophy, which is characterized by a continued thiokingf
the implications of the insights won in the writing of theiheitsschrift These texts
confirm that Schelling’$reiheitsschriftunlocks the hermeneutic of freedom as the true
meaning of autonomy and the basis for philosophy. They reinforce the importance of
Schelling’s discovery that human freedom points to our participation in a reality that
transcends the self. As moral and intellectual beings, we are autonomous, buatiss me

that we are contained within the absolute, and that our freedom is charged with the
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vocation of realizing the absolute within ourselves. Schelling realizes tHagtbe

of autonomy and the primacy of the practical point to the recognition that we must seek
to understand the order of being from within because that is the only perspective from
which it is disclosed to us. We cannot step outside of ourselves and observe ourselves as
practical agents from a bird’s eye view. Strive as we might to achieve some
Archimedean point, it is beyond us. The perspective of existence is inescapable, and, in
this sense, the primacy of existence and autonomy are one and the same insigbththey
recognize that we understand the moral condition from the perspective of oenexias
participants within it.

The second task of the present chapter is to offer some reflections on the
significance of Schelling’s philosophy for our self-understanding in the modwatd.w
What Schelling shows us is that autonomy points to our existence within a moral world
order that transcends the self. Reflection on autonomy leads to the realizaitiome &are
always already obligated by the moral law. Thus, autonomy is ultimdteiy ¢he
recognition that we knowingly participate in a movement of existence thasmake
demands on us whether we want to recognize those demands or not. This understanding
of autonomy stands in stark contrast to the tendency to understand autonomy as the
voluntaristic assertion of the subject as the basis for his or her own compvehensi
worldview. It shows instead that Kant’s point all along was to show that each of us
knows the responsibility that is placed on us by the metaphysical-moral ord@cin w
we exist. And we know that this is true because we live within the moral condition and

cannot escape it.
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As will be shown, this insight applies to politics as well. Schelling does not

develop a substantial political philosophy, but the significance of his philosophy for
politics can be discerned in the context of Kant's political thought. As we sawptecha
one, Kant derives his metaphysics and philosophy of religion from his moral philpsophy
and it was shown that his political thought must be understood within the context of the
other two. But Kant leaves the philosophical foundations of his theories in a state of
ambiguity because they depend on practical realities that he could not systynati
account for in his philosophy. Schelling’s contribution is not so much to refute or to alter
Kant's political thought—although there may be differences—nbut, rather, to gahdif
basis for Kant’s theory of politics by solidifying the epistemological aethphysical

bases of autonomy as the moral condition that grounds politics in the modern world.
Schelling throws off the ambiguity that continues to afflict Kant's pratpbilosophy,

and shows that we always already stand in a relation of obligation to others.

Autonomy as Existence within the Absolute

In terms of his conception of philosophy, Schelling’s emphasis on the primacy of
existence means that we must recognize that we operate within the phidasophi

endeavor as participants. We do not use philosophy as a tool; rather, we prastece it

mode of existence. This position is a manifestation of what autonomy comes to mean in
Schelling’s thought: we cannot understand the order of existence from without, as if i

were an object that we could handle and observe; rather, we must explore it fnom wit
Thus, philosophy is not a something in existence; it is a mode of approaching the absolute

that constitutes our existence, a meditation on the horizon of our self-understanding. This
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is what Schelling is driving at when he argues inShdtgart Seminarthat

philosophy cannot prove the absolute, or God, from the outset:

We are often asked how, if philosophy conceives of God as its ground, we can
arrive at a knowledge of God or of the absolute. There is no answer to this
guestion. The existence of what is unconditional cannot be proven like the
existence of something finite. The unconditional is the element wherein any
demonstration becomes possible. Where the geometrician, when setting about the
demonstration of a given concept, does not begin by proving the existence of
space but rather presupposes it, philosophy, too, does not demonstrate the
existence of God but confesses that it could not even exist without the absolute or
God. Everything can be presented only in the absolute; hence the unconditional
does not precede the practice of philosophy, but philosophy in its entirety is
occupied with the existence of the former, [and] all of philosophy is properly
speaking the progressive demonstration of the absolute, which therefore cannot be
demanded from the outset of philosophy. Hence, if the universe cannot be
anything but the manifestation of the absolute, and if philosophy is nothing but

the spiritual presentation of the universe, philosophy, in general is itseffebut t
manifestation, i.e., the ongoing proof of God.

This passage offers both a crystallization of the Kantian argument for thacyrof the

practical and a succinct statement of the core of Schelling’s contributioe kastory of

philosophy. It evinces Schelling’s recognition of the participatory petispebat

governs human existence, and it acknowledge that philosophy is an unending, historical

process devoted to exploring the moral-metaphysical order in which we existarivat

prove the reality that is the condition for all proofs; we can only explore it fronmnwit
Ultimately, this position will form the basis for Schelling’s positive philosoph

which is the philosophy of existence that he opposes to abstract negative philosophy, or a

philosophy of essence. According to Schelling, we must go beyond negative philosophy

for it can only tell us how something must be if it exists, but it can make no

pronouncement as to whether that thing exists. Thus, Schelling claims that ttarmus

! Schelling, “Stuttgart Seminars,” Idealism and the Endgame of ThedFree Essays by FW.J.
Schelling trans. Thomas Pfau, 199 (7:423-4).
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to the positive philosophy, which is an empirical philosophy of history, in order to

determine whether or not what has been determined negatively can in fact be
demonstrated to exiétPrevious chapters have suggested that Schelling already grasped
the essence of this distinction in theeiheitsschriff he outlines the basic position in the
Stuttgart Seminaras well:

the primordial Being as the absolute identity of the Real and the Ideallis its

posited only in a subjective manner, whereas we also need to comprehend it

objectively: the absolute identity of the Real and the Ideal must not omnyael

of itselfbut alsooutside itself[that is,] it must be actualized—it must also

disclose itself in existence as that which, in its essence, is the absehittyidf

the Real and the Ide&l.
As this passage indicates, for Schelling, philosophy becomes the ongoing proof of the
existence of God by means of the process of forming a concept of the absolute (the
subjective, or the negative) and searching for the manifestation of the alssotigfned
in historical reality (the objective, or the positive). But this does not meathhat
absolute is readily available to be found in its completeness either. Ratlwey; isishe
process by which the absolute discloses itself in time, and the proof must be ongoing
because history is not yet over.

From this perspective, it is possible to defend Schelling against the accusation
(made in his own time and ours) that he “ontologizes” Kant, which amounts to the charge

that he returns to pre-critical metaphysics. Three points can be made in egspibins

claim. The first is that, as some scholars have argued, Kant himself i/ alreasense

2 Afull discussion of Schelling’s distinction betar negative and positive philosophy is beyond dops
of this study. Discussion of the dichotomy carfdaend in English in SchellingfThe Grounding of the
Positive Philosophyesp. 141-212.

3 Schelling, “Stuttgart Seminars,” 200 (7:424).
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ontologized' although, for Kant, the ontological dimension of his thought is clouded

by the ambiguities of his epistemology. Kant restricts human knowledge to the
phenomenal in his theoretical philosophy, but then he attempts to articulate the noumenal
reality in which we exist through the practical. From this perspective|lfaghe merely
clarifying and elaborating on insights that are already, if inchqgtedgent in Kant’s
thought. Thus, the ambiguity of Kant’s dichotomy between subjective and objective
knowledge is overcome by Schelling, but that is simply a more accuriatdaditvn by
Schelling of where Kant was going. Thus, as was argued in chapter 2jrgcisell
suspicious of the epistemological problems that Kant runs into with his postulates, but
this does not cause Schelling to reject the postulates. Rather than consignirgttieem t
epistemological no-man’s land that they occupy in Kant’s philosophy, he seesgth
them by grounding them in a philosophy of freedom.

The second response is that, although Schelling offers a metaphysica, even
theology, he does not objectify God, since God is never presented as a fully pregent enti
that we can study in the subject-object mode of theoretical knowledge. In thgs sens
Schelling’s insight into the perspective of philosophy is precisely Kantiamefiections
are grounded in the recognition that we cannot overstep the limits of our participatory
perspective. Schelling does not step outside of his position as a participantyrirreali
order to develop an “objective” metaphysical account of the world as a seriesgst thi
Instead, as was discussed above, God is pointed to as the reality that constitutes our

existence. He is both the source and the end of our existence, but he is not an object

* Martin HeideggerKant and the Problem of Metaphysié! ed., trans. Richard Taft (Bloomington:
University of Indiana Press, 1997); Wal3ihe Modern Philosophical Revolutiohhe Luminosity of
ExistencgCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008).
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within it. Rather, as space is to the geometer, so is God the reality that cdhtains a

philosophical knowledge. This is a line of thought that Schelling would follow out for
the rest of his career, beginning with thges of the Worldvhich will be discussed
below.

The third point has already been suggested. It is that Schelling is not cammitte
to a return to pre-critical metaphysics because he articulates laighysics on the basis
of freedom, i.e., from within the perspective of the moral condition. For Schelling,
metaphysics unfolds from within the perspective of autonomy. Thus, although&ghelli
often appears to begin his philosophical reflections from God or the absolute, this cannot
be the case because such a procedure would be philosophically at odds with his own
position. This is further supported by Schelling’s suggestion above that God can only
come at the end of philosophy (and now history). The truth is that Schelling begins from
himself and reaches out to unfold the order of existence from the perspective ofi his ow
existence. Thus, Schelling’s model for his explanation of the metaphysical order of
existence and the unfolding of historical reality is the human person, and his goal is to
show that history is constituted by the progressive self-revelation of trenpEr&od
through his relationship to human beings.

The fact that Schelling begins with the human person explains the demand that
God must be a person too. Our recognition of spirit or personality as the highést reali
points to personality as the source of all reality. How could personhood emerge from a
reality that did not include personhood? All naturalist explanations fail becaustheve

possibility of the emergence of personality means that personalitycekisie the

® But it is important to realize that, for Schelljribis is possible because human existence is deslim
the transcendent reality that we explore throughfreedom.
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beginning. Thus, our personhood points to our being contained within a reality that is

created by a person. Thus, what we want, Schelling claims, is “to conceive d&blin |

or the Absolute] as an actual, personal, and properly living being, in the sensehn whic
we consider ourselves living beings,” and this means that “we are forcedsider Him
altogether human; we must assume...that He has everything in common with nan exce
for man’s dependency.”We must think of God as a person because the world of spirit in
which we live could not come from a reality less than spirit. Thus, just as tlo¢ life
individual is a progressive coming-to-consciousness, so we come to think that “tbe enti
process of the creation of the world...is in effect nothing but the process of the @mplet
coming-to-consciousness, of the complete personalization of Gad.tourse, we

cannot prove this in the abstract and we cannot know it with theoretical certainyer, Rat
we must turn to the history of human existence in order to determine whether as not it
in fact constituted by the progressive self-revelation of God. Schellgmait to begin

the outline for such a project irhe Ages of the World

The Primacy of Existence: Philosophy as History

The Stuttgart Seminarpoint to Schelling’s realization that philosophy must become an
historical discipline: since we cannot encapsulate God or the absolute in aotabstra
rational account, we must turn to a study of the historical unfolding of God as it has
actually taken place in history. Schelling already realized thisdatn of his
philosophical development in ti&eiheitsschriff as is demonstrated by the fact that he

offers a brief account of the history of freedom therein. In the yeaosvialy, Schelling

® Schelling, “Stuttgart Seminars,” 206 (7:432).
" Ibid., 206 (7:433).
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would make several attempts to offer an account of the historical unfolding of

freedom as the progressive self-revelation of God, but these attemptedéieadie
Weltalter, or The Ages of the Worldemained unfinished. Schelling’s own philosophical
position pointed to the impossibility of the task: history, the realm of freedoml]imgsti
playing itself out, and, therefore, no complete account can be offered. Nevsrttiedes
drafts ofThe Ages of the Worlabint in the direction that Schelling would take after his
discovery of freedom as the centerpiece of philosophy.

All the themes that began to reach clarity for Schelling as he wrote the
Freiheitsschriftand theStuttgart Seminarmform theAges of the Worl8 Schelling
begins by maintaining his critique of abstract thought as he claims that kigewtaust
correspond to the emergence of God as a real and living being: “That knowledge is the
simple consequence and development of its own concepts was a valid representation
[Vorstellung until now. Its true representation is that it is the development of a living,
actual being\Vesehwhich presents itself in it*” It is not enough to create an abstract
system of thought; it must somehow be shown that the system corresponds to reality
before it can be counted as knowledge. Itis in this sense that knowledge is nothing but

the self-presentation of the primordial reality in which we live.

8 In this presentation | rely on the third draft,iefhis the most elaborate. It is available in $tation as
F.W.J. SchellingThe Ages of the Worltrans. Jason M. Wirth (Albany: SUNY Press, 200B8r
discussions of he Ages of the Worldee Andrew BowieSchelling and Modern European Philosophy
An Introduction(London: Routledge, 1993); Wolfram HogreBeadikation und Genesid/etaphysik
als Fundamentalheuristik im Ausgang von Schelliitgs Weltalter” (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp,
1989); Dale E. Snovgchelling and the End of Idealig@lbany: SUNY Press, 1996); Alan White,
Schelling An Introduction to the System of Freedfvew Haven: Yale University Press, 1983); Slavoj
Zizek, The Abyss of Freedgrrans. Judith Norman (Ann Arbor: The UniversifyMichigan Press,
1997).

° Schelling,The Ages of the Worletxxv (199).
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Knowledge is thus the presentation of the absolute as the source and horizon

of all reality. “What is living in the highest science can only be what is pdialbr
living, the being that is preceded by no other and is therefore the oldest of . B&ing
This is the reality that philosophy cannot go beyond because there is nothing beyond it.
As Schelling explains,
nothing precedes or is exterior to this primordial life that might have detedmi
it. It can develop itself, insofar as it develops itself, only freely, out ofnts o
drive and conation, purely out of itself. But it does not develop lawlessly but only
in accordance with laws. There is nothing arbitrary in it. It is a natuhee most
complete understanding of the word, just as the person is a nature regardless of
freedom, nay, precisely because df it.
Primordial being cannot be contained in thought, but that does not render it chaotic,
inexplicable, or arbitrary. While it is true that primordial being cannobbé&amed by
thought, it is not the case that it is thereby against reason. We must distinguisénbet
that which is against reason and that which is simply beyond it. The point is that the
primordial being cannot be accounted for in thought because it is always stillilsetig
out, and, as such, it is more than thought. This is what Schelling means when he speaks
of theunvordenklich or unprethinkable: it is that which cannot be thought before it has
occurred. This does not mean, however, that it is simply unintelligible, for we are
capable of grasping it once it has occurred.
This is clear from the opening words of thges of the World'The past is
known, the present is discerned, the future is intimated. The known is narrated, the

discerned is presented, the intimated is prophesfe@hly the past is narrated, which is

to say that we can only offer an account of that which has already occurred. The prese

10 bid.
M bid., xxxv (199-200).
12 |bid., xxxv (199).
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the reality of our existence, is the reality which we are always one staqlbbarely

catching the events of our time as they unfold. The future is even more elusive: i

remains hidden from us; it is uncertain, even if we can guess at its trajettdny

cannot what is known in the highest knowledge also be narrated with the rectitude and
simplicity of all else that is known? What holds back that intimated golgiemavhich

truth again becomes fable and fable again becomes tiitiie answer is that the

present is not yet the past. The course of history is incomplete. Thus, we cannot account
for it in abstraction; we can only know it by living it out.

Thus, Schelling continues to operate with the principle discovered in the
Freiheitsschrift our freedom is our point of access to the order of reality. Philosophy is
possible because we participate in primordial being as free beings, andstemae
itself points to the order of the reality in which we live. In a sense, we have within us
model of the whole of being, and that is why we are capable of knowing it. Echoing his
similar claim in theFreiheitsschriff Schelling writes:

A principle that is outside and above the world must be granted to the person.

How else could the person, alone among all creatures, trace the long trail of

developments from the present back into the deepest night of the past? How else

could the person alone climb up to the beginning of the ages if there were not in
the person a principle of the beginning of the ages? Created out of the source of
things and the same as it, the human soul is conscientioiwagsenschalfof

creation. In the soul lies the highest clarity of all things, and the soul is not so

much knowing as knowledge itséff.

We are embedded within the truth of existence, and the order of reality is destover

from within the process of its being worked out in history. The truth of realityteadia

out from our own freedom, which points to the order of the reality in which we live.

13 |bid., xxxv (200).
1 bid., xxxv-xxxvi (200).
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Thus, by inspecting the course of our own existence, the process of reaityated

to us:
There is a light in this darkness. Just as according to the old and almost
hackneyed phrase that the person is the world writ small, so the events of human
life, from the deepest to their highest consummation, must accord with the events
of life in general. Certainly one who could write completely the history of thei
own life would also have, in a small epitome, concurrently grasped the history of
the cosmog?
The principle of truth constitutes our existence, and thus the structure of oanegist
offers us access to the structure of reality. This is the principle that floenbssis of
Schelling’s analysis in thEreiheitsschriftas well: “like is recognized by like"®
The other important element of Schelling’s positioffire Ages of the Worid
that knowledge, as narration, emerges out of the movement of existence and must remain
tied to that movement. A true philosophical system can never be detached from the
reality in which it emerges. Thus, Schelling’s system is not an abstrdesdit@ne, but a
narration, an account of movement, of life. As Schelling writes, “just as ahhistnot
just experienced in reality or only in narration, it cannot be communicated, so to speak,
all at once with a general concept. Whoever wants knowledge of history must
accompany it along its great path, linger with each moment, and surrender to the
gradualness of the developmeht.Thus, all philosophy must be grounded in the
movement of existence. The only way toward an account is through the procés# itsel

is the process that grounds what is true in our knowledge:

it is no less the case with true science than it is with history that there are n
authentic propositions, that is, assertions that would have a value or an unlimited

13 bid., 3 (207).

16 Schelling,Philosophical Investigations into the Essence ofidn Freedomtrans. Jeff Love and
Johannes Schmidt (Albany: SUNY Press, 2006), 1837).

7 Schelling,The Ages of the World (208).



and universal validity in and for themselves or apart from the movement232
through which they are produced. Movement is what is essential to knowledge.
When this element of life is withdrawn, propositions die like fruit removed from
the tree of life. Absolute propositions, that is, those that are once and fordll vali
conflict with the nature of true knowledge which involves progresgion.
This is not a denial of universal truth on Schelling’s part, but a recognition that the trut
of a proposition depends on its connection to the reality that it attempts to express. As
Schelling writes, “it seems evident that in true science, each proposition fias onl
definite and, so to speak, local meaning, and that one who has withdrawn the determinate
place and has made the proposition out to be something absolute (dogmatic), either loses
sense and meaning, or gets tangled up in contradicti®rdLir claims to knowledge
must remain tied to the existence out of which they emerge, or else they losarahg.
Schelling explains this further through an analysis of the internal process of
opening toward the order of being that takes place in each of us. He describes g® proce
in terms of the two principles that he believes every human being can find witigalhi
a higher principle, the principle of knowledge, and a lower principle, the prirafiple
being. According to Schelling, we arrive at knowledge through a process of
enlightenment or coming-to-consciousness: we pull knowledge out of the darkress of t
lower principle into the light of the higher principle. Thus, as inRtegheitsschrift
Schelling suggests again that the finite world serves as the opening in exetition
can occur. Knowledge is only possible after the division of primordial being into knower

and known, and, therefore, the two principles constitute the dialectical condition that

makes knowledge possiti®.As Schelling explains:

'8 |bid.
¥ bid., 4-5 (209).
20 See Wolfram Hogrebe’s accountTie Ages of the Works a theory of predication Rradikation und



the higher principle feels that the lower principle is not added to it in ordgrstso

remain fettered to it. It is with it in order to have an Other through which it would

be able to contemplate itself, present itself, and be intelligible to. ittfethe

higher principle everything lies without differentiation and is one. But in the

Other it can differentiate, express, and set apart what in it i§-one.
Thus, this dual principle of human existence opens a space for knowledge, and the
dialogue between the two principles within the philosopher is his path to truth: “éms sil
dialogue, this inner art of conversation, is the authentic mystery of the philosépher.”
Dialectic, the external “copy of this conversatiéijs the outward manifestation of the
process through which the knowledge within the unconscious is brought into
consciousness. Thus, itis in some sense possible to communicate the knowledge arising
from this inner conversation, but one cannot simply transmit it to another unless they
come to acquire the knowledge through their own internal dialogue. The external
language must be accompanied by the meaning within or else what is communitated w
be no more than the dead husk of the meaning that it once contained: “When dialectic has
become only form, it is this conversation’s empty semblance and shati@®ng must
recognize dialectic as the external presentation of the philosophical mowartiemsoul
in order to understand it.

Thus, all knowledge must emerge out of the dialectic that we know from within,
and anything that can be “narrated” must therefore have emerged out of thiecdiale

“everything known, in accord with its nature, is narrated. But the known is not here

something lying about finished and at hand since the beginning. Rather it is thatswhich i

Genesisand Andrew Bowie’s parallel accountS$thelling and Modern European Philosophy
2 Schelling,The Ages of the Worlatxxvi (201).
*2 |pid.
2 |bid.
* |bid.



234
always first emerging out of the interior through a process entirelyfispeci

itself.”?> The known is that part of the process that has already taken place, that has
already been raised out of the dark principle into the light. As he did with the pin€ipl
intellectual intuition in his earliest writings, Schelling likens the pssde the Platonic
doctrine of anamnesis, while also emphasizing that the end of the process aideys e
us:

What we call knowledge is only the striving toward anamnesis

[Wiederbewusstwerdgand hence more of a striving toward knowledge than

knowledge itself. For this reason, the name Philosophy had been bestowed upon

it incontrovertibly by that great man of antiquity. Hence the view, harbored from
age to age, that philosophy can be finally transformed into actual knowledge
through the dialectic and to regard the most consummate dialectic as knowledge
itself, betrays more than a little narrowness. The very existence aggbitgof

the dialectic proves that it is still in no way actual knowledge.

We live within the present, and the future remains open ahead of us. To offer a complete
account would mean to bring about the end of history.

All of this amounts to saying that the philosopher must become an historian: “the
philosopher is situated in no other circumstances than any other histOrigiké the
historian, the philosopher must “question the testimonies of old documents or the
recollection of living witnesses™® Philosophy becomes the process of illuminating, or
narrating the past, and this means bringing the past to life for ourselves.edbarenor
principle of our investigations must be the internal dialogue within ourselves. We live

within truth, and we must use that position as the basis for broadening our understanding

of reality. Thus, Schelling clams that “Everything, absolutely evergfl@wen that

% |bid.

% |bid., xxxvii (201-2).
27 bid., xxxvii (202).
28 |bid.
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which by nature is eternal, must have already become internal to us befoaia we

present it externally or objectively. If the writer of history does natkan in himself or
herself the past age whose image they want to project to us, then they will neget jpres
truly, nor vividly, nor in a lively fashion® Or again: “everything remains
incomprehensible to human beings until it has become internal to them, that is, until it
has been led back to that which is innermost in their being and to that which to them is,
so to speak, the living witness of all trutlf."This is the hermeneutic of freedom at work:
the reality within the self is the basis for understanding the realityrdretcends the self,
which is in turn what supplies the reality within the self. The position is obviously
circular when observed from without. From within, however, it is recognizable as the
process by which we come to know anything at all. We are always aksdibdded
within truth.

Although Schelling recognizes that we can never escape the perspéctive
participation and achieve objective knowledge, he holds that this is nevertheless the
unending task of philosophy. Philosophers, he argues, strive toward the realization of
fully reflective truth: “everything must be brought to actual reflectionhictvit could
reach the highest presentatidh.This goal marks the difference between theosophy and
philosophy, according to Schelling. Theosophy may see deeper than philosophy, but it
does not attempt to break down its vision into reflective knowledge. Philosophy, on the

other hand, submits knowledge to reflective analysis: “all knowledge must pass through

% |bid.
30 1bid.
3 Ibid., xxxix (204).
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the dialectic.®> The inner vision to which we have access must be brought into the

light of reflection. Only then will true knowledge be achieved. Thus, the goal of
philosophy, now tempered by the recognition of its impossibility in the finite world,
remains the same as it was when Schelling conceivediatisphilosophiegi.e., to bring
together thinking and being, the ideal and real. Thus, Schelling still notes thantAs |
as this age restricts itself to the interior and to the Ideal, it lacks thvahaieans of an
external presentatior’> The real must be recognized as the ground of all thought:
“science no longer begins from the remoteness of abstract thoughts in ordeetaldesc
from them to the natural. Rather, it is the reverse. Proceeding from the unconscious
existence of the eternal, science guides it up to the highest transfiguad into divine
consciousness®* Only when the dark principle is fully uncovered in the light will the
goal of philosophy be achieved: “Then there will no longer be a distinction between the
world of thought and the world of actuality>”
But this goal, thiselos always remains a task for us. “We do not live in vision.
Our knowledge is piecemeal, that is, it must be generated piece by piecdiractmr
section and grades, all of which cannot happen without reflecfiofiius, Schelling
concludes his introduction with a warning to his contemporaries.
Perhaps the one is still coming who will sing the greatest heroic poem, grasping i
spirit something for which the seers of old were famous: what was, what is, what
will be. But this time has not yet come. We must not misjudge our time. Heralds
of this time, we do not want to pick its fruit before it is ripe nor do we want to

misjudge what is ours. It is still a time of struggle. The goal of this tigeti®n
has still not been reached. We cannot be narrators, only explorers, weighing the

32 |bid., xxxix (205).
% |bid.

3 Ibid., xxxix-xl (205).
% |bid., xI (206).

% Ibid., xxxviii (203).



pros and cons of all views until the right one has been settled, indubitablzy37
rooted forever’
Schelling still maintains that the task of the philosopher is to explicate the watur
reality in reflective or discursive thought. This has always been the tasilagophy as
he conceives it, and it is a task that he continues to undertake in the wake of the
Freiheitsschriff although now with a firmer grasp of the limitations on the endeavor. In
particular, recognizing that an abstract account is not possible and that trugle®me
the process of existence, Schelling turns to history in order to begin an account of the
reality in which we live. Unlike Hegel, Schelling harbors no expectatiompthtsophy
has been brought to an end. Like history, it stretches out into the unforeseeable future.

We must be satisfied to live within the truth as it unfolds. This is what autonomy has

become in Schelling’s thought.

Autonomy as Existence within Obligation

For Schelling, the metaphysical and epistemological reflectionsigmissed are

developed on the basis of our existence as free beings. Thus, the structure of his
metaphysical thought and the structure of his moral philosophy mirror one anOtler
existence as beings who know and our existence as beings who choose between right and
wrong are tied insofar as they both take place in relation to our existehae tivée

process of reality as a whole. In this sense, autonomy takes on the broadiegroé

the primacy of existence in Schelling’s thought: both ideas point to our perspeactive a
participants within reality. Thus, although Schelling does not use the language of

autonomy to describe his position, his philosophy fronfFtiegheitsschriftonward

37 Ibid., x| (206).
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nevertheless captures the essence of the insight that Kant struggled to light

with the term®

By characterizing the moral life as autonomous, Kant meant that moraljty onl
makes sense from the perspective of one who participates in the moral condition;
otherwise, conformity to law is mere legality. This is why Kant claimas we give the
law to ourselves: we must be the ones who decide to accept moral responsibility. This
does not mean that we decide whether or not we live under the moral condition, however.
We assent to the responsibility that is already placed upon us. Thus, for Kant, autonomy
marks the recognition that we can understand the moral only from within, but it does not
mean that we are free to decide whether or not we are morally culpabld,oe e
free to decide what counts as right. Just as the Christian can obey God’s wilfeaut of
or love, so too can the Kantian follow the law for heteronomous or autonomous reasons.
The key point, then, is that autonomy recognizes that we bind ourselves because we know
the moral law from within.

As was discussed in chapter two, early post-Kantian Idealism expandeats Ka
insight by attempting to make autonomy into the center of all of philosophy, nosjust it
practical branch. This amounted to the extension of the principle of autonomy to all of
reality. As was discussed in chapter two, the expanded autonomy of the Idealists
continued to suffer from the ambiguities that afflicted Kant’'s thought. Thedayegof
self-determination, and its association with the Enlightenment goal of cehypiertain

and transparent knowledge continued to skirt unjustifiably the ultimate impdg<bili

3 This is in contrast to Michelle Koschreedom and Reason in Kant, Schelling, and KierkedjéOxford:
Oxford University Press, 2006), who argues thaeS8icty turns away from autonomy. Her position is
based on agreement with the standard interpretafiantonomy as discussed in chapter one.
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the goal that the Idealists had set themselves. Struggle as they migbtultenot

reach a perspective outside of autonomy from which they could explain it once and for
all. This tension is manifest in Schelling’s early essays as he stsuggiffer a
scientific account of knowledge, while also recognizing that the absolute isgbyetiat
which cannot be contained in any account. Schelling would go on to develop several
systems: hidNaturphilosophietheSystem of Transcendental Idealjsand his
Identitatsphilosophigand each of these systems attempted to offer a complete account of
reality, but they all failed to capture the living whole because the abs@cgssarily
eludes all attempts to systematize it.

In theFreiheitsschrift Schelling finally resigns himself to the fact that he seems
to have been aware of all along: we are contained within the absolute, and, theefore, w
can only seek to understand it from within. For Schelling, this is the essence of Kant’s
idea of autonomy: it expresses the recognition that we can only approach realithhé¢
perspective of a participant rather than that of an onlooker. Autonomy, or freedom
understood as the moral and intellectual struggle to realize the good and the true,
constitutes our existence and serves asefbetoward which we endlessly must strive.
And it is only from within the perspective of freedom that we can unfold the order of
reality. Thus, as th@ldest System Program of German ldealidimcussed in the
introduction, calls for, ethics becomes the only source of metaphysics. In order to
understand the order of reality, we must look to ourselves and the moral condition of our
existence: as free participants in the freedom of God, which constitutes tdeweor

have the principles within ourselves to understand the reality in which we beeléeal.
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From an ethical point of view, this means that our freedom points to our being

beholden to a moral-metaphysical order that transcends the self. Unlike in stwme of t
interpretations of Kant’s philosophy discussed in chapter one, there is no doubt or
ambiguity in Schelling’s thought about the reality or universality of mgralithe fact
that this is an order that we come to know from within ourselves does not undermine its
validity or its universality. Rather, it shows that a universal moralityniseglded in who
we are. We are constituted by an order that transcends the self. This is evident in
Schelling’s discussions of ground and existence ifrthéeitsschriftand the two
principles (the higher and the lower)Tihe Ages of the WorldThe principles that
structure our existence are the principles the structure the whole of.reali

This is also evident in Schelling’s reflections on the “forces and powers” that
constitute the human spirit in tistuttgart SeminarsFollowing the pattern of his
PotenzenlehreSchelling argues that the human spirit is divided into three parts: the real,
the ideal, and a third part that mediates between them. He refers to thesé@yebgpas
temperamentGemiit, soul [Seelg and spirit Beis].>® Schelling argues that the
middle component, spirit, is again divided into three: in the human spirit, there is the self
will, the universal-will, and the point of indifference between the two. Schedling
clearly following his account of the human spirit in Hreiheitsschrift and he continues
to maintain that human freedom is constituted by the struggle between the egjetifitic

and the universal will. On a higher level, this struggle between the princigles birit

%9 Schelling uses “spirit” to refer to both the whaled one of the components. He acknowledges the
linguistic confusion, but notes that this is alpp@priate, since, according to thetenzenlehrethe
three parts are exponentially repeated through@uhierarchy of being. For discussion of the
Potenzenlehresee Edward Allen Beaciihe Potencies of God(s§chelling’s Philosophy of Mythology
(Albany: SUNY Press, 1994).
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is also the struggle between the other two parts of the spirit, temperament and soul

Temperament, as our connection with nature, is the real, or egoistic pull in the human
spirit, whereas soul, as the divine within us, is the pull of the universal.

As in theFreiheitsschrift Schelling’s analysis of the human spirit in Stettgart
Seminarsserves as the basis for his account evil. Schelling once again maintains that the
mere existence of the egoistic principle is not the source of evil. Ratbpens up the
possibility of both good and evil. As Schelling writes, in the spirit, the “individual will
must exist, and it is not intrinsically evil unless it becomes dominant. Virthewtian
active individual will has no merit. Hence it can be argued that the good alneplissi
the idea of evil. A good, unless it involves the overcoming of an evil, is not a real, living
good. The most active, and yet subordinate individual will is the highest good.” Thus, as
he did in theFreiheitsschriff Schelling maintains that evil is a spiritual disease that
attempts to overtake existence and dominate it:

evil is not merely a privation of the good, not a mere negation of an inner

harmony but rather a positive disharmony. Nor does it derive from the body, as

many people continue to believe even today. The body is a flower from which
some extract honey and others poison. It is not the body that infects the spirit but
rather vice versa. It could indeed be argued that evil itself proves perhaps the
most spiritual [phenomenon] yet, for it wages the most vehement war aghinst al

Being; indeed, it wishes to destroy the very ground of all credtion.

The structure of the human soul also serves as the basis for Schelling’s account of
the good. In this respect, Schelling’s account of the soul is of particulassinferehe

claims that it is the manifest presence of the divine within us. As he writesstlhe

constitutes the properly divine man hence it is somethingnpersonal the proper

0 Schelling, “Stuttgart Seminars,” 231-2 (7: 468).
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Being, to which personality as an intrinsic nonbeing shall remain subordfhatde

soul is not our capacity for truth and goodness, but it is truth and goodness themselves:
“the spiritpossessesnowledgenhereas the soul does not know but is science itself. The
spirit has knowledge because it also contains the possibility of evil; it can ogbotde

i.e., partake of goodness, whereas the soul is not good but is this goolim€xst¢

itself.”*? The soul represents the divine within us and it serves as the basis for our
participation in the divine source of truth and goodness. It is the measure of theajood t
we know from within because it is constitutive of the human spirit.

Schelling argues that the struggle between the individual and the univiissal w
points to the soul as the third aspect of the human spirit, since “if error and eviltare bot
spiritual in kind and origin, the spirit itself cannot possibly be the highest formi.”
there were no higher principle, there would be no basis for orienting the spartttve
good. As Schelling writes,

Because disease, error, and evil always originate in the erection of\gerelati

nonbeing on something existing, the human spirit too must once again be a

relative nonbeing in relation to some superior being. For otherwise it would be

impossible to distinguish between truth and error. Indeed, if there did not exist

such a superior powabovethe spirit, everybody ambbodywould be righ*
Without the direction provided by the soul, the spirit would be aimless. In other words,
autonomy only makes sense insofar as we see that it includes the recognitian that w

participate in a universal moral condition that constitutes our existence.atdliym

autonomy, or freedom, means the proper ordering of the human spirit: “human freedom,

“Llbid., 232 (7: 468).
“2|bid., 232 (7: 469).
3 |bid., 232 (7: 468).
“ Ibid., 231 (7: 467-8).



243
properly speaking, consists precisely in the spirit being subordinate to the soul on the

one hand while standirapovethe temperament on the othér.”

Schelling emphasizes autonomy as submission in his discussion of the distinction
between reason and the understanding, which Kant drew in order to separate the
operations of reason in its theoretical mode from its profounder possibilities. tastont
to the strict separation, Schelling argues that “reason is strictynerstanding in its
submission to the superior [power] of the soul. Consequently, too, reason in true science
assumes a truly passive role, whereas the soul proves active. Reason is buytdi¢me reci
of truth, the book inscribed by the inspirations of the soul, yet also the touchstone of
truth.”® Thus, for Schelling, reason is by definition attached to the living reality of the
soul, which is the presence of the divine within every human being. This may not be so
far from Kant's own positions, since one always senses the divine status of reason in
Kant’s thought, but Kant’s interpreters have struggled to reconcile that with tba obt
autonomy as self-determination. The fact is, however, that even if we were able to
explain everything according to reason, we could still not explain the authorég .

This is why Kant could not go beyond the “fact of reason” as the basis for thelavaral

From this perspective, we are prepared to understand the sense in which each of
us, individually and collectively, participates in the process of God becomindestaas
we raise ourselves above our given being. This struggle, according targghell

the highest moral act of man. Our Being is only a means, a tool for ourselves.

Whoever is unable to separate himself from his Being (i.e., whoever cannot

become independent and free from it) but remains altogether entangled in, and

one with, His Being is completely trapped by His selfhood and unable to improve
himself, be it morally or intellectually. Whoever does not separate himseif fr

> Ibid., 234 (7: 471).
“° bid., 234-4 (7: 472).



his Being considers this Being essential rather than his inner, superior, Zﬁg

more truthful essencg.

God is the being who has always already conquered his Being and risen above his mer
ground to assert his existence, and human existence is structured by tpé tatreaize

this reality in ourselves, or, in other words, to become God-like. Thus, for Schelling,
God represents the motalosof our existence that is also its source. Whether we
struggle toward the good or not, God holds this position: “Regardless of whethekwe see
to cultivate ourselves with regard to cognition and science, in a moral sensectsspr

of self-creation always involves our raising to consciousness what existsn

unconscious form, to turn our innate darkness into light, in short, to attain a state of
clarity.”*® Thus, we are free to strive toward the good, but we are not free to escape
culpability for choosing not to do so.

One of the most fascinating aspects of Schelling’s position is that, for him,
autonomy points to virtue ethics. Schelling claims that when our will and desire are
“altogether subordinate to (and in continuous rapport with) the soul, this produces not the
individual, good act but the moral disposition of the souljidue, in the highest sense,
namely, awirtus, purity, propriety, and fortitude of the wilf* Schelling argues that this
produces the maxim of all the great ethical systems, even Kant’s: “Rieensibul to act
within you, or act as a thoroughly holy man.” Schelling notes that Kant only took the
formal aspect of this maxim: “Act according to your soul’ means simply to@cas a

subjective being but in an entirely impersonal manner, without allowing your sulbyecti

" Ibid., 208-9 (7: 436).
“8 |bid., 206-7 (7: 433).
9 Ibid., 235 (7: 473).
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to disrupt its influence on yod® But by choosing the good, by giving ourselves over

to the reality that transcends our individuality, we become substantively divwvelas
“Whenever this summit has been reached, all temporality and human subjectivity has
been discarded, and we are inclined to consider the resulting works the products of the
soul, independent of any human collaboration. What is divine is created, known, and
produced by the divine only® At the height of the realization of autonomy, our
subjectivity becomes nothing more than a vehicle for the realization of that which
transcends the subject. This does not undermine the value of our individuality, however,
for the result gains its worth from having gone through the process.

Thus, while Schelling does not offer a complete treatise on ethics, led is w
aware of the implications of his philosophy for ethics. Schelling articulatesx@ience
within an order that transcends the self, but he does so on the basis of the self. Itis the
nature of our ethical existence that points to the metaphysical realityéh whilive.
As was discussed in chapters three and four, this in essentially the viewhbbng
develops in thé&reiheitsschriftas well. Our existence is constituted by our freedom,
which is the struggle between good and evil that takes place in our souls. Thus, the
nature of our existence itself points to the reality in which we live. It is erb#sis that

Schelling attempts to articulate his account of the empirical maniéesttthat order.

Religion asthe Unfolding of Autonomy in History
Chapter one briefly demonstrated how Kant’s theories of religion and politibsidtren

his moral philosophy. As should be evident by now, Schelling’s thought follows a

% |bid.
*! Ibid.
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similar pattern. There are differences, but these differences aesthieof the fact

that Schelling is carrying forward Kant’s position rather than undermining it.nibis¢
important difference is that Schelling has made religion and history centria
philosophy in a way that Kant, in comparison to Schelling, did not. Whereas Schelling
claims that philosophy is essentially theology, Kant, on the other hand, “only add{s] G
after the fact.® In Schelling’s thought, philosophy becomes nothing other than the
progressive revelation of God, but, as we saw in chapter one, God sometimes seems to be
only an appendage in Kant’'s a system, a supreme causality that can erigheer@ms
of freedom and nature ultimately coincide. For Schelling, on the other hand, “the
absolute is the principle of all of philosophy.”

Another important difference is that, for Schelling, history is the history of
religion, whereas, for Kant, it often seems that it is political histdtiydaghReligion
within the Boundaries of Mere Reasufifiers an historical account of religion as well). It
is true that Kant’s various accounts of history must be understood from within the
perspective of his philosophy of religion, but his primary concern appears to be the
progressive improvement of external, i.e., legal or political, order among humas.being
Thus, the significant events in history have to do with the improving of political
conditions among human beings. For Schelling, on the other hand, the story of history is
the story of man’s relation to God as God progressively reveals himselhtomma
mythology, revelation, and ultimately, what Schelling calls philosophicaiaeligThus,
for Schelling, since history is constituted by the progressive self-reret#tGod, it is

constituted by the history of religion. The spiritual reality of human existempplies

%2 |bid., 199 (7: 423).
%3 |bid.
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the guiding thread that brings coherence to the mass of historical events that the

human species has undergone.

Thus, there are important differences, but there is also a more fundareastal s
in which Schelling is also fulfilling Kant’s philosophy. It could be said that, for
Schelling, God takes the place that reason holds in Kant’'s philosophy: in Schelling’s
thought, “philosophy understands God simultaneously as the supreme reason for the
explanation of all things®* Thus, for Schelling, “God” is the order that rules over reality
just as “Reason” is that order for Kant. This means, in turn, that Schelling ahdréa
making the same claim when Schelling claims that history is the progresdi-
revelation of God and Kant claims that it is the progressive manifestatiorsohr@a
the guise of the categorical imperative). For both, human beings are cauglat up i
teleological movement toward the complete realization of the highest good.

Moreover, for Schelling, as for Kant, metaphysics, religion, and politcwi{h
be discussed in a moment) emerge out of the moral condition of human existence. As
free beings, our moral existence illuminates the reality in which we Iink,ace
discovered, we can trace that reality and strive to under the order ohegistevhich
we are contained. We live in tension toward the absolute a&sldsef our existence.

Our existence as finite beings, as historical beings in time, is defined biraggle to
realize the absolute within ourselves. Thus, religion and history are the historica
manifestations of our moral and spiritual struggle to realize truth and gsodines
absolute terms, we are always already obligated to pursue the realizatierabsolute.

History as the history of religion is the story of this struggle. As we sba|lfor

** Ibid., 199 (7: 423).
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Schelling, political order in the modern state depends on its being embedded in this

context.

Autonomy as the Foundation for Politics
Unlike Kant, Schelling never wrote a specifically political book, and his work$yra
provide any evidence of prolonged reflection on specifically political questions.
Nevertheless, Schelling’s philosophy has relevance for contemporary politicahthoug
insofar as he rethinks the basis for the modern development of liberal pdiitiaght
through his analysis of autonomy and personhood. Moreover, although he does not
devote much time to political philosophy, he does not completely ignore it either. In the
Stuttgart Seminardor instance, Schelling himself points to the place of politics in his
later thought, and, after reviewing Schelling’s discussion, it will become eiusntor
Schelling, his understanding of politics is tied to his conception of autonomy.

As was discussed in the last section, Schelling develops his philosophyiofirelig
on the basis of the ethical position that he develops iRrigeitsschriftand afterwards.
In the Stuttgart Seminarsve see that he, like Kant, thinks about the state in the context
of religion and history. Schelling argues that human beings have evidenthyaaiss/
from their spiritual unity with God. No longer enjoying unity within the absolute,
Schelling argues that human beings seek to reestablish the lost unity. We egaimot r
unity in God, however, and thus Schelling points to the state as the attempt to skestabli
the lost spiritual unity on a natural basis. As he claims, originally ‘idotselfwould

have been this unity [of mankind], for orBod can be the unity of free being®."Only

% |bid., 226 (7: 461).
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unity in God would have been autonomous unity. Having lost this unity, however,

we attempt to reestablish it on our own. According to Schelling, human beings realize
that “God can no longer be their unity, and hence they must search for a natural unity
that, because it cannot be the true unity of free beings, remains but a temporateand fini
bond.®® This leads to politics: the substitute unity, “to which man must necessasly tak
recourse, is thetate”’ The state can never serve as an adequate substitute for the
original unity in God, however, since the state can only provide external or letyal uni
whereas unity in God would be internal or moral. As Schelling remarks, “Becanse ma
no longer has God for his unity, he must submit to a material ufiityfus, for
Schelling, the state fits into a narrative of the human fall from unity with God.

Defined as such, the state is never more than a halfway house that we inhabit as
we strive to re-achieve unity with God. As Schelling stresses, the stgtelédinition
forever attempting to achieve something that it can never fully achieve. Daisasse it
represents the attempt to accomplish by external means what can orntyelvedc
internally. But the state cannot achieve the moral or spiritual unity thatsedas
missing: “It is my opinion that the staéis such can never find a true and absolute unity
and that all states are merely attempts at finding such a unity; that is,dlatisrapts to
become a whole and, as such, subject to the fate of all organic life, namely to bloom, to
ripen, eventually to age, and finally to di€."Citing Plato’sRepubli¢ Schelling

concludes that “The true state presupposes a heaven on earth, andgbkté&iaexists

5 |bid., 226-7 (7: 461).
> |bid., 227 (7: 461).
%8 |bid.

9 |bid., 227 (7: 462).
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only in heaven® Nevertheless, it is this true state that underwrites all existing state

in history.
For Schelling, this means that political order depends on the higher moral and
spiritual principles of our existence. We are motivated to be members of bystate
need to regain the lost unity we once had with God, and the state depends on this missing
moral unity for its own maintenance:
The idea of the state is marked by an internal contradiction. It is a natural unity
i.e., a unity whose efficacy depends solely on material means. That is, the state
even if it is being governed in a rational manner, knows well that its materia
power alone cannot effect anything and that it must invoke higher and spiritual
motives. These, however, lie beyond its domain and cannot be controlled by the
state, even though the latter boasts with being able to create a morg| settin
thereby arrogating to itself@owerequal to nature. A free spirit, however, will
never consider [such] a natural unity sufficient, and a higher talisman isagqui
consequently, any unity that originates in the state remains inevitably precari
and provisionaf*
Here Schelling recognizes that law along with its coercive power is aaeegh to hold
a state together. A political community also depends on the moral and spiritual
dispositions of its members for its sustenance. If no one in a political commnuanéy
committed to it, then all the force and coercion in the world would not be enough to hold
it together.
But, as has already been suggested, Schelling also recognizesttheflim
political order and he cautions against trying to set up a state that nsafrdesiom
perfectly. The trauma of the French Revolution is still fresh in Schedlimghd:
We all know of efforts that have been made, especially since the advent of the
French Revolution and the Kantian concepts, to demonstrate how unity could

possibly be reconciled with the existence of free beings; that is, the pogsibili
a state that would, properly speaking, be but the condition for the highest possible

%0 |bid.
1 Ibid., 227 (7: 461).



freedom of the individuals. Quite simply, such a state is an impossibilityz.51

Either the state is deprived of the proper force or, where it is granted sueh, [forc

we have despotisfif.

Schelling points out that this is, in fact, how the political thought of Fichte (and perhaps
others) developed: “Hence it is quite natural that at the end of this period durifg whic
people have been talking of nothing but freedom, the most consequent minds, in their
pursuit of the idea of a perfect state, would have arrived at the worst kind of daspotis
(e.g., Fichte’s ‘closed Trade-System®."The attempt to secure a perfect state is
necessarily futile, and quite likely dangerous.

Thus, for Schelling, we must pursue political order as a necessary basis for
existence as natural beings, but our moral-spiritual vocation cannot be sasfied b
state. Instead, Schelling argues that “revelation becomes a philosophisgitye®
and only religion can provide the necessary outlet for our moral end. Thus,rigchelli
notes the necessity of the Church as an institution separate from the statgatéhe
when viewed as an attempt to produce the merely external unity is opposed by anothe
institution, one based on revelation and aimed at producing an inner unity or unity of the
mind; namely, the Churc> Thus, as in Kant, Schelling’s political theory must be read
in the context of his moral and religious thought, since it stands as a prepasgiory st
toward the realization of our lost unity with God:

Whatever the ultimate goal may turn out to be, this much is certain, namely, that

true unity can be attained onha the path of religion; only the supreme and most

diverse culture of religious knowledge will enable humanity, if not to abolish the

state outright, then at least to ensure that the state will progressivesy iself
of the blind force that governs it, and to transfigure this force into intelligetce. |

2 |bid., 227 (7: 461-2).
% |bid.

® |bid., 228 (7: 463).
% |bid.



is not that the Church ought to dominate the state or vice versa, but that2t5hze
state ought to cultivate the religious principles within itself and that the
community of all peoples ought to be founded on religious convictions that,
themselves, ought to become univef§al.
In other words, what is external should become internal: our legal relationshipsneit
another should become moral ones.

For Schelling as for Kant, politics is a conceptually distinct realm ofatlodins,
but it is one that is ultimately grounded in our moral obligations as free beingsyraled,
it regulates us as natural beings (i.e., externally), it nevertheless pomisgelf-
regulation as moral beings (i.e., internally). Thus, as we saw was theittag@ant in
chapter one, Schelling stands at odds with the social contract tradition in modexin libe
thought, since he argues that there is an a priori basis for political obligktitims way,
Kant and Schelling overcome a serious theoretical problem in liberal paiitaraght,

i.e., its inability to explain how we are obligated to obey the law even when we have not
expressly given our consent to be governed. For both Kant and Schelling, we always
already live within a state of obligation. It is a metaphysical fact tadnew as being
necessarily attached to our freedom.

The trouble with Kant’s account is that it is not wholly convincing because he
does not seem to adequately articulate the nature and source of our obligations. Kant
maintains the dichotomy of theoretical and practical reason, and, thereforanbe ca
escape the sense of doubt that always accompanies his practical philosophy. Kant
himself recognizes the problem with respect to the postulates of immo&Gaidy and

freedom, but, as was suggested in chapter one, the problem actually affects éis whol

practical philosophy because it never reconciles itself to the standards fde#gewhat

% |bid., 229 (7: 464-5).
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Kant establishes through his practical philosophy. For Kant, even as he arghes for t

primacy of practical reason, the theoretical continues to threaten to takey [pmibis
mind. His readers must continue to ask: how does he know that there is a universal
principle of right? Kant, of course, can offer no proof except for existende vibéth is
what he attempts to do in tMetaphysics of Morals

Schelling, on the other hand, embraces the primacy of practical reason as the
primacy of existence. For Schelling, it is our existence within the ordeing that
reveals that order to us. Schelling leaves behind the doubt that accompanidsdha lac
theoretical explanation. On the basis of our freedom itself (in effedgrinendwork
procedure that Kant rejects in the sec@mitique), Schelling claims that we have access
to a moral-metaphysical order that transcends the self and makes possidedamfas
we experience it. We know it because we live it; our experience is grounded in our
existence. Thus, it is not that Schelling offers a substantially diffeceatiat of political
obligation than the one that Kant put forward. Rather, it is that Schelling provideg a mor
solid foundation for Kant’s moral and political thought. For Schelling, our very existe
as free beings establishes that we are always already membetatef aes, the one true
state that is the end of our moral existence. This is suggested by his shogrited
politics in theStuttgart Seminarsvhich grounds politics in the metaphysical and
historical context of human existence that has just been elaborated, but it is also
suggested by his whole treatment of freedom as the basis for our knowledgeyof reali

For Schelling, existence in freedom is existence within obligation.
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Modernity as Autonomy

Reflection on the meaning of autonomy amounts to reflection on the meaning of
modernity insofar as it can be argued that autonomy symbolizes the spirit of moderni
by throwing off external authority and asserting the priority of the stffjeThis study
of autonomy and the primacy of the practical in Schelling’s thought points to a very
different narrative of modernity than the one that is usually acceptezh&atimplicitly,
but very often quite explicitly) by students of Kant and the German Idealistde Whi
interpreters of autonomy have wrestled with the tension between the notion tligewe
the laws to ourselves and the universality of the moral law, they have displsiyedg
tendency to emphasize the former, the so-called voluntaristic aspecbrd@yt The
belief is that autonomy must be about liberating the individual from any obligation that
comes from outside of our own reason. As one interpreter of Kant’s political philosophy
has claimed, “We are subject to the laws of reason alone: With this recogratibfirées
us from the domination of theological absolutism and the bonds of teleological natural
law, and likewise elevates us above the prosaic banalities of the doctrine of prifence.”
Interpretations such as these demonstrate an acceptance of the commive pérrat
modernity as the progressive liberation of the individual.

When we include Schelling’s contribution to the development of autonomy in the
narrative, however, we arrive at a very different picture, one that even a pragirg of
Kant should support, as was argued in chapter one. This is because Schelling

understands autonomy as an articulation of the order that we live within rathes than a

" Robert B. PippinModernity as a Philosophical Proble(@ambridge: Cambridge University, 1991).
% Wolfgang Kersting, “Politics, freedom, and ordiant’s political philosophy,” inThe Cambridge
Companion to Kanted., Paul Guyer (Cambridge; Cambridge UniveBigss, 1992), 342.
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Promethean revolt against the order of being. In so doing, he offers us another way to

think about the modern world in which we i Instead of conceiving of ourselves as
completely undetermined and unattached selves who rightfully express oueselves
see fit—as practitioners of what Charles Taylor calls an ethics of aisihefit—we

realize that we remain within a moral-metaphysical order that transttendslf just as
the ancients and medievals claimed all along. Autonomy is the recognition tlng we
within morality. Our freedom is a participation in God’s freedom. We aredrdedide

if we will respond to the call of morality; but we are not free to escape cutpabiould
we decide not to heed that call. Thus, if autonomy is the definitive expression of
modernity, then modernity is a reformulation of our understanding of the moraldmaditi
of Western civilization, but not a complete break with it.

Yet Schelling’s position does not represent a mere return to pre-Kantian
metaphysics. His approach to the order that we live within is distinctivedgm
because he begins from the self. Schelling’s analysis shows that if weftoegi
ourselves, from our freedom, we arrive at the recognition of the order thaewethin.
Being a self, being free, implies that order. This is the point of Schelling&agenent
of Kant’s arguments for the primacy of practical reason into the recognitibie of t

primacy of existence, and it also means that he does not simply return tatesamgts to

% Hans Urs von Balthasakpokalypse der deutchen Se@eudien zu einer Lehre von Letzten Haltungen
vol. 1: Der Deutsche Idealismy§reiburg: Johannes, 1998). Eric Voegelihe Collected Works of
Eric Voegelin vol. 25:History of Poltiical Ideasvol. VII: The New Order and the Last Orientatiad.
Jurgen Gebhardt and Thomas A. Hollweck (Columbiaiversity of Missouri Press, 1999). For
discussion of Voegelin’s relationship to Schellisge Jerry Dayoegelin, Schelling, and the
Philosophy of Historical Existend€olumbia: University of Missouri Press, 2003)&n F. McGuire,
“Voegelin and Schelling on Freedom and the BeyoidEric Voegelin and the Continental Tradition
Explorations in Political Thoughtd. Lee Trepanier and Steven F. McGuire (Columbiaversity of
Missori Press, 2010 [forthcoming]).

0 Charles TaylorThe Ethics of AuthenticifCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1991).
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offer an abstract metaphysical account. For Schelling, as for Kant, oustamaing

of metaphysics develops from within the perspective of participation. It is
transcendentally articulated as the order that we live within. Metayjshyses not

involve the identification of static entities, but, rather, it designates thegzo¢

articulating the living reality of which we are a part. This becomes mimktrg in
Schelling’s later distinction between the negative and positive philosophiesisut it
already manifest in théreiheitsschrift’scritique of the abstractness of Idealism and other
previous philosophical approaches. For Schelling, we must explore metaphysics from
within, which means that we cannot handle metaphysical realities likaobjebe

world of experience. It also means that our exploration is always incomplete.

In this way, Schelling challenges the Enlightenment paradigm of knowledge as
requiring theoretical certainty that still haunts Kant and early Gerdeaiism. For
Schelling, we cannot know God as an object of theoretical reason, but that does not mean
that we cannot know him. Why should all knowledge be reduced to the theoretical
model? Clearly we know more than it has to offer: the very fact that we camizeo
the limitations of theoretical reason points to our participation in a realitglindes it.
Thought cannot contain all of existence, but that does not render the rest of existence a
phantasm. This is the realization contained in Schelling’s hermeneutic ddrineand,
while Kant remains mired in the tension between theoretical and practisahre
Schelling embraces the perspective of existence as our conduit to theysietpirder
in which we exist. Thus, Schelling points beyond the theoretical epistemology that
continues to influence philosophy into the present. He points beyond the belief that the

certainty of theoretical reason is the only acceptable form of knowledge.
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For Schelling, while modernity is about realizing individual freedom, itsig al

about recognizing the metaphysical context in which that freedom existavaNegthin

a moral-metaphysical structure that is not of our own making; human freedom is a
participation in the divine freedom that constitutes the world. Many have taken the
failure of theoretical reason to demonstrate our freedom, the moral law, ordtemex

of God as evidence that we cannot know their reality, but Schelling demonttedtes

such a position is in its own away an instance of speculative mischief. Thasaldies

that transcend the subject-object mode of knowing, and thus we cannot determine their
reality on that basis. Instead, Schelling shows, we know these things beediwse w
within them; they constitute our existence. They are the realities thatona existence
possible. Modernity recognizes that every individual should come to recognize these
realities of his or her own volition, but it does not thereby deny that they exist. Thus,
even for Schelling, autonomy remains the consummate expression of modernity since i
articulates our participatory existence within a moral-metapélysider, while also

recognizing that every individual must choose that order for him- or herself.

Conclusion

This chapter has undertaken two tasks. In the first half, it elaborated the philakophic
position that Schelling develops in theeiheitsschriftoy showing how he continues to
work with it in subsequent works, notably tBtittgart SeminarandThe Ages of the

World. For Schelling, our freedom itself becomes the basis for our philosophical
exploration of the order in which we live. This means that we can only know that reality

from the perspective of participation, and it means that we can neverarcomplete
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knowledge of the order of reality—although such knowledge remains the hypothetical

goal toward which we strive. Our freedom is the basis for our exploration oy realit
because it is the principle by which we recognize the reality that tradsceflective
awareness. It is the aspect of our existence that enables us to see ths finite and

the immanent as immanent. Our ability to recognize the limitations of thiegpias

points to the fact that we are not contained by them. We have within us a principle that
transcends reflective consciousness and theoretical reason.

This chapter has also shown how Schelling’s account of human existence—
including not only ethics, but also religion, history, and politics—continues to unfold
from within his account of autonomy. For Schelling as for Kant, our spirituahgalli
which is most fundamentally a moral one, is our highest vocation, and it defines the
structure and purpose of our existence. Only God is truly autonomous, but we are called
to strive to realize autonomy in ourselves by bringing ourselves ever closer to tthion w
God or the absolute. Schelling’s account of religion, history, and politics all emerge
within this context. Religion is the location of the divine-human encounter, and history is
the story of the development of that relationship as God progressively reveaf toms
the world. Politics fits into the story as the natural order among human beings as
strive to regain spiritual union with the divine through our struggle toward autonomy.
Thus, for Schelling, politics depends on our spiritual-moral vocation, since it is that
vocation which ultimately grounds politics. Without the sense of obligation that comes
with our freedom, there would not be enough force in the world to maintain order among
human beings. Even though it can force us to recognize our obligations, the state

nevertheless depends on our recognizing that freedom comes with obligations.
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Finally, Schelling offers a glimpse into a parallel narrative of nmotleas

search for order. Autonomy is not about the voluntaristic assertion of the $gdf; rais

the recognition of our participation in an order the transcends the self. Modstaiig
recognizing the value of every individual discovering this order for him- orlhdyaeit

does not mean that the order of reality depends on our recognizing it. Whether we live up
to our obligations or not, they are still our obligations. Schelling’s development of
autonomy shows that this was its meaning all along. We must choose to align ourselves
with the moral law, but, whether we do so or not, our freedom remains tied to our

participation in a moral order that transcends the self.
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