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AMEOPY

DAVID S. PACINI

this bo/ is the tra
el’s ide. sm, a Ve

c nateme gt es , but by
no means the limits, of the work that German philosopher Dieter Henrich
has undertaken over the half-centurv. In 1973, while still professor of

Einsicht,” in Subjektivitit und Metaphysik. Festschrift fur Wolfgang Cramer, ed. Dieter
Henrlch and Hans Wagner (Frankfurt am Maln Vittorio Klostermann, 1966); English: FOL;
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X Foreword

in the Harvard philosophy department in the early 1970s was a notable
anomaly. The analytic mindset of the department at that time harbored a
skepticism, deriving in part from G. E. Moore and Bertrand Russell, to-
ward the tradition Henrich was interpreting: their wariness deemed such
th1nk1ng 11tt1e more than a pastiche of metaphy31cal phantasmagoria.? Yet
i . If he

traditions of pnilosophy.® by joining insights from the “Anglo-
American” tradition to his cr1t1cal but appreciative, 1nterpretat10n of Kant

ectures

ter years
dertook a

The climate of the time was largely unreceptive to his sohc1tat10ns The
rincipal reluctance—to the extent t

tivity. See Dieter Henrich, Bewusstes Leben. Untersuchungen zum Verhiiltnis von Subjektivitit
und Metaphysik (Stuttgart: Philipp Reclam, 1999).

ealism,” in
Rorty, J. B.
84); id., Rus-

J>J>J>J>J>

enres,” in Philosophy in History, ; in Empiricism
and the Philosophy of Mind, by Wilfrid Sellars (Cambrldge, Mass Harvard Umver51ty Press,




Foreword xi

sprang from the general assumption that the philosophical problems of
German idealism, in general, and of subjectivity in particular, were no
longer pertinent.* More focused opposition arose from those for whom
even the mere hint of these topics caused more chill than Cambridge’s
winters, and who were bemused that students would endure either of these
elerants to hear ‘ch. So e nbere by i

largely from memory, his lec-
tures nevertheless provided detailed accounts of philosophical materials
lar n to all . Wi
di
0
cr
est, even this news seemed to remain within the confines of specialist cir-
cles. In the main, the lectur i d been consigned to the archives

5. Stephen Dunning, David Pacini, and Camilla Ream prepared the transcriptions and
initial editi

erg from the time of Wilhelm
to Munich notwithstanding).



xii Foreword

editions of the works of principal figures from this period have become
available in English translation, many for the first time.” In Europe, in-
creased interest in the methodological insights of the “analytic” tradition,
which Henrich has helped foster, is now evident. In 1985, Henrich initiated
the Jena Pro;ect an extenswe program 1nvolv1ng numerous scholars in the

ohn M

Oow nu €r among ! i transat-

se clude the J Fi 1 dge: With the
First and Second Introductions, | 1970] ed. and trans. Peter Heath and John Lachs (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982); Friedrich Holderlin, Essuys and Letters on Theory,

d (1796-1799),
ress, 1988); Im uel Kant, The
aul Guyer and ' en W. Wood,
13 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992-); Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Intro-
ductions to the Wissenschaftslehre and Other Writings ( 1797— 1800) ed. and trans. Damel

LaSalle: : Micha¢ igi tical Philoso-

br e, Mass.: i ) nd and World
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1994); Hilary Putnam, The Three-fold Cord:
Mind, Body and World (New York: Columbia University Press, 1999), Manfred Frank, Das
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lantic research project involving American and European scholars of Ger-
man philosophy is well under way and has begun publishing its work.!?
Many of these new endeavors routinely cite Henrich’s findings as standards
of interpretation against which their work must measure. Moreover, an in-
creasing number of philosophers from the analytic perspective have taken

up ==share "Tanrich’s cone s with th=ablen-> = “aolf-casciougsss.?
Wi 1 thi ¢ mate, it/ ems L.ely/ at the ubl ation fhi ‘fof otten”
lect ¢ m st nowen rtherecep ehearii ar = ptthei ranging

lisc ss;  th earlieruv wdi< .ot
The developments of the past three decades also make it possible to ap-
preciate the perspicuity of Henrich’s work in a way that none of us who at-
ten  his/ ures coul raspa’ - vich’s »w.the/ asti-
tut. @ ole » aistory | the formeé on of 1 de Hof ra nali ¢ ads as
bot a v « nofar anantido tocert 1t .us wnat hav ichieved
ur nc 1p losophic. ers.t. 7 ingq] sesan altern: ve to the
ahistorical stance earlier “analytic” philosophy held, as is evident from its
reading of past philosophers in strictly contemporary terms, just as it does
tot aistc . stideath’ pa dign® urs virct scrn chis rica’ aink-
ing i in a imitso’ articulard ‘ourses; ‘er k<< rkco  susto
qu¢ ic © p1 aaryass nptioroftt under ng ich standpoir : the re-
,ecton Cotricition. He woo U¢ therec, | sposil, some grand _:turn to

/o

“History” or “meta-history.” For Henrich, anything—whether “History” or

Phil >, isch s sitze (Fr/ furt am Ma  Suhrkai | 11 3); En Sh: Lo« iphysical
Thi: n, E lo hical Ess , trans. Will 1 M. He ag¢ .. Cambridge, ass.. MIT
’res 190 Er1 Tugendha “elbst’ Jussi. und Ustbe  mmung (Frankfi  am Main:
Suhrkamp, 1979); English: Selj-Consciousness anu Self-Derermination, trans. reter Stern
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1986).

12 ¥arl Apreriks and Dieter St=ma, eds., ThaMadern Sihioct- Canceptions of tha Self in
Cla: . Gerr | ’hilosophy’ .pany. INY ess, I ;D dKle. ran  tin’  Zoller,
eds. iy in h elf: Subje Absolute, anc  thers (Al y:| NY.P 5199,

1 Se | e< ssof Rod kM. Chishc | Arthur’ Da ), bonald David 1, Michael

Jur et,  ul yer, Colin o john . © .y P iam, and Ernes  osa in the
Henrich Festschrift, Philosophie in synthetischer Absicht, ed. Marcelo Stamm (Stuttgart:
Klett-Cotta, 1998). See also Hector-Neri Castaieda, The Phenomeno-Logic of the I: Essays on

Self cious ed. Tomis ¥ and Japs Tart (In Ys: I ana Ui crsity
Prec | 99): | mas Nage Mortal ques' s (Can. ‘dgc Camb! 3ze U ver ; Press,
1970 & n¢ S emaker, ©  First Person  rspective. 4 ( ~ ,s(Cam  .ge: Cam-

bric U i Press, 190 - and £ ‘arle faylor, £ rces  the Self: The N :ing of the
foc n I tity. Cambridge, i saarvard © .y Prec 1989).
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some other meta-term—that purports to be possessed of an immanent
meaning, and to unfold according to a single principle, is suspect. At the
same time, he is equally wary of postmodern pronouncements that “His-
tory” or “modernity” has ended and lies in wait of a decent burial. What is
missing in all of these perspectives, according to Henrich, is an account of
“=agener>and formatiof the gzt 'issues ot 2anstitte phil=sophical
¢ err Such a’ accou..ing ,insep abl from 1ea hir research
a. ¢ ,1 othew kofrespo. blehist y.. = —absent ,m the per-
ec sl mrichcr =cizes aci =acc’ atir for the genes and forma-
tion ot their authors’ own distinctive motives. Such motives not only drive
these authors’ theorizing, but also become inscribed as presuppositions of
orot sphilose = moder . ursu
101 I Henrich’ iews these/ :rspecti s distir , he ‘¢ sees them
lc ¢ :d sithin a onstellatio. of relat  p oicus, in paj because he
sce s ¢ their fr_ o0 Uspec. o7 artt Heidegger’s | ilosophical
problematic—one revivified by Jacques Derrida and Richard Rorty, among
others. Heidegger claimed that the development of Western rationality
ists:  the “for’ auw. s of _emy wh' 1 Cu ina - in’ rategies
1 on by :modern’ bject. I hit diew< Joder. ° etaphysics
tl * nc inadir. linesith' eekm’ pt ics (asthe co inuation of
_. pueontiities of res. Jto Bel,,  _.d distiaces itself fro__ it through
the notion of the “worldview” (Weltanschauung). Heidegger interprets the
madern mataphysical war!dview asthaabjectivization of the subiast’s self-
s tio | aethaty tonge gre’ sthev th'  Beirnn By ki’ 'modern
el ol s lnotio of thesel worldvi (i 7 dfieds assertion),
d’ tc vowerin sing! Jon. "atie® e ‘gger can con nd that our
aistance from, and forgeurulness of, peing has 1ed to self-assertion in the
form of a confused struggle to gain world domination. Thus he insists on
surp. ngof met”  csin f “the » o1 eing:/ Vhy are
¢ 'b/ 1 atalla’ ‘whynoty nerNo ing "

14 He ich, ATS,p. =7 _ish: C
15. Martin Heidegger (1889-1976), “Was ist Metaphysik?” [1929], in Gesamtausgabe, vol.
1X, ed. Friedrich-Wilhelm von Hermann (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1976),

2; En : “What is M cics?” tr “d Far “in I «tin He gger: Ba-
ritit ., 1. David/ rell Kicae (N York: = rpe < Row 977, ! . Although
ic g vl sLeibnii Juestionass dingattl Hoi ctaphys. e also claims
it el less rema. metap’ sica  Tence f¢  leic zer, Leibniz’s qu ion falls short

arr. iga n appropria. _rstandiliy sthing’  a horizon of Se,
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Although Henrich judges Heidegger’s account as the only consistent al-
ternative to ahistorical or historical-developmental perspectives, he none-
theless detects in it a “critical rejection of civilization.”'® Heidegger’s pro-
gram cannot account for “world-historical lines of development having
equal right and nevertheless being able to meet in a process amounting to
mo=>+han =-'obal loss i= 2 essenca’ o/ Wese'=221217 Foarich’s “udg-
me | em  part, fr¢ hisawess’ entthe He cgger ollay s/ Ctwin
pri i} >s f 1rodern ilosophice cthinkin -s| " Crvatio. .nd self-
or io. .es —into Be »niar’ clf-c ertit " H  legger’s histo bgraphy,
rooted in a questionable conception ot 1ate and destiny, thus shows itself
to be driven by a programmatic agenda. Such an agenda, in the words
of I ard/ ty,is “self" _ Tsatorx” . uch ‘egg depl’ sthe
Bac 1 n/ 1 ensatioj olegitma hisow cri |juec noa 2 .estern
ratt 1t °

I nr  ©p intains t. " twin v ies ¢ modern phi sophical
thinking issue not merely in a will to power, but also in an awareness of our
dependence on unfathomable conditions not subject to our control. For
thic ~ son . rariety o Jersp stivel wse ame . oug o tha nove
bey 1 B/ ¢ an self. sertion to. rd oth¢ wi _in< lich it ' aodern
sut ct © fii asitsbe. . Sontvof esefoc  or esubject’ssc seof be-
_ag at ome in a totali,  .cis muc. < it (L.lbniz and He_.l), some
on the undemonstrable conditions on which the subject is dependent
(Schulze and Tacobi), and.2thers on thasrhiect agan-enivhenamenen-of a
mo wnd 1 ntal life’ ‘ocess Mg , Niet. the ndF 1d). o' ght of
the ° v 1 respons , Henrich’ iim shc d s no s, rise: he
vai 51 or¢ de the | idlose’ iica hasis.” a  rspective thi respects
what is 10 be 1earned from wne Heideggerian critique of modern Western
rationality, but that ultimately extends beyond it. He seeks a basis that,
abc L, ¢ s ahistoric “oricis’ _ngra his  ical /* lils.

1 " hat ¢ ows, [/ opose to ¢ or som ex natc rer v/ about
He ic s is riograp -« that will | nultane sl ... ow light o the Hei-
lel rg  10oc ofinterp. =t Iw. o .fer oriefsketcho heintel-

16. D. Henrich, ATS, p. 112; English: OTS, p. 34.

] Hen ATS, p. 112:7 - OTS, »
1 . Helr ¢ GmPpp/ 5-116;c.ugli BSMP, 14 5.
1 F hi | rty, “The istoriograph  f Philosc y: .es,” in osophy in

Hisi 1
Z D.U aric. GmP, pp. 1i¢ , english. ,Pp. 150 5.
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lectual framework within which he interprets classical German philosophy.
Finally, I will suggest that Henrich’s interpretation of recollective thinking
as remembrance provides a helpful challenge to Heidegger’s interpreta-
tion—one that might also apply to certain trends in current philosophical
and theological thinking.

His riogra 1y

w. th endofh. “ect:t 5, sich< Hpo datitle chan . Originally
called “From Kant to Hegel,” he now urged that they be called “Between
Kant and Hegel.” This shift reflected his conviction that the alternatives

em d durine’ .o wiod< oo cal | pL sop!  remain
« p ¢ cctsfor| irrent exp! ation.; h dsns riet’ ¥ any story
al. /10 aces in| 'vance.a st dy pr¢ esc n jrom Kar o Hegel””
>sp. d¢ arations i _netee.. atwe ieth-century inkers who

tell such stories and claim that they have “solved” problems left unan-

swered by their predecessors, Henrich remains convinced that these esti-

>sa  verblow/ rurt. rw <wie ath e pec vec esi ot only

s bl b alsor essary, alb - from | etl do' cal ap aches that
ffe = or ‘hose ot eir o/ jine s,

This counmitment 1o w..c viability C. rurthe, exploration rescs on a sec-

ond conviction: historical artifacts—literary fragments, correspondence,

wuscr s, and othe -hival re ' —tear” “hat+linears - stage-

lop « talinter etatic.iof/ crelati hra1 oHngp losc hid perspec-

e ¢ n dojust :totheira 1alevol ioi .aer the  velopmen-

s. m 1oritsve ant’ e L adior’ or| iscourse” typ ogy of his-

torical interpretation, 1s structured to take into account the tull range of

historical artifacts. As a result, such schemes remain fragmented or incom-

>, F¢ enrich, e .. »garpt = mtl “QAc. —as,/ . exam-
2 1o me of E nhold’sne :cted p; ers -isn¢ ssar, » .useitin-
)¢ ¢, ferent | erpretatio. of the :a 1suips amor  theoretical
rsjp tiv . Furthen, oens . stor  f the ongoir, viability of

heretofore dominant philosophical stances.
In Henrich’s view, artifacts body forth everyday attempts to give “form”
rtal 1estions/ at I, has/ ged .« 'us. omnn  nt. hon’ nem are

2. T | irstepth ryisastrue ~ Hegel's vn of how «  sical German

ilo y = minated his o 'wo. as it i< . Ri ard Kroner, Voi  ant bis Hegel
x dbilgen: Luohr, 1961).

22. D. Henrich, ATS, p. 111; English: OTS, p. 35.
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our interests in self-preservation, in our relation to others, and in our rela-
tion to the universe. Artifacts not only embody particular conceptual
forms, but also something of the preconceptual or pretheoretical dimen-
sion of life that first motivates the desire to shape answers to fundamental
questions. By this Henrich means that all of us, in some elemental way, are
giva=*o phi'=sophical quas ning ort+ 2 penghontfor fackioning “pec-

lin. 'ed .al, re-

ula 1 tho 2 sthati’ grate.ie¢ serienc —: ciala
lati 1 v .1 :ologice ° Historice nterpre io vest kee in view
hot th e aceptuar rotiv’ ont > an’ ne ecific conste tions of,
the ‘ordering that artifacts embody. Here Henrich appropriates an insight

from the historian and philosopher Wilhelm Dilthey, whose influence on

the idelt  schoolra™ = frma = =thec ife uatic’ and
the 1 jui 1 :ntsare/ commens! tewith r¢ tinct om, < .ndsof
rat. 1 ¢ si dcorre. ondine the ‘etical ¢ 11 (s that we  rticulate
n spc el them.D. = iges "7 0p ctectthis disti ‘tiveness

from metaphysical exploitation and to uphold empirical patterns or con-
nections (that endow life experiences with meaning) as candidates for his-
tor, . scru

I [t 2y 1 ightilll inesthose atures: en irica’ avest. = on that
wo ¢ s the enc achmists' € mets 1ys 1l foundatior lism. In
_Tel_lick_“esi_nation, ho. y, Diltie, .ater c_iphasis on p._terns of
meaning tended to overshadow, if not subsume, the difference between life

£-atjonalitvthot emeranointhe corrse of inter-

situations and the modes.a
pre \ n./ 1 reason f this Cser’ don 1. lea whil, he | ftte s and
cor 2 ‘o 5 atendo experience ithme: ng sa“fra. of con-
wcic sn. "« what T hey/ lea ‘wor ey :ype,” and as n initial
point of aeparture for hisworical interpretation, they also conceal the en-
abling conditions, inner motivations, and theoretical possibilities that lead
to dev’ Hhment of 7 pers 2T aric  fran’ vork

Dil ¢ pr > eslend! selftoore ilytot di olvin dfcc a” oppo-

Zz Di H rich, Fluchu ailosopr. _ays (B akfurt am Mair uhrkamp,
1982), p. 7. An English translation of Henrich’s “Selbstbewusstsein und spekulatives
Denken” (Fluchtlinien, pp. 125-181) appears as “Self-Consciousness and Speculative

Thi: ” in ‘ing the Self” | Absols Mthers ! Ge. an PE sophy,
ed.¢ 1 ans ) IdE.Kler [and Gunter sller (Alt y:¢{ NYPr ,195 p' J9-133.
See. o F bs hyandtl Conflict bety n Tender s« sressay b rich com-
08¢ in dsl n D.Hen % Kor Jte.. wszur ilos. e in der Zeit (I akfurt am

wiala. Suliicamp, 1987), pp. 11, .2,
24. D. Henrich, USS, pp. 125-127.
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sitional elements crucial for the interpretation of “conflictual” situations,
such as the development of inner motivations. For Henrich, Dilthey’s dis-
covery of the structural and conceptual parallelism between the teachings
of the Stoa and the forms of modern thought is a case in point.” In

Dilthey’s accounting, both exhibit a parallel departure from a concept of

PO

re aself-sufficie=* “mamic 7= and 7 2'on intoan ethi-of self-
. vin tivity, w' ch hao vir ¢ as it yoa Whii upe lir' the view
a. v A ity cou  trace its ¢ gins to, es ssault « Pyrrhonist
ep. sn Dilthey’s nalve noi heles' aile in Henrich’s' ew, to pen-
etrate the theoretical potential of the tension between self-consciousness
and self-preservation. Such tension not only motivated Stoic thought, but
hol¢  Hgetherthe = mal,va© | sspec “hii thich’ e mod-
o ub ¢ attempt o connrm/ | being.
Ju t' s Ithey’s| countove. okedt'  is < ui motivat 3 potential,
al in enrich’s'© o' “pair. “di. Hurses,” and © :velopmen-
tal approaches.” These frameworks “do not reach, nor do (they) speak
from, that point where transformations in the frame of consciousness oc-
7B ase parad naw \dis’ arse. ame ks e g ded! , princi-
2. ff 1 heorist own devis 3, they | =v: bl to 1.~ porate the
ng .1 otivating actorgatp vin th ais rical formatic  and inter-
. -eta__on __ problems.
To correct this oversight, Henrich invokes another formative influence
an-the Hoidelberg schea's Max Wehorwrho radicalized and recast-Nilthey’s

‘ro. conc¢ ‘on. ha’ re not of

ht” | claimir chat 1_uso; mergc

« 11 l¢ singan thatit doe ot fully on " U, Web  could infer

at. 50 remains. ~und’ m. rial f© stk both limit it nd make its
aistinctive reatures possivte. He direcied this assessment toward method-

ological considerations within the social sciences, including both the inter-

of 1 investigat ' the V" al c nce chat 4 lermine
2 W a1 Dilthey  833-1911), = er entwii any eschi® liche i cismus nach
ne sc. htlichen| sammenhang it den d en| nthestischen St :men” [1900],
Wi m . theys Gesa,. ' arifte.. 7 4. Ge 3 Misch (Leipzi: 3. G. Teubner,

1921), p. 315.
26. D. Henrich, USS, p. 125.
7.D.T ich, ATS, p.~ ~lish: O™ 2

He  encount¢ 1thewoixof axWebc arly  hisst iesa far’ rg,and un-
v att ai aginthe  orousscient  method: U © atthe. _tion of Gero
ork or ernegg. ki richsu :qu  lywrot/ sdi oral dissertatior 1 Weber, “Die

the.  er! ssenschaftslc. X Webei. _ingen, 52).
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these interests. To those of his Heidelberg students who read him as a phi-
losopher, this insight was necessarily applicable to Weber’s own life, as well.
They observed that the conditions necessitating and guiding his reflections
were manifested in the “restrained pathos” permeating his entire work.”
Weber’s way of grasping in a single thought both talk of fate and of the pos-
tula®>of a p=**2nal order == =ning bet' " mawled =224 lifes~=ithou* m1ak-
ing i rell [ aship ex' «cit, st.uck’ ilemas fe thpt bsop icd mpli-
catt 1t D 4 ess,the waslatent  histhi in Ldnized'  nole” of
bo¢ ble 107 edge. We »rm’ en. ttem’  ho ‘:ver, to establ asucha
relation between fate and rational order 1n terms ot some cognitive totality.
Consequently, his Heidelberg readers discerned in Weber’s themes reso-
nar  witl  ant’s notic . his tht 0 Cide: thc -h we ever
car 1 p/ « alitycor cetely, wer iethele. ber ever :ffor » urun-
der ar i ;1 wardwl remains¢ wunattai bl suwcume.

V th s1 tioninn. 7 _pers. ' ‘erg: ilosophical it rpreters
recognized the impossibility of assigning any objective scientific status to
self-understanding. They understood that even the “person,” insofar as it
sigi  san . aoftota’ ;T fscd Liele nject Cauc an anif Ltion.
He i i ¢ retsthe earlyappr salsto1 rar 2t per’s crained
for o h [precis rbyeldin_ bjecti’ atic ,expressesa mension
~f ¢_nsc__us'__perience ... _annot L. _.uded __>m historical _nalysis.®
The immediacy of this pathos, however, can only be mediated through ar-
tifaste. Thue lterary and 2athetic creatians, as material conditions ~ffect-

ing . lin | nd dist’ ctiveni_os ¢ 1 ratic litt nave  dist <t/ ace in
the 1t p ti onofn tivatingfo swithi \p = .ethos enrich’s
1cC I 1 Jlderlin’s wcced in' evailit up 1 Hegel to ¢ indon a

Kanuan interpretive framework turns on considerations of tnis order:
Holderlin argued that Kant’s theory could not capture or convey the en-

thu  tic & DHathy ger by th -h R n, " ich Ko ig-
nit ei ¢ >ctual f¢ orof their ‘minar lay !

I w v ¢ pelling r Henrich historic raj , . an insig; gleaned
vo Ko Jas crs.Inhic 22 id 15 7ea son esociology ¢ religion,

which joined comparative studies of rationality types with an examination
of underlying life-forms that embody various modes of world rejection,

2 L I ic KJ,p.53
2 D ric K], p. 53.
D." aric | HuH; Englis. 1
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Weber had effectively linked in a new way two dimensions of Kant’s frame-
work: the theory of ideas and the theory of antinomies.?? Jaspers made
this connection explicit and began to interpret Weber’s revisionary insight

anew. By Jasper’s lights, Weber’s claim could now be seen to mean that the
understanding’s unending effort to comprehend the whole inevitably col-
: it"“=reconcila i iear e latter i

ch, KJ, p. q

ch, KJ, .

ch, ATS, ; ish:

ch, ATS : G see the report of

ieter Henrich, Konstellationen. Probleme und Debatten am Ursprung der idealistischen Phi-
losophie (1789-1795).
ulze, Aen.

ch ri' 1. Wissens-
eter (Stuttgart:
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would also overlook the resurgence of the popular “philosophy of unifica-
tion” (Vereinigungsphilosophie) whose Platonic outlook found notable pro-
ponents in Franz Hemsterhuius, Johann Gottfried Herder, and Friedrich
Schiller. Because each of these strands sprang up largely outside academic
philosophy, they have tended to escape philosophical notice. Only as we
deli=aate thatistory of nh""maphical #*avery poi*hinathiseoeriod Aoes it
bec i cl' 1 hat the: other wend icies, ¢ pil their erip s status,
enj e si u cantinf °cnce.’*®
£ ch o viewot ~epd Usc stells n ¢ problems, wl h forms
the keystone of Henrich's nhistoriograpny, also avoids a second pitfall.
Rather than leading us into a questionable “notion of unity that both ab-
sor  Uth uanderlyin® = msap® = esth yite €7t his-
tor U nt' ¢ ter sho 1 delineate 1e relai ns o>sar ngv i s con-
cep ¢ < ot ciples ¢ philosoph 1l disc¢ ri¢ auu imbue | :ir form
7it a1 sn donofurn 7 suni % Lfro “absorption however,
because it embraces the working together of irreducible parts for a com-
mon end. We saw earlier that Henrich argues against the uncritical adop-

tior  per tives hel® Uy ac hors’ e tial woee fdi ovel | now
we s s¢ I nchalll ge theidei! hatas 3le [Il-=' ,rbin, = ity can
do1 ni © ¢ enera. grasythic stincti 1b  ween differer kinds of

-ni., is-.. re.ognize the - Lausibilic, (nose'__storical inte1 _etations

7
that revolve around epochal paradigms. It is to see that there is a pro-
fourdly unstoble relation hotween (1) +t-=nrethenratical anti=omies ~flife
situ ns /1 (2) obj ve lu_ssity aons . me ves, i lua gt . con-
cep a o a cation ¢ the world rom th p ‘e, it is  car that
tho v a ime tha  self /ide unit’ gov s a given ti : period
are tnus mistaken. Henricus work repeatedly shows that we stand at the
threshold of the disappearance of a conception of “The One” in which we
pre  sly all unity. 'S we < ter tt mect €adi’ rent
“or ' disi z eoforeus ndsoalso ra“ne vyor 4

I n o h shown orexampl that K L ...dReinh s 1789
Yer ch aer teuen Trho wiad s me oREC n Voostellungsverm ens (At-

tempt at a New Theory of the Human Faculty of Representation) and

2 . Her ¢ HuH,pp/ -15k Jlish' uH,pp. 1-1
L de ic ATS,p.1 ;English: 0T ».34.
4 D, rid K], p. 54,
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Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi’s expanded Uber die Lehre des Spinoza (Concern-
ing the Doctrine of Spinoza) engendered an enthusiastic reception among
their younger contemporaries, precisely because these works introduced
the possibility of new philosophical voices.” Even though the two books
exhibited no material or conceptual relation to one another, some readers

f2nd ipthem the infti=“ans of 2= wtellatis= 2 ideag*hat mi='t bring
) .cq . otionsin relation.
L el raw tog aer the dis actions en .ad by ¢ ension, the
2ic er school—  «ikes (hio stor” _rap cal outlook. ese are (1)

between life situations that introduce their own requirements and concep-
tual schemes that humans devise to address these requirements; (2) be-

>n th storicallt o tated A0 ate | € a. 2poc’ und the
r. s ¢ 1 onality O whichit' ads bo  lit tsapn disti t° _ features;
) > e thein: wutable grc \d of it co wuauic antino les that de-
‘m - a odeofrc o yanc " _ors onceptually ¢ anizing the

world and structuring knowledge; and (4) between a preconception of
“The One” in which we see all unity and the “one” or altered conception
nity 't emerg’ wice lifed oves . int @ ie na. 7 in’ hich we
2 of U yatho = We may eadily I as hees Jstinc = s, derived
ori  le lonon ¢ pirica'obt wvation' .nt methodologic  principles.
_aes. prit_iples requi. -~ w0 placc - Liment. n historical ¢__itext and to
interpret antinomies as factors that not only inform the shape of concep-
tual schemas but also_camerate new thearetical nassibilitios. Grornded on
¢ >pr 1 oles,He' .ch’si_tor’ graph, wus tem) to, ov’ :aversa-
e -/ if entiate¢ n1eansof o1 ntation to olems«  ne classical
ric of ermanp ‘osor B, woidi® far ungflightsir metaphys-
1cal speculation, the reauctive pittaus of ahistorical or historicist para-
digms, and the oversights of programmatic history, Henrich offers an al-
ative  dominap’ viogra<trenc ~ o th ast ¢ tury of
L so 1 His hist iograpnhy ¢ vends1 th¢ ona  cthc ¢ jical “new
g U 1g 1oron: ismissaloi crtainp lo¢ ..carproble s asillusory
o a0 . Inste« it plorc e acre formations  the philo-
sophical problems of modernity in their variance and complexity, and it
does so by employing artifacts culled from both well-known and sup-
sed itions.

41 de ich, ATS,, 118-1 JEn  :h: OTS 5.4 16.SeealsoK. L :inhold, VTV;
1E  Jac i, Spin.
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Intellectual Framework

The above principles commend to our attention the relation between the
constellation of ties and tensions that connect life situations to theoretical
frameworks and “an overview of the problem condition of an epoch.” At
th t, th*="nkage su at life eSSES S 1 ral te=vhat
co |

implies

philosophical thinking holds such problems in mind—an issue that Hen-

ricl  ink uires ur ider co ilos/ aical
sectio at follo

s, Henr
retical problems that accrue to the modern subject of knowledge and the
life situations within which they were formed.* While not unknown to

is whether
retation, th
emerges in the conflict between Kant’s belief that “the advance of knowl-
edg~i= the r of all ind” and ki belief, t-

our faculties.*

In service of his second belief, Kant taug

y
A
y
A
y
A
y
A
y
A
y
A
y
A




XX1V Foreword

in the spontaneous double act of giving ourselves the law of just conduct
and a capacity to fulfill this law. To overcome the conflict between a theory
that assumes a necessary combination of faculties in our knowledge and a
theory that assumes an independence from necessary combination in our
moral awareness, Kant attempted to prove that freedom is a principle both

p'oafinsight freedam is the

~“-nsightoad of real oo section. A+ arinciy
i end 5 fourcd wityioact comla (d /) alc = A 21 aciple of
n > o freedor providess ematic 1k o under. nding, rea-
n, 11 :total cc wnat? ity “all k' har ctions.* To ¢ eguard this
claim from mystical speculation, Kant carefully circumscribed the limits of
rational inquiry to the principle of self-consciousness. Even so, his defini-
ofr masasps . »usas . Hatir ay . ksre  dection
¢ wf 1 nyis, i lenrich’sol 1ion,a| cis :con lera. w natrecurs

s qu nttheo: ical formu ‘onsof 1e Luunsubjec
Tl sec ad proble. =" ernse ' re o neactivity of 1e knowing
subject. Karl Leonhard Reinhold attempted in his 1789 Versuch einer neuen
Theorie des menschlichen Vorstellungsvermogens (Attempt at a New Theory
e T Ity of RM lese. tior’ ana o hic sy eue Dars' wung der
1 9t1 i entedert ementarpl sophie. N zPr< atatic . the Main
p. = o dlement v Phi"wsop 1) tos’ ng =2n Kant’s cri al philoso-
iy v._th ¢ principle . Liodolog.- Liionisi -4 He aimed -~ rebuild the
entire conceptual apparatus of the critical philosophy, deriving it from
faundational justificatieneand defini*ians that ¥ant hadnaver clearly pro-
1. ¢ © lob Ern’ Schu_s/ aring  itic ns ¢ the. at’ apts ap-
a d a eneside us, a book ithout' p: suence 1 Reinhold

Dieter renricn, Identitdt una Ubjektivitit. cine Untersucnung iiber Kants transzendentale
Deduktion (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universititsverlag, 1976).
45. For his development o€ these ethical amsiderations inthe contemvorary sontext, see

v He ,“The Co’ xtsor  ton’ y:Som. lrest vositic oft  Cor .ehensibil-
H a Rights”  83], in Aesi ic Judgn ta  the’ ral Im f the World,

I P ster (Star rd: Stanford iversity. ess. /92), pp. 59-84 1, “Nuklearer
edc  in| onzepte, pp.. 7 yid, nuklc  en Frieden (Frar  urt am Main:

Suhrkamp, 1990).
46. Dieter Henrich, GdA, p. 78; English: CoR, p. 221. For a concise introduction to

‘ich’s matic think’ «t Kant “ard Ve ‘roG sion: UT y of Rea-
1 Ap ¢ Idealin e Unit, of R¢ om:Essay, nK tsPhi ophy, D' crHenrich,
I h' 1 Kkley(Ca ridge, Mass.: arvard Uy ors  © 294),p; -5
47 L. einhold, © V; id./ Weu Darstellr | d¢ Jauptmomente r Elementar-

ilos  aie’ [ 790],in Bey. . 165-20
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but with considerable impact on subsequent thought.*® Its shattering effect
on the Kantian convictions of the young Johann Gottlieb Fichte prompted
a forceful response. In his Aenesidemus Review, Fichte contended that
Reinhold’s first principle of consciousness was conceptually faulty. At the
same time, he pointed out that Schulze’s empirical orientation had blinded

hin>*= the ~ovc self-refens*al charas® = »f the mi= " that s, to th-fact
tha  m . tanonly euncast¢ tinte 1s¢ meni act ‘ty. [hese
cor d a o pressec ichte beyo  thelin at .thad\  ublished

‘or 1qu 11 O thepri sinled sel. ansci’ sne . He moved t vard the
recognition that the basic act of mental ite is not a synthetic unity, as Kant
had supposed, but an opposition that precedes unity. Fichte’s elaboration
oft ife¢ emind—< = winind _ag,a ‘g, geth’ with
its . 3 °n¢ 5 fself-in’ ses—inter softhy pp sitior strt v of ac-
tivi ¢ 1 it ssacon lerablepo. onof E ari s aualysis.

T et d; oblemarc ' aichy o orie shislectures the ten-
sion between the activity of the knowing subject and its relation to the self.
Also emerging amid the reception of Reinhold’s Attempt at a New Theory

of i Hun  Faculty £ «xep. eontc’ o, u. isst ac es. dis’ ictive
for v th 1 simultai ousrecept 10fJac i's mant d Coi * uingthe
Do it S noza . inhols ai mpts t ‘lai y the concep Hf repre-
cen__tio. nc__porated ti.. _a of ase.. . that __th relates to __d is dis-

tinguished from representations. His definition implied that even the sub-
jectsrepresantation of itse'“must somahamw followrthe came nrocedrwe of
rele + an | stinguis’ 1g' 1.ad erent anr ;Jac iqu tie :d the
rele o b v >:n the nceptuals acture | de " —ar kn. edge of
ni o, ts wdanop csitet on: uted/ uct eunderlying ar mode
of knowing. 1nis latter structure is imnieaiate ana thus not susceptible to
ordinary conceptual analysis. Rather than merely restricting the applica-

4 E.S e, Aen.

4 J. .F a RA.

= K Gt Hld, VTV, H. Jacohi. Sp

£ At.  tin ofhis 1975 Aenric ware 1t Reinhold had ‘ually out-
lined a rudimentary theory of self-consciousness in his 1789 VTV. These sketches are absent

>,

from Reinhold’s “Neue Darstellung der Hauptmomente der Elementarphilosophie” [1790]

(in 2 L py »—254), on v th Fich* “shulze ‘heil ‘tical r¢ Onses
to I 1t »old, ° to which’ bsequenc sc!’ arship ¢ the criod  hac 1al” urned.
Her L ¢ n dhisove :htwhenhe  overedtt hel ° einholc  arlier edi-

tion  nc si 2 discusse ‘tatle’ “hi D . Henr , A pp. 139-159; E lish: OTS,
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tion of conceptual structures to particular spheres, Jacobi went a step fur-
ther. He tried to limit the validity of all conceptual structures on the basis
of their internal constitution.”? Although he thought ‘knowledge’ of the
immediate could never be explained, he nonetheless asserted that condi-
tioned knowledge of our own existence is simultaneously related to a
~is imp'iadthe paasibility“a Hen-
svi 4 ofanex ptionwiep’ emict :ir shich dis. ct’ _lation to

52 1

I—9wled =’ of the un~+'itioned

el ol ef ctively  aeres with  conscic sng .e unc¢ .ationed. In

is' b toodin' ark< posi 0 ted link d, who soug a single or
“first” principle of philosophy.**

For the young Friedrich Schelling and Friedrich Hélderlin, who read

1hol 1d Jacobi - »Luthe = mine “ib1. en, € a more
¢ ed’ o e said.| aeir semir vy teack , C ttlob  hris '« storr, had
n i d faway »indentmn Kantiax mc . wwcory to 1 : service of
eo. ice orthodox, ™7 answ = .evol nto the Augs irg Confes-

sion and the Formula of Concord, Storr devised demonstrations of the
certainty of revelation for finite knowledge. His proposals insisted that the

~call . dpnmust! stue dfr rap ticu ao, ati vers’ ctive. As
L lir ;. d Ho6ld lin saw mi ers, Sto. s wer< nof . ° 1an moral
ec il adthein grity €Ki “spror sal| subordinate erything to
e il_ne_.ate consclu. s of frcc . In r_istance to suc.- orthodoxy,
the seminarians tried combining Reinhold’s notion of the consciousness of
enantaneets activity with-Tacobi’s natian of thaneanditioned (vihich was
) cor . redastl oasis_.sp’ .taner. ¢ sope tive e gh spon-
1y 1 they be n with the incond Hn constr. . it both as

ec 1g onsciou. »ss o0 'nc theled as 1 ernal to it, t n Schelling
and holderiin might be aole to dissoive the oppositions between God and
freedom that Storr had exploited. But this would require an “exceptional
uag/  uchalans _ musth npre “ere cdon t elf that

¢ >de 1 :subje¢ activity a’ stand, o trast  the © iary con-
p. t o :hwhic thisactivitt ndits; >d oo arecon rehended.”

52. D. Henrich, ATS, pp. 159-165; English: OTS, pp. 75-81.
53. D. Henrich, ATS, pp. 159-165; English: OTS, pp. 75-81. Consistent with the pietist

‘ngs o' upbringing«" i steadfast’ astrued ' tmowl te of theuncondi-
i las’ | ‘inthepe’ nal Ge of !t sm.
5 D' i ich, ATS, .159-165;E  ish: OTS. 17 !
5. 7 Hde ich, ATS,  159-1"7E1 sh: OTS ».7 31.
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As Henrich has shown in his later scholarship, both seminarians would at-
tempt to fulfill this requirement in distinct yet related ways.*

To introduce the fourth problem, let us recast the third as the problem
of overcoming dependence on the mode of conceptualizing through which
we ordinarily comprehend the activity of the subject. Recognizing this

depodence thinkers soua'va distinat i way foonienify the immediate
anc 1 cor | oned rel’ on orwme/ ojectt itsc  The oHgic di ourse,
wh' 10 ¢ ¢ fined a¢ 1ediated ki wledge 'tl _ <tsact, yin the

vo I, Id enber <cate’ ot caren’ ,ft.  unconditior |, along-
side discourses of freedom. So understood, however, the third problem
poses an implicit opposition between the language of the subject’s relation

toi  fan¢ atofitsr” = tothe = . The orc. °m el crges
fro. { is; [ sitingof n1ethird: H wvcant o] osite fse. v world
be i ¢ F Henric suchaque ‘onreq ‘es pruciple of U ification
ha s dn  from th " of s¢. o ous ss of the m¢ ern sub-
ject.>’

Henrich locates just such an approach in Holderlin’s theoretical
ske  s387 approad” o liny® suee ffec ey« tan 1hi’ rom

any ¢ k' i afirst inciple an from tt in ‘ene’ one i it draw
fro. it 7 e 1diment »of hist“ew merge’ wit n the intellec al stric-
carcs he Cndi_ed while 50 ing at u. Loinge Stift. At first e found
mere solace in Jacobi’s Spinoza book, which he studied and discussed
with - friends-Shortly theraaaor he encatered Fichto’s Wiscouschaft<lohre,

wh @ rave | nreal b e. Fic.ee’s’ sncepy n ¢ theuv con tio’ d dif-
ferc £ n a bisini refusaltos »yscribe th .al Go¢. theism.
Sic 21 ,c cred Ho. -rlin/ sub. ntiald err ive to Storr’s uestion-

aole 1inking or autonomous ireedom anu viblical revelation. Yet on further

reflection, Holderlin retrieved from Jacobi a way to articulate the “im-
me ¢’ o conditios “at Fid d 0 idé; nasm’ o as
Fic ¢ ng¢ ¢ ofthe( positional’ aracter fc scior actt v asone

of i ¢ al onditio. 1g. Ineffe. Holde a ' .. ,acobito| can that

56. Dieter Henrich, “Philosophisch-theologische Problemlagen im Tiibinger Stift zur
Studienzeit Hegels, Holderlins und Schellings,” Holderlin-Jahrbuch 25 (1986—1987): 60-92;
Eng' ' “Don "t Philosophi " Theologica! ™ lems in ' Tihinger Stift dustog the
Stuc 1 lears | egel, Hol¢ an,an  _che’ g incC )\ pr 1-54.

£ L de ic HUSp. English: HJI . 75.

& D. © ric GdA,p.7 EngliskCok  220.
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something unconditioned must precede Fichte’s first principle of opposi-
tion. Consequently, a different philosophical approach from the one Fichte
had developed was now required.

Steeped in the thought of Jacobi, Spinoza, Kant, Plato, and Fichte, and
experimenting with poetic writing in a manner akin to Schiller, Holderlin
pondere how or if al'tace congidtions £4tamather: TTis peatiar way

cay | heseth’ (ersinwa/ igleta, str sevi nti »f' zment he

n ¢ ¢ nthefl :afofabo .Subse en 4 “Judg .ntand Be-

g, 21 gment ¢ nter sses. = ori ial  st) unity bet een subject
and object—“Being”—with separation—“judgment.”® Since he conceives
of judgment (Ur-teil) as the original division between subject and object,

derli  freetost™ = adistic = hetw <t ¢ tnow' Jgeand

S mnanner <plicitly di’ ring frc +E ate, F Ider. ¢ Leing pre-

dc « o lationE ween subji and ol ¢t/ i wus cann become an

je. Hf 1 owledge. 7 arich " [H¢ erlin’s claim | this: Being,
to the extent that we apprehend it, is grasped through an “intellectual intu-
ition” that is fundamentally unlike the intuition characteristic of self-con-
11y '

I p s ;thedi nction bet :en Beii ar <¥ jnscic = ess in this

1y,  Id lin’s pr¢ osed sotati  to the pp.  tion betweer he subject’s
Cclaticate sselfand e <aon to o orld aliames the forr- bf an ongo-
ing longing for reunification with Being. The finite subject cannot over-
came hercaparation fremaan origina' wnity. Navartheless che relatas to Be-

¢ hr¢ © (1) bui inga _atigt A wor, (2 rans adi fir ¢ objects

¢ e Ing her rigin and | bseque: hi ad (3) rrendering

ri d, ithoutlc ngh’ frec 'm,te iet wutiful object fthe world
that symbotize the unity she seeks. 111 each of these, the subject strives to
move beyond the boundaries of her enworldedness. Her embrace of the
itifu”  that whie' nates olete rre. and/ ptivates

1 Th irrende’ or ‘love’ h' s her ' es pe th dorn 17 on of the

e¢ 1V s [freedo  and therc rmanif s oo eedom. ut the con-

ct’  wi athe sue ¥ _tive ' .nd | ceptivity to 1 e perdures,
marking the course she traverses.

9. E H ' 'rlin, US; Epe'= " 'R,

D/ ¢ rich, HUS 5. 78; glis' /B, p. . F anin oret. »m/ :rnative to
n -h’ so Andrzej  rminski, Rec gsin In vre  ‘aw derlin, 2l, Heidegger,
10 ol e Gasché finneap l'is: U wversity ¢ /in sota Press, 1987
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In his final lectures, Henrich introduces the fifth problem accruing to
the modern subject of knowledge. What conception of unification is ap-
propriate to overcoming the oppositions between the subject’s relation to
itself and its relation to the world? Is the unification that overcomes this
opposition (between the modes of the subject’s relating to itself and relat-

ings*anthe 7oa0ld) best un'ostood inetms of “awimardialibeing”or in
ter1 5 ftl odes of terre.cced’ ss witt  w  tis ifiec U/ e ap-
pec t p n rdial be gthat prec les con >ttt ' enint¢ ation of

or cio ifc emains. leter’ mat nd.i¢ Jom way, incomp: 1ensible.
But 1f one appeals to modes ot interrelatedness, then perhaps there is a ba-
sic theoretical concept, which understands opposed elements in terms of a
“to y’th mergesfr” = irexed” | haty st ble f¢ ana-
lyzi 3 atil 1 ty.Defii 1gsuchac icept,h ver ,wo lbe o nount
tot >i 7 rc aenttha vedefinet concej of auun itself.

C '} ric saccourn "7 [was o .ed h this task ¢ defining
“relation” in a way that overcomes the opposition between the subject’s re-
lating to itself and its relating to the world.®! Caught between the convic-
tior  ffre = m (expe’ ucee nse’ .uary cith owe na 'S lling)
an¢ b wu¢ r tion of antianteac ngtosc e om< thec =, Hegel
sou at. - :s¢ de. Whil critice®»f L at,Her  s¢ ly theoretical roposals
—ac Jor_litt.o'to move b, _aafunao ially Lontian outloo... Conver-
sations with Holderlin and others convinced him, however, that in order to
adve=<e ber~~d Kant, he »="1d have to=~*ect the “’~c the bishest r=inci-
ple ¢ hil' ¢ hy.Ind’ agso,.leg’ woulc 'nc iwcen ch¢ wk Kant
anc it/ 1 embrac 1.9

1 g¢ gu lthatnc rime dal' ity or stal - precedes the pposing
elements; thus he rejected riolderlin’s 1aca that origin and end are identi-
cal. In place of this unity, Hegel experimented with the idea that opposi-
tiol ads { n increasi”  lutior”  aduc “auni o Pive' | for
thic | m egel’s g erning rul’ or the' ‘tel inatt 1of e :lation
bet e ¢ p ites:na ‘ly, “negati '’ In] nr .. sumate,1 3ation is

he asi 1ec ctical cor. =t Jpell. *h Loce of makingtl indeter-

61. G. W. F. Hegel, WL! and WIL?. See also D. Henrich, HuH, pp. 34-40; English: HaH,
pp. 135140.

€ . Her ¢ HuH,pp/ =25k jlish' uH,pp. 8-1

€ 1 H i , “Forme¢ der Negatiotr 1 Hegels gil "o ihrbuc 4 (Koln,
197 2- 6.
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minate (the groundless or emptiness) determine the production of reak
ity.¢* Totality is thus simply the process itself, rather than consciousness of
an “I” as antecedent to production. This amounts to the claim that the pro-
cess itself is ‘the true, rather than a presupposition. Hence the modes of re-

lating to the self and relating to the world are not primordial characteristics
~C

<

-ubjectiity clarified ! weflection 't are tha 't outzowth o “a clari-
. lon'  1egation’ asho.., fo! Hegel \ 1ir term acy v ich relat-
g ¢ £ odintsis| 2beginnin Hfthep ce conality  ne indeter-
in.  sh ves by vi. e oft Jinc ermi’ Cy i d without pr upposition.
Unly thus does it become manifest 1n thought. So viewed, the process
internalizes and transforms the past, and also presents it in a new way. In

’r to e meanir”  “erecs’ . -con ss . well” | for the

1 ral' p creofin igence),t” 5contit un aust’ me. h a possible

j¢ o0 {1 bught.] herebyacc resan/ eg uuuinto the stem of ra-
me  y.°

In summary, the problems linked to the emerging theory of the modern

subject—the principle that unifies reason, the activity of the subject, the

ion/ . veenacti’ .y o. hes’ ,ccte lits ciauc to 2 se’ che uni-

@ or > heopp( ngrelatiolr othesc ar relo¢ nto. = vorld, and

e re cal conc ot of yific fon su’ ble oOranalyzing e rationali-
s Coelecontothese drelatic. (ne wi_.d—form the _hnstellation

within which Henrich pursues his interpretation of classical German phi-
lacaphy. R=qught into o by a histeriaoraphy that 1iohelds irrecancilabil -
his' ¢ stellatio’ const .ateg . hat ki ric calls he| ob’ n condi-

1. of 1 poch” | virtue of]  metho w¢ - these. sblemsata
ste. .| >discert. 2 the no nly ¢ cep alissues but so conflicts
i what Duthey woula cail their lite sicuations. Within these conflicts we
recognize, in a manner reminiscent of Weber, both the limitations of and

ning’  r theoretic” nsibilit’ “hey ¢ _ ‘ni inte/ ‘etation
ey 0 sses. H rich’s nist¢ bgraph. hu comr sus »/ Corporate
it. v ¢ aceptuc hinking, b also ' det . .Ciuembrar :, intimacy,
d' p¢ sibilities© =2 orm. »n7 noer ~would atten t to thema-

tize this epoch and its problems must take all of these into account. Such
reckoning alone would show that the search for unity within classical Ger-

« Di' . lenrich,“l Formeuaons! .ngung. ler alektii Jber. U ennbarkeit
't de legelsvor  egels System.  ‘evue Inte  atic " ilosophs (1982): 139-
2.

65. W. Hegel, WL* W=,
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man philosophy is not, contrary to some critics, a homogenous drive for
one idea. Instead, it is a distinctively nonunified endeavor; it remains in-
trinsically dialogical and multiple. Yet to conceive and understand such a
complex of events and motivations presupposes both recollective thinking
and a critical stance toward the theory of recollection—and its variants—
lyir==t thes2owe of classica’“erman r-" 2avhy.

R~me branc

Holderlin invokes the term  remembrance” (Andenken) to cast a particular
light on recollection (Erinnerung). He stood as the fortunate heir to a new

the ofr  lectionw' = mets,” = dou 2 as ollow New
prc o ts’ ¢ isighter rgewnen: ollectic fig -esir 1ink. v afun-
dar m ' ir nsion ¢ cxperience and wl 11 uory brings  ings to-
et ra e toodint. = seof ¢ o on| astheyappe: :dinthe

ruminations of imagination. Recollection allows us to hold before our eyes
what is not “forever past” and to imagine a unity that holds life situations
tog . r.It  ostransf’ nu. hov Ler-o ders un G ur ¢ sp of

the o it 1 under ichwestc 1,soth w ‘ees wor. .anew
ligh F 7 er vsusec ‘remenbr. ce”to/ dan| Trecollection’ atimates
Jha.—en._nb__nce preser.  .natis ac  .inged.. ken), while rc Hllection
preserves what is burdensome. As Henrich points out, Holderlin was not
alonain higmisgivings aba=t recollectian. The v in which recollestive
thit | gs! » dbeco’ cived, .oge er wit. the i1ann in  id .ts in-
sigq 57 o d eunde ood,rema ddispi :d. T .eagre ent that

'ec e¢ Vs asights L come’ ays rpast .eir riginating ev. ts, theo-
rists witnin tne classical German perioa uivergea in their accounts of the
recollective process. Further, they differed in their estimates of the sig-
nifi  ceof  ollective s

V11 F t defined ne origina pontar d>u¢ ct o ons. ' iess as
syn e . e 1dinm. 1notmere appreh sic cucatsoreco ction. If
pr che o1 sonlyo. o that ' Lon 2come foreve past, we

would never be able to form a comprehensive interconnection of our pres-
ent conditions and motivations. Apprehension, for Kant, looks rather at
sor ing m tobes s, dse’ e va oue on Gl t¢ ome.

¢  Se r¢ mple, D." nrich,/ 7S. . “also D' enr , Fluchtlinien. F osophische
sse, id Ly e SuG.
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Precisely because we presuppose in all experience the interconnectedness
this thinking establishes, recollection figures as the fundamental dimen-
sion of experience that makes understanding possible.” To the extent that
recollection points to what is universal, extending over the entirety of con-
scious life, it makes possible the higher form of understanding, which de-
£225 thgao2nds towar=hich life=" 5t be #2224 On'= as reas'lection
 aat’ | eunivel tdov.cbe meca, dlel inqu ing to' .ose ends
G o7 1 critice tances tow dthem 'y . these' Dacities, we
= Kant's' ~,w. asc 4 fra® se bility and u lerstanding
to the various manifestations of reason. Within these manitestations the
interconnectedness—or better, the unity—of reason through “freedom”
llyb'  mes evide
i r/ ¢ e the/ imoraial | ivity ¢ co ciou :ss . ¢ positional
tb < 1a synthet Hence,re  !lectior 'n uwwanama rof under-
e g1 purposc. 0 ognie .ne ¢ Hsumption o n (intellec-
tual) intuition under a concept. Fichte was content to follow Kant in prin-
ciple, assigning the “reproductive” imagination a formative role. Yet as

rick iterpreta’ ou si ws, M aiso ‘scel cu o ecc ctic an inti-

a on f ieprodi ivepower  theime na .o vhati © _same, the
o¢ 10 of inde. mina win. lectual’ tu oOn. Fichte en hasized the
C_cip-_cal Coles—at a . distince .1 the [__ediated knov._-dge of un-

derstanding—of productive and reproductive imaginative acts as constitu-

i for theprocess of maanllection = in tepmaaaf hothimaginative acts

da’ © oughgo ginte .ela’ mnesst we indi rm. te’ 1d deter-

it t¢ 1 itionar .Forhim, isinter at _.ves for  or unity to

ne as ss.Furti -ita2’ ws' -ollee’ nt decomeaun rsal faculty
ot conscious human lite.~

Considerations of recollection need not be limited to aspects of con-

us li”  >rtaining* ept fo nor ledy of ob” _ts. One

t la o xamine oOw recolle/ on con. fut insig thr. ¢  Juestion-

g\ ¢ or atationt fconsciou ife. Su¢ af oo cunampior 1 by Jacobi,

er. . p htofun =< Uy v 2w Lone knowing as stinct from

mediated knowing. As Henrich’s lectures suggest, Jacobi concluded (in a

deeply problematic way) that immediate knowing is simultaneously

6 D i ich,GdA >.79-80;Eng 1: CoR,p 220 2
6t 7 de ich, GdA, 80;En¢'sh:| R, p.22]
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knowledge of the unconditioned. This implies that recollection is inextri-
cably bound to problems posed by immediate knowing: the disclosing sig-
nificance of the subject’s relation to itself always eludes the conceptual
structures of its relation to the world. Jacobi construed this disclosing sig-
nificance as belief in the personal God of theism. For this reason, recollec-
tior=a the poangnition of ' nconditi= . of thalsino Go is fre the
beg | ng/ o indedir n oricatin® oelief.. | su 1, rec lect. 1 i’ .cates
tha h ¢ ti deshin gthrough e limit; f¢ aon is ¢ f-certi-
uc thh m zesonly we- ain awas ess the uncond: >dned.

In a related way, recollecuive thinking may assume the form ot a meta-
physics whose structural contours do not require an external formulation
ofl  ~f,ac |Jacobi’s«= = al of ond s t. o livint Sod.
Acc « ng > ‘lenrich, olderlin’s; intofc¢ var reis’ em. i city of
ori( ta ¢ s consci s life. Toge er thes Ut raw the way, n which

ife riv  to stablish i " to ti. “" whi it has been parated.
Whether striving to build a rational world, transcending finitude through
recollection of history, or surrendering to the beautiful, each bespeaks a
prc adlb aneffort Jun wit awie Trav oy o R der) sisa

gaz a n/ O hakesp. e’s admor ion in  ‘ng ea=’ _ook ' 1 thine
car F  a¢ stheleg macy/vinc d,the’ dis nsability—o' ach par-
Jctr ¢_entodion. Despic. lirirrece. Loility, ach remains €__ential to

the stabilizing and securing of conviction in the face of dejection, futility,
dovht.and loct love—or in"T4lderlin’s = ards, to tharvark of avercoming a
lost = tyy I God.

¢ te tl seorier tions, how ‘er,belc s " ‘urview  poetry.
Yor 16 i poetry. mea ‘ur >ants nis  tendencies i they re-
sound with feeling. His coutidence in uie poetic endeavor hinges on his
displacement of visual metaphors with those of tonality and rhythm. Po-
etic  deav’ ommitted arpor< e tor €in_ mate peri-
enc ¢ 'tiy & acons¢ usnesstha jraspsl st idend sin  u .y that
diff s\ o (t cirdistii ive mood: ndtone Av C.cosof this ity mo-
‘ho’ onc Rather than issolving
oppositions among these resonances, however, poetry preserves them. It
holds incompatible and antagonistic tendencies in a fragile harmony so
tha chd active tor’ wy . ‘gsht’ ice In| o mer the! wlity
of t 2 oe || known ithinthep m,evol g arm' atlii * usout:
“so na i tl primor al fourdati - of alll ork and acts of m 1 we feel

ne ar, In rupts an o urpes
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ourselves to be equal and at one with all, be they so large or small . . ”® Po-
etic ‘insight’ is, as such, first and foremost recollective: it listens to the ways
in which life’s necessities unfold over the ‘eccentric’ course we have trav-
eled, grasps the ‘spirit’ of their infinite connectedness, and helps us inter-
nalize them in a way that prompts our thankfulness for life as a whole.

"16lde"’s perceptia+hat the " acter £ maaallection is a mveserva-
) sub : todem/’ dsof.uth’ nessw ‘ai mati im, fu’ or Hegel
e s b gelreje :d Holderl s metaj ysi cost un:  tfrom God:

>w n« ereturn ~that hic hash< (lol On Henrich ‘-ecounting,
Hegel came to believe that the goal ot unification (not the sorrow of alien-
ation from a divine origin) impels us to preserve the infinite within us,
vam  mpedime ific’ 0 Dnce ~ste. 1the’ .odes of
t.rel 1 1thatgi risetothe »ssibilii of iity,y recc » that uni-
a. v is  process, ather than| lost gr¢ ad  wuich we l¢ 3 to return.
c¢ rac to Holde. w7 _gel sc o Lect: 1as an overc ning of the
past. Such an overcoming transforms the past into something new for us
into which we may venture freely.
"hile ~ se stang’ e mar’ aty «. m ¢ cane er, ss Q' lous are
e a7 1 which¢ hcorrespc Istoor of eth’ cetica ' sblems ac-
ui © o e theoi of thromc °rn su’ ct. or example, e could no
_ore gras, Kant’s conc | on of te .ty of [ ason apart frc_ his theory
of recollection than we could Fichte’s conception of the activity of the sub-
iact apart£om his. Kantand Fichte #19t as mpch ac Tacohi. Holdarlin, and
°l, ¢ 1 rue the' vithh .1/ :“lost or > “wi dra 1’/ compet-
g a t tbefitt irunique: dembe ec 7 —the1 Cor oflived
ni a1 theinti ~acies’ it ~t the' aio  with, what tt - held most
passionately. At a minitnum, then, wiiat we may take from tnese observa-
tions is this: any interpretation of the theory of the modern subject within
sical’ 'man phile | -that £ “tten: ‘nc. nsap’ agcon-
[ on ¢ recollec’ misbound ofallsi rt¢ ther rk.i o _h’shisto-
¢ vy dicates atsuchatt aptswil e .oiwallyane ic; they will
k' v ity bori. S5 mmc e’ Cex  riences and t  perceptive
hues such antagonisms produce. From this vantage point, ahistorical and

historicist thinking appear to preclude such matters: what they gain by way

6 FE' O rlin,“De esichtspunct sdemwi as. .nzusehe  aben” (1799),
F. icl eissner,it. A,vol/ 51 (. S1),p.2°  En  sh: “The Perspe. ‘e from which
*Ho to! okatAntiqu. | . rriedrici. cun: Es s and Letters on.eory, p. 40.
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of reductionism, they lose by way of historical profundity. In the end, they
fail to make the theory of modern subjectivity comprehensible.

Once we recognize the extent to which these conceptions of recollection
differ, it becomes possible for us to bring into view not only a fuller con-
ception of the dynamics of the theory of the modern subject, but also to
noti=an as~oct of Henri' 7w histories why that==+'or eseaned o no-
ticc ¢ nri 1 histori¢ method a’ s atai ntc 1al st ctu. e’ mina-
tiol »1 1/ e titudes. atoncecor :ptuala Ip _ptual—  at make
1p. pe cu -sense ¢ thes rld. dof’ ed elopment of s sense
over time.” As such, Henricn's historiography is an implicit recapitulation
of a mode of recollection that Holderlin deemed remembrance. So under-
sto. it by s forth 2« = icit th . whe Ca - inte’ ues-
tiol & @1 2 retive s ace of “pr ramme L ory. reci v ecause
He ic < :a ngofcl sical Germ  philos hy uusonthist matic, it
e¢ ne vic at that he stion.. "7 legge 5 programme : notion
of the “forgetfulness of being.” Specifically, in asking how the attitudes of
the modern world are related, Henrich points out what might otherwise
ren . ovi . oked: th izew rger’ iupr, mit uus ese 1 fr' a his
ane s ( 1 :quentli the force Henri s alve® is to. ' w how
He :g ' p: suppose ts an'wer self-en’ ow =d, uncondit ned do-
_1il__)dn'__ se._ conscious.. -in his.. _retati_.1.”! Moreover, .ae reach
of Henrich’s observation extends, in principle, to other programmatic his-
tories-particlarly those anshared in asamntiong ohant the matural-ccien-
tific v rldy © andits/ ysicai.m.” .ese,t¢c as. mear nd¢ tar’ ingof
the 2l ic s mong f mative att: des (as g1 ~the n sorks of
sat L1 io ) butdc otin/ ire" othe’ phil ophical und¢ Hinning.

Accoraingly, to read classical Germari pnilosopny from Henricn’s posi-
tion is to see its emergence against the backdrop of modern thought forms
an¢ ed i If-presery Tnclud this b » ar oolitit Tan-
thr « og' | 1wmas bbes), ethi (Bene :tu le Sy oza, w aphys-
ics’ k¢ 4 D¢ artes), | ternationa urispru n¢ ..ugo Grot: ), phys-
cs sa. Ne ton),anc o7 nics Yo umil . These thou 1t forms
shared a lesson from their Stoic legacy: self-definition does not depend on
a preexisting telos but arises out of the individual’s striving. In turn, this led

7 L de ic GdA,p.. English: Col .223.
7 D i GmPpp 99-112 “ngi : BSMF .9 3;id., USS, pp.| 2-142;id.,
KE pp. 9-7 . English: S 24-28; .0 -, p. 30¢
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to the decisive insight that, in the absence of an order of being proscribing
the ends toward which humans must aspire, individual cognition must in-
corporate the capacity to devise its own aims, dreams, and ends.

At the end of the eighteenth century, alongside theoretical changes writ
large in the French Revolution, a new philosophical doctrine of recollec-

“2m emenoed as just.oohan incarrationp T Tarevereuch e dividual
i epl ) ofreco’ ctionuiffe’ 4, eact tte dto ep. ht/ humans
it 7 H1 - inthei wvorld. Eacl accordi ly, .ot con. ve of recol-

‘ti. apl tfrom fc seeir . Th ‘ainiz® of1 ollection wit :nvisioning
was not mere apprehension about the tuture. Instead, it was toresight into
the soon-to-be-past and thus of recollection, the soon-to-come. Recollec-

wag  tsimplys  herine® . had |l % 1 fas ar’ atuitive

c lin® ¢ what w beand,in arn,of ha vill 0 day e st. In the

i ¢ 1 of tran. rming mc ents, th ke i uus peric  recognized

at' iat ow rema ' Jen L ' .em | oHuld later be me a trea-
sured—even if tragic—memory, an event around which they might make
sense of themselves and their time.

esp/  bvious ¢ cren. s, th swe ash cac wvice nw se force

1 s/ 2 into vic by way of ontrast| ith e~ t Ay, * .nian con-

pt = o ememb nceth*h domi ted remodern W tern think-
g7  wugostine’s vie,. us that o iaping of the soul,/ e distensio
animae, holds in an eternal present the not-yet and the no-longer. Because

tha soul-and its form.amoqifts from-“od, the individual possesces con-
Il we/ ¢ thedivi —orde of ¥ ng(tc hic souly ear ‘itp sin their
s e 1 formar illuminati )embr :s ags. Ti - 2 moderns,

w5 cre conv. ced # .t t. ~hour [ A justinian rec ection had
passea. They could no 1ouger share 1ts confidence that they were possessed
by God, and attempted instead to glean from the work of recollection in-
t for :ir own fr ted ev es. T hso atte’ ing not

L to 1 diverse | (entations/ consct sl ,but sot ‘b Juestions
es ¢ e ations| sed about| »Hossible 1te o...cctednest n the wake
th lis. pearance S0 Justic. = ifide e, these moc rns seemed
fated both to attempt to bring these orientations together and to remain

aware that the unity appearing in the throes of a truncated recollection will

7 A a e, Confe  ms(ca.397—4 ),vol. 1, ns/ M= Jatts (C -ridge, Mass.:
rv. ~ Jn  rsity Pres 931), 10 11
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always bear the marks of the ‘withheld, the ‘withdrawn, and the ‘inscru-
table’

In the conclusion to his lectures, Henrich invokes Fichte’s confession: “We
began philosophy in our wantonness. We discovered our nudity, and since
th e h een phil izing ip ~merg: ° alvatian7

ures give way to a clarity
als and the perspectives in which they appear.

re Henri €s, £
tio jectivit' on the basi
| claim Indeed. th
a) o in tation t al

perspective. Beckoning from the pages of Henrich’s 1973 course lectures is
a view in which theological or religious motifs remain immanent to our

ns at every
philosophy
rience competing claims as discordant tonalities that admit to little prom-
ise solytion. Includ g thesaa'aims ar rse-the p ics

C
ctivity i
ical in their tensive relations, his historiography commends to us the mod-

ul to f patho bo iate ; s of
kn . ding t 1ese tones ‘ i tkind
of e. Havi  shown th. a o 0s, hu-

chieve i pitc g > in kind

of ‘knowing” emerges, Henrich directs our attention to the paths traversed
by classical German philosophy. These thinkers’ way of knowing was a

. iedri sman , 30 Au-
ust 79 .
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kind of interior certitude, a securing of convictions bound to adverse con-
tingencies. It was also a knowing through which something transcendent
emerged. Today we might call such knowing an “attunement” around
which forms of life orient themselves. To incline our ear to this attunement
would be to attend to that which lies beyond all places of dispute, but

oward a lasting insight.
Admittedly more poetic than philosophical, this insight shines through

destabilize one another.” Within the domain of dlsenchantment the path

of classical German philosophy mo

ed forward and backward. Barred

nameless, e philoso-
onances of '___eir pathos,

to a place
a . g [ truggles of
the past—or of the future. Rather, it remembers its ‘wantonness’ before the

- C Q Yare to
eber, “Wissenschaft als Beru 919], in Gesammelte Aufsiitze zur Wissen-

schaftslehre (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1922 repr. 1988), p. 609; Enghsh Sc1ence as Vocatlon, in
i 2 . g s (New
a speech
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script$—is just sixty-three years. Shorter still is the time from the publica-
tion of the Critique of Pure Reason to the final step Hegel made in his
ph hi evelop : ste’ o 0 ti gi’ s the

the entire development from Kant through Fichte and Schelling to Hegel
oc d. This unique d ent thatinfold i ime

Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, trans. Martin Milligan (Moscow: Foreign Languages Pub-

lishing House, 1959). Written between April and August 1844 in Paris, these manuscripts




2 Introduction

point of view, thinkers during this period made exaggerated claims for phi-
losophy. They also appear to have made weak and loose arguments that
lack a critical attitude toward the basic concepts with which they were
working. Owing in part to these reservations, there has been relatively little
good scholarship in the English language on the period, except on Hegel.®
Py warf contrast./~*inental =" "acophy a2 mainteined thot during
¢ >ty | cadesp iosop..rs/ texcei aty rk.F  the v atdistin-
i ¢ h timeis  outstandi ;produ wvi ; peopr ave said—
10 th irstwas  onric der and’ arl | arx repeated | —that what
happened 1n France in reality happened at the same time in Germany in
thought.” Marx wanted to unify these two efforts, building political reality
»hilg hical infe

A% es¢ 984);Ber. nd Rus 'L, L caland/ losi ical Papers 190¢ 3, vol. 6, ed. ].
ter. ew| rk: Routleay 5 (esp. S¢ —Crit__1e of Idealism: | gel and Com-
mon Sense” and “The Twilight of the Absolute”); G. E. Moore, Philosophical Papers (London:
Allen and Unwin Press, 1959) (esp. “A Defense of Common Sense,” “Proof of an External

d,” ar Vittgensteir™ __ s”).
C Am 1 hese wor! are James Cd s, The i ergc e of P soph. »ff .igion (New
vo ] el iversity | css, 1967); Ja s Colling  soc aern Phi phy (London:
ut.  :a  Kegan F. ' 1967 Em. ‘acken' n, '  Religious Dim ion of Hegel’s

nougi (Bloumington: Inaia... University 1.cos, 1967); 5. 1. Findlay, Hege.. 2« Re-Examina-

tion (London: Allen and Unwin Press, 1958); H. S. Harris, Hegel’s Development, vol. 1: To-

ward the Sunlight 1770-1801 (Oxford: Oxford TTniversity Press. 1972): H. S. Harris, Hegel’s

lopm vol. 2: Ni 1ho. fs, | 18v: %06 xiora xfo. Uni'  sity Press,

3. Q 1 1 Lauer,  aysin Hegel.  Dialectic Ney ‘ork:~ dhan. 7 ersity Press,

77. i m  Hegel’s Id_ of Philosophy  Tew York orc i umversity P 5, 1983); A. V.

lle.  Re ‘ngof Hege. Pha’ enolc_ ~£S< (Ne York: Fordham | iversity Press,
1976); and Charles Taylor, Hegel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975).

7. Heinrich Heine (1797-1856), “Zur Geschichte der Religion und Philosophie in

Posschlap™11834], in Hieo " h-kritische ™ veatausge™ T erkegnl. VIILAed. Man-
« Nin¢ 1+ (Hambuy doffm .naf Campe, 179) nglist Con nir ne History
K g i 1Philoso yin German in TheR an ' nd Otr. ssays, ed. and
ns E  mand anc obert C-Hol (NewY :C inuum, 1985).  Ine here com-
‘es’  ph sophical res. ant’s C , Pure | son to the polit. | effects of the

Revolution in France: “[I]n 1789 nothing was talked of in Germany but Kant’s philoso-
phy. . . . Some showed bubbling enthusiasm, others bitter annoyance, many a gaping curios-
out / >sult of this ral rev: ‘e ha he1  llectu’ vorld just

y the 1 sinthen erialworld, ¢ webecc :ju 1sexc: Love. e’ molition of

ci t/ g tismasy  did over thh ‘orming the Zur G aichte,” p. 90;
gli .2 ).Inthep talest “Cc¢ sibutic’ > th Iritique of Hege Philosophy of
Lught, writtea at the end or - 0.0 and sent «o _Cuerbach ... 1844, Karl Mar.. semarks: “The
German nation is obliged to connect its dream history with its present circumstances. . . .
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These divergent attitudes notwithstanding, this philosophical period
was, from an historical standpoint, possibly more influential than any
other. Three of its contributions continue to have a bearing on the ways in
which we think today.

First, in Johann Gottlieb Flchtes Sczence of Knowledge,9 the romantic
th
th
ni

e
ence of Knowledge, it wo
poetry they were writing.
d, xism is
Th ld be a
\Y self cl

partial victories over the Middle Ages. In Germany no form of bondage can be broken un-
less every form of bondage is broken. Germany, enamored of fundamentals, can have nothing

ung” [
Flchte (1762-1814), GgW English: SK

M COPY
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only one who did not read Hegel as a “dead dog.” (This is a phrase stem-
ming from Lessing, who opined that we should not treat Spinoza as a dead
dog, as many had in the eighteenth century.)!® By virtue of his willingness
to take Hegel seriously, Marx was able to write Das Kapital.

Third, existentialism is the product of the collapse of idealism, and it

f=“mpog=tle to undernd any b docty e o Kien'2gaard wvithout
vin. | th Hege ind Ficite/ mecar we saytl  ex. °n’ .ism and
a. i 1 2comp nmentary o comes ¢ th _oe of B el’s system.

er. aa s existe. ‘alis® st ohile phy Of mind isole d from the
philosophy of nature ana history. Marxism 1s the philosophy of history
and society isolated from the Hegelian and Fichtean philosophy of mind.
hev crsal clair® = = Heg® = sten it 1. grat’ at least
L cts' [ eoriest tbecame¢ iallyin er i,ap cont 1 uslyso,af-
-1 /Il sse. The fore, unde anding eg osystemisa recondition
ru ert ndingw. % penec T d.
There is a second reason for interpreting this period of philosophy that
follows partly from the historical one I have just given. We can understand
inte  tation a’ .11 »dud oo Cont ene hile oph' Philoso-
y 1@ a ngle or inin Gree (if onc liss ounic s fro. e logic of
n - o ndBude ism)."wals cnjoye/ sii le tradition f m its origin
yte e c..d of the ery —ath cene,rnis n__ans in part th__ the philos-

-r K

ophers whom we could call “great” were connected with each other, irre-
enactive of »olitical berdors or the hamndaries of languaae. It aloo means
¢ ph' » phyhad mela.jua’ Atfu th' langt sev :C ek; then,

t. 'k r :todor ianceofth Roman nf "~ .angua, of philoso-

ly. ar Latin,v. ‘che’ arc wntil* _eif teenth centu; This situa-
uon cnanged entirely at uie end of the eighteentn century witn the appear-
ance of Fichte. At that time a split took place that has since separated two
lds ¢ hilosophy: nglo-© vhicl “sall, mpir’ lly ori-

t 1,¢ ¢ vhatis¢ (ed Contin tal ph1 s0f s, wh hun v .ndsitself

s v 1A ‘inatr ition that| ierged th ... ortheeif teenth cen-
ry. [ urse, the. o exai oo etwe 1 the two tr itions, and
“emergency entrances,” so to speak, remained open for “refugees” from the
other side. But there was no real cooperation, except for two decades be-

1C .7 obi(1743 219),“7 »bi. M.Mer ssc " Pempelfort,4 wember 1783,
Bw, 23! ‘nglish: CDo 0.
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fore World War 1. For more than a century, both sides exhibited a deep in-
ability to understand each other.

This split, which originated with Fichte, was then reinforced during
World War I, when for the first time philosophers tried to define their
work politically. Anglo-Saxon philosophers defended reason and humanity

aga‘=2* whatthey constri= ' =< an ager e systaaatiaspinit They-“=ter-
pre ¢ his | ftasan temp.iwo/ organt all life ime 'y force
ins' 1w O n sht. For eir part, ¢ ntinen'  p _uers res  ed what

the de. :d  besupc ‘ciali’ Thi appa’ 4tk naive integra n of the
deep experiences human beings have nto shallow economic and social

perspectives.

] ‘e ar, lents, in* , =2 cons  wvith “ex, rien¢ , not
onl ¢ ph o phers,! talsooftt people m e Co inen ' in the
An H- v n ountrie On the Cc inent,/ ‘ee g o crisis g v out of

he it ro ht by the crisis. o Junc nat philosopl s found

themselves ineluctably drawn to the task of shaping a new form of life.
Such was the experience, for instance, from which Heidegger started. On

the —er¢ of the @ unc »ce’ .n i ‘ng  wo. 'gia mer d—a
lon 0o fo a turnto eeternala luncha in oun’ dons ° .expe-
vier 21 = hi survive ‘hews un aken.F 'm isnostalgia,: attitude
_ev_op--in _ngland an<.  _ Jnitea «  _ that " as critical of .y specu-

lative approach to philosophy. This criticism felled English Hegelianism,
which was al=eady totterinasinder the imanact of thearariments Russe' and
Mc -+ had ¢ ged.

T e if ri cebetw n thesetw experic es he div. .ence of
opi o1 tv °nJohar Got* bt ‘'atear Ed ind Burke. E ly in his
philosopnical career, Fichte wanted to uevelop an apology for Jacobinism
in politics, which in this context meant the attempt to build a new life in
mu  hes' ‘wayasas “ect b w he sta hear’ itect
prc ¢ sa o cprint ff m which t build t  he se, s¢ lIso' =/ Olitical
phi sc b 5 atleas netheoreti anofp tic p.ovidesadc gn from
vh 1t rec inewsoc =" ke,c ha ler] ad,taughtth this “ar-
chitectural” attitude toward political life rested on a fundamental mis-
take—the aggressive imposition of a design for life on a people—that every
sot  ohil' >hyhad # .ary for o .

1 Ec d| rkeemph zedthe :ces oftaki intc ccount the histo al circum-
an 5 pe dar o a situation o Proposiliy, sabliskent of laws and | vernment.
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These two attitudes continued to predominate in both Anglo-Saxon and
Continental philosophy until the early 1960s. Then the lingering effects of
World War I began to dissipate, and the gap between the two traditions be-
came narrower. On the Continent, the Heidegger wave was over. It had
been very strong, but philosophers finally realized that, despite his prom-
‘oo Heidamger was una''.to accorn Yich the wavisian ¢ the conceptual

1 ew  withiny ich puuos’ ay hac eer inde ket m¢ ad, Witt-

n 2 a 1lhissu =ssors whc ursued sir _ vject at cted atten-

mn. Ve awhile, © chind e A 10-S< ,n + dition of pl Hsophy, the
need tor a comprehensive analysis or modern life and society began to
make itself felt again.

radif  alexpect== = “arphi® | «thesr | to1 mers Among

e o f stance,| 1s the comy tion th pl osop sho d° ot be just

e v ¢ cheoreti llyimport. tbuto! :rv cuiclevante (vity whose

oti o sdemon. =  brili. - ana ical abilities.  stead, phil-
osophical interpretation of human life in general should be consonant
with the way in which life already understands itself before it turns to phi-

ohy  identally’ (us¢ ect” snn. esi wpce nt rug o under-

u 't aplicit ¢ ndard tow d whicl | p leset yoric © atself. The

il * Hh ofideali 1,asv'la vhatw e lling Contine tal philoso-
-1y, s steadards of - Lthat,as - 5[ carl _z2e, became re__vant within

analytical philosophy during the late 1960s."

'e sh continuall’  ork¢  ethi Lnper vesv  ireic. ceto Aartid .r contexts

L th 1 stracting em from rei ninan| ‘stc al m: ler. S¢. 7 aund Burke
201 7 Letterto. > Sheriffsof | stol,’3A 11 ,cu. W.M.Elo. aand John A.
oo 11 Writings o Sne’ sofi wmdt rke,w 1IL ed. Paul Le ford (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1996), pp. 288-330; and idem., Reflections on the Revolution in
France [1791], ed. L. G. Mitchell (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999). See also Dieter

[Torich, imduction to Bat eangen dibe T Tranzisic e lutico by Edned Burke,
i Frii ¢ 1 Gentz (F akfurt. .M‘ [Suhrk o,1 7),pp -22.
1 T 't icshiftir hilosophy fr¢  ontolog >l o n othe.  «ds, from in-
i1 ei. "asthed ainin/ hick - live to' nst ng “language” ¢  his domain—
cur. wi the quicker. _rest in ~ein a_ his linguistic tt . See L. Witt-

genstein (1889-1951), PU; English: PI Principal among Wittgenstein’s successors are G.
Elizabeth M. Anscombe, Peter T. Geach, and Norman Malcolm. See G. E. M. Anscombe and

Geac Philosophe: de, Aar . e (O i1b kwell. 07); P.T.
¢, C 1 nd the S& : Studies in| 1ics ana e 1 losopk Hf Re iol New York:
1C e 3¢ 5,1969); dN. Malcol;  Problems M .rtes to W enstein (Lon-

n: 1a  Unwin P, . 1977
13..1nolL the analytic p....coophers of u... pcriod wi.o were receptive to such standards
are Stanley Cavell, Must We Mean What We Say? (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1969);
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One of these—that philosophy should not alienate itself from under-
standing life—TI have just mentioned. Another standard is that philosophy
should offer a universal theoretical project applicable to various fields in
basically the same way. This implies that the philosopher should not be a
specialist. We can also understand this difference by saying that Continen-

tal =*'osoph=takes the ro'*anship het=2en the *#22sendontal corntitu-
tior ¢ th{ ;| rson an/ (he ccucef of phi sop 7 as ¢ asti tive of the
def it o f hilosop , whereas  piriciss hi ' tends empha-

ize ci. fic nd crit !

star ard. rima' gy, a | even, at tin s, exclu-
sively. But there are reasons to agree with Plato that there is no necessary
incompatibility between these two endeavors. One need only be circum-
spe  bou! atonecar . aplishe o xiver W can ¢ .nect
the r ar ¢ :ondst¢ lards.Ino’ crtopr el :prir rdia ¥ _rience
of | >, v it ophyhe toemploy nivers fre cwurk.Juste 1 person
as ol e« integrate o vach' " ads| problems th  present
themselves in life, so also must a philosophical framework permit this kind
of integrated approach. If philosophy does not offer this universality, it will
not  able . ‘oincide/ 1w ttht Jersc 2xp e

¢ 1 «d ¢ dard be sonaphi ophys pa vtel terpi  self. To
do v dc th,aph sophymu  beabld >a raiseits cont t, which
_ac.de¢ ist__y and the = opmen.  Lociety, as well as th_ develop-
ment of art. This is why the Continental philosophers are always in an im-
pli¢it compatition with thaastist. A philasanhy theticnableto say come-
thiz | bor e unart’ ulatec .nte’ ions ¢ art s of, 5 tu 2 d s not
fulf 1 is’ n ortants dard.

I m ev hereisa »elind eve nings ong ome analytic. philoso-
phers that these standards siould be accepted. Emoracing these standards
might well justify the hope that the narrowing gap between the Anglo-
Sax  and 1tinental <~ ~vhica’ “ons att. 'y clo” T We
finc > de; ¢ orthisj aingorth¢ caditioi in ede opn af [ Kant

od k' ish n, Person a A M ul Stu (London: Aller 1d Unwin
Press, 1976); Arthur Danto, Analytical Philosophy of Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1968); Thomas Nagel, Mortal Questions (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-

sity 5, 197 tichard Ror aphy a “rror ¢ ‘Prix ton: P° ceton
Uni « sPr s )79);Rick dRorty,ed.,” :Linguis. Tur Recen says. PK  sophical
Met 4. "L ag  Universi  of Chicago 1 s, 1967) Jilf s Empir. n and the

Phil Hpi M 1 (Minnec  lis: U Crsiv. f Min ota | ss, 1956); Peter  Strawson,
widiyiduac. An 'Cosay in Descripe.. - wietaphysics -~ .<w York: i uichor Books, 19575 and J. O.
Urmson, “The History of Analysis,” in The Linguistic Turn, pp. 294-301.
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discussions in analytic philosophy that Peter E Strawson’s books has initi-
ated.™

These two motivations—the perduring historical influence of two dec-
ades in the late eighteenth century and an introduction to Continental
philosophy—stand behind my desire to develop this specific philosophical

fntarpretation. On theswhlems thatare the oot “mpertant forshe suc-
s ors/  ant, Isi (speacat/ aterp. at.. itIw uld e/ mention
W v, oblems one histor 1l and ¢ e ¢ ac—to aich I shall

/e cii attentio:
Let me begin with the historical problem. 1he shortness ot the period
poses three questions for the interpreter. The first is the question of the

ony between® = . phile = al sy d v ides .m that
¢ red 1 .Fichte' 1d Hegel ¢/ siderea 1er clves be. »/ .esucces-
rs { & . Each imed that| \ly his7 o piucal progri .« ultimately
ule ef¢ dKant’s, " ., ma. = sher tand superi¢ to all alter-

natives. Kant (who lived until Hegel’s position was finally elaborated) did
not agree at all with either claim. He flatly denied that Fichte’s Science of
wle¢ . ad anyt’” ugw lo v e osit uue efer ed i che Cri-
i 0 ° 2Reaso Soonepr lemof el torm  phii * shy of this
ri. * s make1 -lligib™» he this ¢ elc mnent from K 1t to Hegel,
~aicoo--place durw. unt’s lite, ~possil_2. What unity, -7 any, keeps
Kantian and Hegelian thinking together as positions inside one period of
rhilosoph? Hegel, of ca1mce, had 2an-anlanatien He claimed thet the de-
L orm' | rom Ka' throc h F atean Sct ling | hir. -lf’ as a nec-
s5c. 7/ 21 opmen Tom a be, 1ning (| 1e1 not y. possible to
id. an the bas. ‘mp!" tio. of K' s sition) towa: the end in
whicn 1deaustic philosopny became conerent and universal. but this He-
gelian interpretation, although widely accepted, is indefensible. The histo-
whe alswith #°7 iod ha e and cou ofitd ity
e/ ¢ adhisto .al questiol orinte ret gthi eric i ow to de-
e ¢ n celation ips among he idea ts  c..ocives. We an portray
e« ure eriod in. s Uf the 22i Con Hversies that| curred be-
tween students and their teachers. These include the disputes between
Fichte and the Kantians, between Fichte and Schelling, and between Hegel

Pe Strawson/  dividuw.s. A¥. sayin L crip 2 Mete  ysics. L,/ 2 Bounds of
15 Al Z¢ von Kan  ‘Critique of 1 e Reason .ot © uen, L. (966). In The
ut S¢ e Strawse  takes f litic 1 Kanti< cher s and raises the from the per-

L, ectic HOf t analytic trac. vee, fore. ) "Two  ces of the Critiq . pp. 15-24.
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and Schelling. Early on, it was the students who mounted these controver-
sies with attacks on their teachers. Fichte, for example, considered himself
to be the successor of Kant, but Kant vehemently dismissed this claim.
Similarly, a tension developed between Fichte and Schelling. Initially a stu-
dent of Fichte, Schelling purported to advance the case for his teacher’s
identatic systam. But laten' = distanced" “mself fuans Tichtelanosition, de-
scr. . it 5 nly an i ufficicat fodecess to is ow  “tr. 7 i alism.
Fic. 2 o>t ¢ atested is,andara -orousc dal aeir dis  ceement
'ns :d.  th 1eappea nces _he. -onon’ .olo of Spirit,yet other of
these rifts erupted—this time between Hegel and Schelling.

At a later point, those who had been the teachers retaliated, mount-

ing cks/  their forp dents<” = Tiis cc v h Sk oding,
Fic < ev 0 :da“ne 'philosop] which, a -tain tent ' seseen
asi e. t n » what| helling hac riticize in s cailier syst 1. Fichte

nc¢ sch ing ell into o agov % ath¢ al origin of | s “new”

philosophy. Schelling, too, developed a late philosophy that he claimed to
be a corrective to the misuses to which Hegel had subjected his own phi-
losc -

\ g [ cscribe :entire pe ydinte s thed ind ¢ minor
cor o © es nthisv. 5 we/oulc ‘evelop ai age of the rel [onships
~m_ag _: pl_osophers . uiffers e..., tron. .ae one Hegel | resented

and that still dominates the literature today. This is the view that each
philasaphigal nosition frem“ant throoh Hegel fo lil-a.a sterin a staizcase
tha \ as¢ : aswele’ :cprev.ous/ psbe. 1d.| rway fco rac mthe
im: 2w p posing erearethr compa sle 7 apetin, ositions
tha ca1 b reducea eact the Toses .ep iodin thiswe we have
to understana the late phitosophy of Ficue and Hegel’s system and the late
philosophy of Schelling. Here, I propose to concentrate on the late Fichte

an¢  gel i articular,! =T cor hYem i1, ortap

¢ hi estion! stodowit checor au  oft ent. v iodas
itic 2l 2 tc scollap .Wewoul. vantto  1d ... uathappe =d when
de  sti. hi sophy su. "=»' Lroke "smit nd | istentialism ¢ 1 Marx-

ism emerged in the wake of its demise. These are the historical questions I
want to attempt to answer.

syst.  tic prob! 1 lier/ “uue »di wac . ving this/ riod,

nev t, es »f dhilosoj v also app ced wit ut ccow s eiti © Jf what

the w = r howto -=scribathe system icf m.Inorder{ write an

cc ant . th systematic Lof Kai. ' .ioso] y, for exampl  we have
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to collect many occasional remarks that he made, and draw from them in
the absence of any complete statement from Kant. We encounter a similar
situation with Fichte’s contributions to the philosophy of mind. He incor-
porated into his system very interesting ideas and arguments for a new the-
ory of consciousness and the concept of the self. We have to develop a way

t2assess ' value of the o contribi o that (' 22224t demend o s suc-
< in/ © 'm buill 1g. Tis ' s try gt bring nto ‘ey ‘he rudi-
ei 5/ ¢ ystema structure at Ficht wa able to.  mplete sat-

ac  ly believe dsist ae. Heos Lo : aswell. Iv atto try to

discuss those parts of its structure that Hegel had not fully worked out. We

know that the concept of negation has a fundamental role in his Logic. We

'dsa’  atHegel®* == “=cons = egal ty, logy/ wvarious

7 50 ¢ ublene dons.Int! course fr inte reta. w f this pe-

)¢ ) pl osophy propese t integra a w icading o he Logic in
‘m  ft sunderly. " Llogy.

This book consists of five parts. The first will consider the systematic struc-
of I “sphilog’ Jay. ‘ecor ,1w. disc s ui carl, ritic of Kant,

1 e/ ¢ ments— specially tt influen 1¢ »so” arl L. * iard Rein-
¢ T it troduce the sy sm ¢ form ra Ossible philos >hy—Iled to
e ¢_elc,ment of u. ience o;  _wledgl> Actually, th__e are three

main lines that led from the Kantian position into the idealist philosophy.

W can pnderstand hovrthese linesaamnect, bt e alse need to ceparate
¢ .E © ofcours isthe.our’ itionc che ritigp of b e F ison; sec-
i tF ¢ atrovers over Kant® thicsar th " _nship . ween duty

d' iir don; anc hird/ ie ¢ elopr at¢ Kants philo; b>hy of reli-
gion, i wnich the concept of God 1s subordinated to the concept of free-
dom and is actually developed in terms of concepts of freedom, of reason,

of al law. T “nes, ¥ ‘~d fi 1t \ Hege met in
o€ ¢ nceof K wledge. Ac rdingly 1t thiry vart' v’ interpre-
i ¢ all cong er two of e num ou .c..ons of t ¢ Science of

15. For more on the systematic structure of Kant’s philosophy, Henrich recommended
the “First Introduction” to the Critique of the Power of Judgment. This is the only publication
hich T wrote explic 1t the o ‘~ forn stire ork. 1.7 at, “Erste
1 tun’ 3 e Kritik/ = Urteliowraft’ .790], 1 N, . 195~ 1; Ei isb’ rirst Intro-
c. n/ t Critique the Power of dgment,” (] )
1€ ny thesecrit ’writir rer. naavaila’ on! nold Germanec ons,although
rel. chc ship isincrec ) devotea ~ang the  more accessible
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Knowledge: the early one, which was influential, and the second one, which

Fichte never published and so was without any influence.” It is, nonethe-

less, a deep and interesting theory. I shall turn, fourth, to the arguments of

the friends of the young Hegel against the systems of both Kant and Fichte,

as well as to the process that led to the formation of Hegel’s system Finally,
I shall

w1tzky, in GA, vol L4 (1970), pp. 183-281; English: ANPW. In 1796 Fichte became a co-edi-
tor of the Philosophisches Journal einer Gesellschaft Teutscher Gelehrten [1795-1800] along-
sids olle:

Th

printing

both the

eue kritische Ausgabe, vol. XV . amburg: Felix Meiner, 1955);
English: PR. (3) Enzyklopidie der phzlosophzschen Wissenschaften im Grundrisse [1830], ed.

rendon Press, ); Hegel’s
>hical Sciences 0), trans.
William Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); (4) Phédnomenologie des Geistes, ed. Wolf-

gang Bonsiepen and Reinhard Heede, in GW, vol. IX (1980); English: PS.
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