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elements of the philosophical system whith Immanuel Hermann von

&

»

. . 1
Fichte developed in support of his speculhtive théism and in rea&tion
. % :

to the incompleteness aﬁd shortcoﬁings wﬁich he<?efceivéd in the
domi;ant Hegelian system, notably the deterministic charaéter of
that system, its-apparent suppression of individuality and its
pantheistic £mplications.
In developing his philogdphical positions'Fichte considered
himself to be particularly inspir?d and influenced by the ddeas
and exampies of Ként, J.G., Fichte, Schelling and Hegel. The ten
sions which these primary, lbyalties set up in his thought and o

\
its evolution are examined and assessed.

77

AN . R
\the Rajor works of Fichte's later period which marked an interesting

departure from the earlier system building period. Finally
s

\\\\\ his place in 'the annais of philosophy. .
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* RESUME
. . .

A
“

»

ﬁang cette &rud

- - - \
e nous’ relevons les éléments p

oA - . . . ). “ ,; M y . N .
du'systéme philosophique construit par Immanuel Hermann Fichte
pour établir son théisme spéculatif -et pour rec
: ’

- v
.
~

i

'opposant

~

a Hegel Fichte se préoccupait notamment d

-t

ifier
phic de Hegel,. le systé&me dominant de la période\ En

-
’

u detérminisme,
suppression de 1'individualité et du panth&isme qui, a

v

‘d‘e la

on avis,

,

taient Yes erreurs cardinales du systéme hégélien.
‘ .

~
Deuxiémement, parce que pour Fichte les pensées e

L les
)
’Tl

taiént
une importance primordiale sur 1'@volution de sa pensée,

>

doctrines de Kant, J.G. Fichte,%chelling et Hegel revé

xgmus o
examinons et &valuons les \d\iverses impressions de ces qua
.philosophes sur l'ouvrage d

t\re‘ - ) b
N H

Ficnte. -

- " . JJ\ : \'. -
) Troisiemement, nous r

\

ésumons ‘briévement la dern
it

\ t
ig
de 1'ouvrage philosophique de' Fichte dont les écrits princi

re période’

; \\
. signalent son dégagement, de saj précédente préoccupatio
1

paux
\

rl Y
n, de cgn-

. o .
struire un systeme philosophiqﬁ\ . Enfin nous considerons 1

a
12

justesse de 1'insistance de Fichte sur sa professio

n de £id&lité
aux doctrines de Kant ainsi que
"dans l'histoire de la philosopht

\

v

'
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- ‘ . INTRODUCTION, -

3

b o >

. ’ -
Who is Immanuel Hermann Fichte? T}\m student of philosophy

f a
N .

whose ~mother tongue is English can recall thé famous -father,

Johann Gottlieb Fichte, but is usually surpri:;sed to learn that

- R -

1 :'gophér of the same name. J.D. Morell, an

ﬁ ~

English scholar, wf}ﬁ \m%de the son's acquaintance during a visit
£ - N N -

there’ was another phi

% , - ,
e, . . = .
to Germay in the mid-nineteenth century, has paid eloquent tribute

o ~ +

tp the influencce' of his writings on' contemporary German and Eﬁglis‘n

thought and to his popularity as a lecturer. 'Morell. felt certain

that the son would stand side by side with his father in the intel-

1

-~ » N '
‘sdectual history of Germany. This wview has not so far proved to be ~

‘prophetic. "ljt;e;g are only a few brief references to Immanuel Hermann

o "

[0

, ! * ' '
Fichte in English histories of philosophy. Even in similar German
' surveys, where space is devoted to his WOrkﬂ,‘,several pages seems 'to

r ’ ~

have been considered adequate. A notable exception is thé somewhat

”
B

more generous accounts which are given by J.E. Erdmann in his History

of Philosophy and by E'V Hartmann in his Geschichte der 1:1€‘_ta.physik.l

Only one short fragment of Fichte's prolific¢ outputtharg appeared

. in the English language. It’wa‘s; translated by Morell and published

120 years ago. Copies of it have remained buried in a few hospitable’\«

university libraries in the English-speaking wo:t.'ld.2 The German texts

. 0

of Fichte"s worké are more readily available but, for the most part,

1

aside from the cataloguing efforts of the librariauns, they have a

-pristine, untouched quality.

“
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-Yet, if we take ourselves back to the nineteenth century we

» -

o .
find that some historians and commentators-of that period con-

sidered Fichte's work and influence to be important. Morell
e ) N

> 3 . (3 * . .
describes him as the first scientific psychologist; Erdmann
attributes to him and to Christian H. Weisse, Fichte's close

friend and collaborator, .a prominent share in the dissolution of
a,

the Hegelian school; and Caponigri briefly points out that Fichte

we;s one of the thinkers in‘th'e\initial movement of spigitualism
which was "qn important current in ¢ontemporary philoso‘pk'xy."3
JWit\l\-l the passage of 'time’thesx‘e views hz;\/e been ignored orat;her Ehan
challenged. They do, howe%rem;, suggest épat Fichte's work was of

|

more than ordinary interest and they p!’.‘OV\lde some justification
\’ N

b

for an attempt to rescue him from the complete neglect in which

\ v
his achiévements languish outside of Germany.

By upbringing, inclination and general) outlook,-as will also

be seen in the biegraphical note of the next chapter, Fichte's

r - L

approach to philosophy was dominated by strong religious convictions

and considerations. Against the growing menace of positivism and

atheistic materialigm associated with developments in the natural
« A p
. -~

and physical sciences, agaiunst also the contemporary disunity in
philosophical and theological thought, Fichte engaged higpself in

unremitting efforts to bring together philosophy and religion on

\\ : . .
a basis that would overcome the contradictions between faith and '

knowledge and satisfy both the demands of reason and the require—“~

ments of Christian belief. Within the Christian fold itself he

-

— \
N o

R « N
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was anx1ousbto see doctrinal dissensions dealt with in a way which

f
3 '

would allow a spirit of religiqus toleration to be promoted. To

.

i
these ends he developed hWis campaign on’'two fronts: first of all
. Lt ! . ) i N -
through his voluminous writings, particularly hig massive exposi-
. ° <

tion of his own philosophical system which cul_minated in a specu-

lative theism, and secondly, through the establishment of a .

)

. Lo b . ) .
Zeitschrift to provide a regular forum for articles on current

questions of philosophical and Christian speculative thought.' In

N
* o

.this publishing activity he secured the cobperation of a«.number\gf

~=

distinguished German philosophers and theologians of both Protestant

‘

and Catholic backgrounds.

. 1

This work will be concerned primarily with significant elements’

. . w

of the philosophical system'which Fichte developeci in 'suppo\rt of his

- v

speculative theism, The gystem is set out in the three volumes of

his Grundzuege -zum System der Philosophie. Fichte ’embarke/d, on this
enterprise firmly convinced -that philosophy must be based on a theory

4

of knowledge and t,hat'it must become a theosophy. The historical
; <

starting point, by his own assertion, is taken from his father's '

N i

p 5 f s .
Wissenschaftslehre. However other influences are clearly evident :

. the second volume parallels the strucdture of Hegel's Wissenschaft

in the éhaping of his thought: that gf Schelling particularly -
. ‘ . , o - -
in the exposition of the fiﬂﬁsﬁ: volume and, as Fichte himself states,

N

-

. . ‘ ~
der Logik (Logic). Indeed Fichte asserts that in Volume:. Two he

A\

tries to'bring together Hegel an\d\ Schelling on the basis of con—

. A\ -
sciousness, the significant elemen\: differentiating his father's X

"

o
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later from his earlier Wissenschaftslchre. Hegel, in Fichte's/view,

e

was much indebted to J.G. Fichte but made a fundamentall migtake in

L4 -

basing himself on the first Wissenschaftslehre and his system could

not, therefore, when it reached that stage, make the transition to

the Absolute other’ than by a lea.p.6 The exploitation of conscious-

ness to make the tramsition is, s will be seen, crucial to the

development of Fichte's position on individuality anf a personal

~

God.

The Grundzuege reads like a sustained polemic against Hegel.
Yet with respect to his role in the dissolution of the Hegelian
school, as portr/ayed by Erdmann, Fichte would hhve‘i)laced his
position in a rathe.r diffgr’jent peyspective. For hqe(*,admire?i the

main achievements of the Hegelian system and wished to preserve

"

them. In the anti-Spinozistic zeal s)z’iﬁulated by his concern for

the defence of the Christian faith he conducted an unrelentingi

. . N N .
crusade against any manifestations™or suggestions of pantheism.

-

These manifestations were to be deteected in Hegel's system and

=

accordingly must be eliminated. At the same time, in conformity

with his overall objective, the necessary further step would be

taken to complete the Hegelian system with a true exposition of

the Absolute. .

This approach to Hegel's work found its rationale in Fichte's

~ .

~ . v,
view that his own philosophy was not a new system but r&ther com-

L3

prehended all previous philosophy and was also a history f philos--
ophy. The names of ancient, medieval and modern philosophers to. »

N<

u



autobiographical work he pays particular tribute to the influence
{ .
of Descartes, Locke and Hume. Equally in the modern period the

ideas ‘of Spinoza, Leibniz and Schleiermacher decisively influcheed
3 i * )
him. '\

Three less well-known philosophers. of the generatiorll immediately
preceding his own should be mer;tioned here because Fichte found
certain strands of their though; and outlook congenial and encourag-—‘
ing for the direction in which his c:\wn thought happened to be moving)\
Franz von Baader (1765-1841) was an important member of a group of
Catholic thinkers and writers in-Munich who took /the view that true
philosophy should.have its foundations in faith and ‘who, in 'company
with Schelling, derived inspiration from the writings of Jakob Boehpe
(1575-1624) , the mystical shoemaker of Gorlitz. J.F. Herbart (1776&
1841) who occupiecni.f@r some years at Koenigsberg the chair once held
by Kant p}:ofessed to be a Kantian opposed to post-Kantian idealism,

.
Fichte was mainly interested in a principle of individuality which

. )

Herbart had developed from his psychological inquiries. K.C. Krause
(1781-1832) pro.fessed to be a Ka;xtian also, but on t‘.he idealist side’
and with a flair for system building which appealed to Fichte because.
'Krause's arch:i—tectonic“embraced the transce'nde,nt as well adrthe
immanent nature of God.

By his own profession-~Fichte's main loyalties were to Kant,

J.G. Fichte, Schelling and Hegel and tz/ the first two in particular;

for, without being conscious of any inconsistency, he mentions in

L

- ey WA e M T W I N

whom he refers in his works are too numerous to mention. 1In W

=



separate contexts-each of the two as the point of dcpartu?rc for

his own philosophical work. An attempt will be made in this work

a N
-

v

his thought and on its evolution, to assess their consequences and

to consider how far he gave them™their proper die.

s
N -

.The first two, volumes of the C¥undzuege appeared,in 1833 and

1836 respectively. There was then 'a gap of ten years before the

»

system was cempleted with the publication of the third volume.
0 ! *

=]

For the next ’tf\irty——three years, that is, until his death in 1879,

0 - -

Fichtne’maintained a productivity which diminished only relatively

i

in his final years, Inevitably one asks whether in this whole re-
maining period of his life Fichte changed his mind in any significant
way about the general or detailed thrust of his system. There are

indications of misgivings on which some comment will be of fered.

Finally I will examine briefly the general significance of the.

works Fichte produced after the Grundzuege. His major works of thes

u

period were ingpired, so he asserted, by the need to return to Kant. ;
- L/

While this objective suggests tdhat his loyalty“to Kant prevailed .

- - e [
over all others his interpretation of which constitutes a return
to. Kantian principles requires cautious scrutiny and a judgement

on the ultimate status of his Kantianism may serve to throw some

light on Fichte's pléce in the annals of phil_osoph};.

a

to examine the tensions which these primary loyalties set up inf\



father did not emerge until the later stage -of the

¢ A BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

¢
Immanuel Hermann Fichte was born in Jena on July 18, 1796.

The idfiuence of his parents, a father, already famous and even
e >
notorious for ‘his philosophical writings, and a deeply religious

N
mother, had a decisive impact both on his upbringing and on his

philosophical development. This influence was fully acknowledged

in his autobiographical work, Vermischte Schriften, where he in—

scribed a particularly moving and appreciative expression of his
spiritual debt and fidelity to his mother.l Her impact omyher son

was perhaps all the“greater because the father's early death ended

-

his direct association with the education of the son. An interest

in philosophy which might otherwisg\have been encourag;d by the <~
A,

rY

.
young Fichte's

studies -at épe Werderschen Gymnasium in Berlin daering the period

1813 to 1818. By that time his concentration on classical studies,

o

with some emphasis on philology, had stimulated some interest in

philosophical questions and had provided him with a useful background
of knowledge and preparation for a more serious concern with such

t
questions. This growing interest combined with his earlier philo-

logical studies was reflected in the choice of his Dissertation in

*

1818 which bore the title DeAphilosoph{ag_platonicae novae origine.

The Digsertation also revealed the young Fichte's preoccupation:

with mystical and theosophical problems and in general with what he

~E

Pl

N
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considered to be the practical and human issues of ethics and re-
ligion as opposed to abstract, theoretical philosophical positions.
His studies in preparation for his "Promotion" in 1818 in so far
as they touched on contemporary thought leaned heavily on Leibniz,

Kant and Schelling as well as on the later wissenschaftslehre of

his father. It is supposed that he attended ®lectures given by

».
Schleiermacher and by Krause.2 Sy
?-/,.;: ' . ) P
Following his ”Promo%&gn" Fichte became a lecturer in the .

Philosophical Faculty at Berlin. The next few years were difficult.
His mother died in 1819. The conservative Prussiap Government held .t

the memory of his father in hostile regard for the alleged demagoguery
0 e

of his opinions and, suspecting the son of a similar cutlook, made

oo

life so unpleasant for him that he was ‘obliged to leave Berlim in o0
. D o

1822. For the next four yeéars Fichte taught school in Saarbrucken

- -

and wrote there his first substantial philosophical work. Then,

-

weary of the tedium of small town life, he moved to Duesseldorf to.
take up a similar post there.

The next ten years in Duesseldorf were tc be a very productive
- o

°

and frui&fdi period for Fichte. The éppeérance of his Beitraege zur

Charakteristik der neueren Philosophie in its first edition in "1829

stimulated a lively correspondence with Weisse who was Professor of

- 0] -~

Philosophy at the Uniéersity of Leipzig. This marked the beginning
of a close friendship and‘working relationship between the two men

t Q“:;‘"J‘ -
which ended only with the death of Weisse in 1864. Fichte was to be .

greatly influenced by the idgas of Weigsse and Qarticularly by his

-
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. .
@

criticism of Hegel's system. In establishing the 'Zeitschrift fuer

7

Philosophie und spekulative Theologie in 1837 and in publishing and

editing %t over the next’ten years he depended primayily on the
collaboration of Weisse, |, The‘Zeitschrift was an interesting early )
éxample of écumenicism in action, for the Catholic theologian,
Guenther, was also an important early collaborator in’ the enterprise.
fhe Zeitschrift endeavoured to éerve and to present on a pioper

philosophical‘basis the interests of Christian speculation, parti-

cularly in relation to contemporary developments in anthropology

———

and natural philosophy. On the same basis, it dealt with those

questions of dogmatics and practical theology which deeply concerned

N

both the Protestant and Catholic Churches of Germany.

In recognition of his extraordinary philosophical output Fichte

LY N N
received an appointment as Extraordinarius at the University of Bonn

in 1836, He then commenced in Bonn a similarly remarkable and suc~

.
cessful lecturing and writing activity. The subjects of his lectures

»

covered a wide field, including a geneEal history of philosophy, a
survey of philosophical systems from Kant through Herbart and Hegel,
philosophy of religion,‘psychology, pedagogy and anthropology. In

1842 Fichte was invited to take up an appointment at the University

,
-,

of Tuebingen and over the next twenty years in this post he fully &
maintained the brisk pace of his written output. His many-sided
talents and concerns were to be seen in the organization of an all

\

German conference on Philosophy at Gotha in 1847 and in his,close

interest in political developments, notably the events of 1848. 1In
|



E "' 10"
a manner reminigcent of his father's sense of patriotic duty he sub-
mitted a brief of comstitutional proposals to the first German
national conference in Frankfurt in 1848. The leading ideas of his

submission featured a Volksmonarchie which, as a central authority,

t

would be balanced by a standing Parliament and a feople‘s Assembly.
In 1862 Fichte, who had already lost two of his threé sons,
was thrown into a déep depression by the death of his gife. This
affliction and ailing health caused him tg take his retirement in
the following year. His literary productivity was not, however,
much reduced and his remaining years, spent in Stuttgart with his
third son, until his dgath in 1879 saw the writing and publicatjon

of a number of important works.

-

Iz
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CHAPTER 3 .

’

THE SIGNIFICANT ELEMENT§ OF TICHTE'S PHILOSOPHLCAL SYSTEM

|
Fichte's first published philgophical work, SaeLze‘zur Vorschule

dex Theologie, appeared In'1826% It presented a preyiew of the pasi-

tion which was to be the basis'-of his later Spekulative Theologie.

He sent copies to Schelling and Hegel. An encouraging response came -

from Schelling but none at all from Hegel. In fact 'Hegel could

scarcely have been expected to look benevolently onfthe.wonk. For

o

it was the opening salvo in Fichte's campaign agaiﬁst the perceived

i@plications of pantheisnm in He@el's system. [t cénveyed emphatically

LY

the need to incorporate in philosophy the idea of la personal God and
’ T

defended the freedom of the individual in the face of the ovgrwhelmingly

deterministic character of “the Hegelian dialecti

h

and its absorption

L
g b

of the finite in the Absolute.l

Concurrently Weisse was articulating similar views in rdaction
. N “ .
to the errors and deficiencies he perceived in Hegel's system. A

commhnity of interest thus opened up from which Fichte clearly bene-.

fitted. _Iﬁ this connection Weisse's attack on the formalism of Hegel's

system was probably particularly thought-provoking. In Weisse's views,
the Hegelian concept failed to Eapture the richness and immense variety
of actuality and the Logic had omitted tec show how time and space:

. - ¢

applied to actuality. Moreover the Hegelian Notion stopped short of

the upper reaches of reality. Through these open doors, therefore,
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theré was room for freedoﬁ to reenter the picture. For both Weisse .
s gnd Fichfe, the formalism of the Hegelian Logic indicated a failure

to keep concepts fully relate@ to experience.  Thus the method had

to be supplemented by a science of experience of a most, real sort

and, particularly at the-upper reaches, by & different percepti;n

of realiﬁy, a perception based on a different method.

Progress towards meeting these requirements began with what
1

Fichte describes as a turning point_in philosophy. The point in-

volved a significant differedce with|Hegel' over the answer .to the .

question with what must philosophy pegin. Tollowing the emphasis

attached by Weisse to the element

insists that the starting poin

f concrete experience Fichte

st be in the given. The dead and
empty charactér of Hegel's Sein could not meet this requirement:

because it presupposed thought and thQught arises in the human con-

“

3
sciousness or ego. Lt/is therefore frﬁm consciousness as uniquely
the precisely certain and objective beginning.that philosophy must
; i .

-
i

' \ B
launch its speculative pursuit ' of thé Absd@ute and, as self-conscious- ,
\

\
ness, it becomes gge middle and the end‘als? of philosophy.° In this -,

i

inferpretation the Absblute [is to be understood, npot’as deadqsubstance;

but as creating consciousness. Consciousness contains the Idea of the

S v

thing as both subject and object and a permanent harmony prevails

between it and the world.3 .

Fichte's reflections gn the role of consciousness are developed
~ -

Al
-

i

i

|

1

!

|

. f

at some length in his Ueber Gegensatz, Wendepunkt und Ziel heutiger }
| | |

Philosophie which was published in 1832. This work was apparentlf
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M o

conceived as the companion and preceding part of Voluge One of the
! FS

Grd uege. The latter,s entitled Das Erkennen als Selbsterkennen

/"7-\

\/n’f«."-~ el v -
L (Ezkenntnlslehre) shows how consciousness raises itself from the

stage of perception to that of knowledge. It then emerges that
~ N °
knewledge must go beyond self-knowledge to knowledge of Being which

is treated in Volume Two, entitled Die Ontologie. Knowledge of Being

leads.to knowledge of"God which then becomes a matter of speculative

intuitive knowledge relying on the revelation of God in the, individual

L]

consciousness. Fichte's investigation of the Idea &f God in its main

aspects 1s set out in Volume Three, entitled Die spekulative Theologie

r— _ ,

aa

. oder allgemeine Religionslehre. The significant elements of these

n

. three volumes are ,set out belwews

A. Die Erkenntnig lehre

»

Fichte defipes knowledge simply as a product of thought and in-

4

' 2 “« i .
tuition, Intuition is always connected with experience, that is, it

. . . . / .
/ is always in time and space and is never empty in the sense/that Fichte

- attributes to Kant's view~df time'and spdce as the forms ¢f intuition.

™
2

/o
Intuition is always the first source of. reality for constciousness and
5 ,
/4

the basis of all knowledge. Both intuition and theugh Ciif knowledge -

) TN
‘ is to result; must deal with specific and definite conjtent (Grundzuege

k]

1, pp. 205-07). . /

- i
> h .
.

/
With similar conciseness, Fichte states that a%& consciousness
. /
is thought in more or less developed state. In 1ts/1mmed1ate activity

\

consciousness strives to grasp and brlng together {n the finite .

® ¥ -

particular the fleeting and- the changing in the given. Thereafter

) SRR j.. * o
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at its various levels of development it.seeks to transform the finite

v . . ' ’ ’ 3 ® .
particular into the universal through the application of the categeries

n
v

‘and the concepts. The sigﬁificance of the categories, according to

Fichée, lies in their functioning as universal forms or laws. of the

h
i

ingui%fng and thinking consciousness. As consciousness develops as
\ .
4
thought it produces naturally out of its activity the categories in -

their ég@rect and appropriate ordering fpp. 87, 88, 182-83). The
i - 2

Erkemntnislehre relates the history of this development of the ego,
AY

as consciousness, from its lowest level in the immediately given to
.

the level of speculative thought'or philosophy. This process finds

its ground within consciousness itself. The history covers four

. . ’ e & - ) \;
stages which Fichte designates as epochs and each stage in %ﬁrn is
N -

marked in similarly ascending fashion by three subdivisicns or levels.

In-the first epoch the ego which, as Fichte says, can only have
© N

actuality in its temporal and séatial embodiment operates immediately

_as; sensibility in the first subdivision. The immediately given com-

-

prises sensations such as cold, heat, sweetness, sourness,\?lueness,

etc., The ego in the second subdivision develops awareness and, as.

i

intuition, becomes active. ‘It reacts to the given in a creative

manner and in so reacting takes the form of will or drive (Trieb) to

master and appropriate what is foreign to it. The creative activity,

ot reactivity, of the ego moves in two directions: (1) the separating |
%
out and the determining of the sensations, and (2) the separating out /

of the sensations from the egositself. From the first direction

arises tonsciousness and from the second, self-consciousness. We are

tew 3% v ~
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still in the sphere of conscibusness but the ego, if it has not_ yet

o

learned to thlnk can distinguish the outer from the inneér sensations .

and by ?Blnlng and orderlng the former can set them over- against it-

-

sekf (pp. 44, 45).; In accomplishing this activity, the ego passes

f ' .

over to the third level in which it begips to recognize things and
' -

to identify them,/qhat is, to name them\ Here the ego must not only

]

distinguish what fis given to it in sensibility; it must in addition

idéﬁtify perceptépns derived from sensibility with general repre-

-

sentations in which a variety of perceptidns can be united or with
an iddividual representation in which a pafticular perception is
;“A’f -
spec%ﬁ{ed. Thus ends this first epoch of perceiving consciousness .
: ‘ W Lo . - . .
in which the ego expresses itself as absolute activity without being

D=1

constious of the activity itself (p. 51). ) .

In the second epoch the ego brings into play those elements which
- o 1
enable it to become fully representing. The awakened spirit, arising

v

in the perceiving consciousness, seeks to gecome independent and to
- A

*

retain the outside worid in its conscious possession. It is the memory
‘already present ‘in perception which now emerges to make. this possible

(p. 52). Memory is tﬂe conscious renewing of the activity of con- ,
sSciousness, that ig; of what it has deriveﬁ from the given, namely

its intuitions. Thus memory reproduces this qel%—activity, the
intuitions which consciousness has acquired and aﬁpropriated. But

the results are no longer intuitions; they must now be described as

representations and as such they are the products of the representing

faculty within consciousness. It is at this point that the intuiti?n

» f
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of the ego itself assumes*¥mportance. In bringing together past and ...

v

present intuitions by, for example, comparing 'them with one another,

i

. ) -
consciousness sets them over against itself as a common object or
. N

r¢presentation, The 'ego theréby sets itself off as the common sub-

ject and, according to Fichte, it is only by’bresupposing the in-

tuition of itself as the common subject that consciousness can

-

accomplish its represenﬁing activity (p. 5%).
The complete explanation of the formation of fépresentations

in consciousness remains to be supplemented by the exposition con-

tinued in the second and third levels of this epoch, Memory allows

us t® reach the Jlevel where representations can be freely formed and

»

this is achieved through the productive imagination which is pre-

supposed by memory. With the productive imagination joined to

5

- L
memory in support of a freely operating, representing faculty the

consciousness, has now developed to the point where the soul,.now

become self-conscious, can best be determined as the element within

o

v

the ego which exercises this faculty. Indeed, at this stage the

soul can be designated és absolute faculty of repfesenta;ion (p. 65). h
‘*In its operati&d the power of,imaginatién demongtrates capa-

cities for. abstraction (from which the logical concept arises), for

analysis (which is based on the principle of refléctioﬁ), for synthesis

(indicating the principié of thought) and for creative phantasy. The |

free representing activity which results from these capacities has its,

inner expression in consciousness but there is also a drive for outer

-

expression which is presented in art and in speech. The development

v
N

~
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of speech indeed reflects the development of consciousness. For

speech is applied thought, the presentations of the categories (the

+

forms of thought) in their varied ways and contexts (pp. 68-75).

4

On the presuppositions established in the preceding .epoch,

that is, the freely operating faculty of representing and its
{

“ N

expﬁgssion in speech, the third epoch presents the thinking égo
g . °
and traces the development of thought as a dynamic process in the

-
.

way indicated by Hegel in the Subjective Logic Division of his

Al
Science of Logic. The functions of analysing and synthesizing

first revealed in the performance of the productive imagination
become fully effective in the working out of the concept, the
. ’ ~

judgeméék and the syllégism which degignate the three successive
levels 9f this epoch. '

When thinking cbmpleter its development it shows itself in its
most‘ggp?ral meaning to be the strippin% off of th? finite and ?ﬁe
cohtingent in the given intuitions in order thaé.whaF is permanent in
these intuftions can be known. " The proce;s leads throhgh the forma-
tion of concepts,' from the determined or specific to the abstract

~ ~

universal, At this ultimate or primal level the concept stands in -

. opposition to the permanent because it is an abstract, unreal, simple

thought. Thinking must then £ill in the void by resorting to the

judgemené and the syllogism which take the empty universality of the

concept to an inner determinateness, to concrete universality, con—

ferring life on it as the Idea. Judgements which_inwveive a particular-

/

izing of the universal are of four grbups:, immediacy, combination,

\

o

Va



. ) universaliﬁy and foundation or substantiation and they arise out of

the concept itself as part of the concept's continuing determination
T
i -
of itself., The syllogism then develops the resulting situation back
L4

to the origin of the universal in its self-formation in the particular,

. ‘ The particularized or concrete finiversal is the real and the particulan

is no more and no less than the self-realization of the universal.

The various forms and divisions of the judgement and syllogism

constitute for Fichte principles or universal forms for achjeving -

- ~ .

'

a complete empirical investigation and they.provide the basis for
“the deduction of the categories as the culminating feature of the

third epoch. Underlying all intuitions and thought are three primal

+

categories from which all other categories, inbluding the abstract

-

forms of time and space, are derived. These are Being (Sein oder

Ist), Something (Bestimmt-Sein) and Pure Synthesis (8ichverhalten

der Bezogenheit).

Accordiag to Fichte the categories have a twofold significance.

In the first place, as mentioned abbve,.Agg;\éréfﬁﬁiversal‘forms or

.

laws of the intuiting and thinking consciousness. .Secondly, they

' are fundamental determinations not only of the subjectivity of Being

but also of the objectivity of Being. The exposition has so far

served to establish their:stubjextive validity. The substantiation

-~ ' of the objecEivity remains a task Jto be tackled in the Ontologie

N .

. (p. 182).- L
With the third epoch culminating in the development of con-
Al ~ .
. a @
~ ‘ .sciousness to thought the ego is now ready to proceed to knowledge,
(X ’3 \‘ /
- \ B - # -
, M Y o
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that is, to the sphere of philosophy which in turn becomes théosophy.

In this respect the fourth epoch,'in Fichte's tteatment, provides -
¥ :
a condensed history of modern philosophy. As such its three succes-

sive divisions cover respectively empirical, reflective and speculative

knowledge. Anothe‘ way of describing his treatment, bearing in mind

the character of the Erkenntnislehre as a kind of history of con- . -

sciousness, would be, as Fichte himsel@ states, to show how in the
development of consciousness the relations of subject and object

are modified (p. 262). ‘ Cf

B
. ~ °

It has already been noted that.Fichte defines knowledge as a

product of thought and #% intuition derived from experience and in

o

his introductory comments to the fourth epoch'ﬁe once more emphasizes

the connection. Imn the comprehension of reality, thought and intui-

&

tion must complement each other and it is on-this basis that Fichte

sees the solution to the Kantian problem of ‘the unknowability of the

§

thing-in~itself., On the same basis, the gap between God and the
finite world which pushes thought to speculatioﬁ must be overcome.

(pp. 295, 311). . R . .

\ -
The philosophy of experience (die Erfahrungsphilosophie)
could not resolve th@ problem.because of its one-sided emphasis

on the derivation K of its concepts and conelusions from intuition.

i -

Its a posteriori approach and the method of induction and analogy

on which it relied could not give certainty and left the thing~in;

A

itself as an assumed empty abstraction. The reflective stage of

L'

philos&}hy which followed prepared the way for speculative philosophy

o

75
0
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by asserting the consciousness's uncertainty of itself and the
N
validity of thought thinking:itself. But this emphasis on the

subject, as consciousnkss, and on the a priori basis of knowledge

&

which went with it was equally unsatisfactory in its onesidedpess
& H
and Humean scepticism exposed its vulnerability. Kant's insight _

that universality and necessity are not abstracted from cxperience

@ : ®
but are to be found as a priori truths in consciousness refuted Q

3 LS

the Humean attack on the a priori but the #bject remained indepen-

dent of the Kantian forms and the thing-inh-itself for Kant had to
remain unknowable. In fact, although he had designated the trans-

»

cendental unity of apperception as the principle of the deduction

of the categories, Kant, by simply taking over the categories @om

the traditional logic, missed the possibility of a solution lying
in consciousness which this principle offered (pp. 235-265).
J 1;
At the next stage of the reflective philosophy, that of the \\ P

Idealismus der Reflektion, represented by J.G. Fichte, theg focis

shifts to consciousness as the source of the division between
3

subject and object. The ego posits its own other, that is, its

<

owns representation or image, and objectivity asg such is cancelled.

The result is that consciousness cannot go beyond itself to the (/'
. s W
object ‘and is simply abstract knowledge of itself. But at the

culmination of the reflective philosophy the turning point is

reached beyond which is to be achieved the speculative philosophy. .

Fichte indicates that his father managed to break out of the confines -

. PR 5
o

of the refleuctive philosophy when he claimed that God could be found ' o



in the depths of the "verlorenen'" donsciousness (p. 278). God, as

the Absolute, indicates the path which the speculative philosophy

~

takes, that is, through the mysticall (Vernunf tanschauung) approach

of Jacobi, the speculative thought of Schelling and Hegel, to, finally,

the speculative intuitive knowledge of Fichte.

.

In the speculative intuitive philosophy consciousness is to be

seen as derived, as the image and revelation of an unconditioned
being. The individual ego remains of primary importance.‘ The ego
through its existence and its essence is a witness of the Being of
the Absolute. Thus the Absolute’is the unique content of conscious-— ‘
ness. , In this connection Fichte notes that he has yet to justify the
substitution of th(:: term God for that of the Absoclute (pp. 281-84).
God is nevertheless the principle or ground which ehablesus to see
the 'universal in the individual (as achieved by the thinking ego in
the third epocf{) and to, bridge the infinite chasn between the Ideas
and experience, including the gap in\our knowledge of things-—-in- them-
' R

selves (p. 213). 1Intuition is, it seems, restored to its Kantian
indispensability for knowleglge because it is throilgh the immediacy

of intuition in consciousness that the revelation of God is obtai)ied.

A

\
\

B. Die Ontologie

In the Erkenntnislehre the Absolute emerges as\the infinite .

k4



time, has become aware of the Absolute present in itself, working
. £

ithin itself and not something purely external to it. In the con-

cept of the Absolute is the correct concept of actuality, of the

infinite positive. Thought, impelled by the unreality of the
limitations imposed by xghat’ is conti\ngent and of the contradiction
suggested by the separation of form from content, feels the need to
go beyond to an understanding of the Absolute. The task of the

! A
Ontologie is thus to give a more profound exposition of the Abgolute

(Grundzuege IT, pp. 4-8).

In the introdt'zction to the Ontologie Fichte no'tes that he has
taken into consideration particularly the metaphysical principles of
Herbart. Also he suggests t:'hat this part of his system could be
regarded as the consistent mediation and reconciliation of the

Realprincip in Schelling with the Formalprincip in Hegel (p. 16).

Some clarification of these statements will be useful in placing his
approach to the Ontologie and the overall direction of his thought
in perspective,

Fichte's first recorded comments on Herbart's thought in

Ueber Gegensatz reflected great admiration for Herbart's extra-—

1
ordinary speculative talent. In general, however, the comments

offered strong criticism of Herbart's main ideas and of Herbart's'
contemptuous dismissal of the significance of all pr“ev‘ious and of
most of contemporary philosophizing. Shortly thereafter, as Fichte
notes in an article in his Zeitschrift (Volume XTIV, p. 1-20), he came

to recognize the !'great metaphysical significance' of Herbart's
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Monadenlehre and to see that this doctrine could allow him to com-

EY

plete an unfinished direction of Leibnizian thought and to redress
the one-sidedness of llegel's. Accordingly the inspiration thus
derived from Herbart becomes, as he indicates in the introduction
to it, an important element in the shaping of the Ontologie.
Undoubtedly, as against the per'ception of contradiction in the
real which he attributes to Hegel, Fichte could appreciate Herbart's
cla{im that the problem was really one of clarification of our con-
cepts. Derived from this process, Herbart's pestulation of‘ a
plurality of simple, unextended and unchanging entities as the
ultimately real filled for Fichte a speculative vacuum. Having,
like the Leibnizian monad, a purely metaphysical quality but, unlike ‘
that monad, being subject to reéprocal influence in én infinity of
.
relationships, these entities could be described as forming a . .
universe of qualitative atomism. This interpretation would then ‘
constitute the necessary refutation of the attempts of* contemporary

H

physics and scientific positivism to portray reality as a universe-

;)f quantitative atoms and molecules éubject to the laws of mechanism,
' i
But even those :'Ldeasi of Herbart which seemed dinitially accept-
able presented‘ awkward implic’:ations. As E.v. Hartmann has noted,
the consistent development of Herbart's monadic \pluralism leads to
atheistic pluralism and, if it is taken as Herbart's last word, then
a God must be denied.5 For Fichte's purpose, in this his system ' ) .

building period, a theory of monads required a concept of absolute

unity which he had himself to develop in his formulation of a

-
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universe of monads. Another difficulty with the Herbartian approach,
inevitably arising from the metaphysical character of his monads,

is the purely phencmenal or illusory nature Herbart ascribes to

[

spatial relations between the nomads. Fichte avoids this difficulty,
or thinks he does, by asserting, as will be seen beiow,'that the
monad soul is specified in time and space «when it is joined to body.
With respect to his suggestion that the Ontologie could be regarded
as the reconciliation of Schell'ing:s Realprincip with llegel's _Fé\rmal—
princip, Fichte's concern has its relevance to the view, which
he shared with Weisse, on the limitation which must apply to the -
scope of the Hege‘lian dialectic particularly its application to
the Absolute., The soul of the negative dialectic was contradiction
and Hegel had been mistaken to base his whole system on it (Grundzueg‘e
II, p. 29). Bgth Fichte and Weisgse were influenced by Schelling's

advocacy of a posjtive philosophy whichySchelling in some of his

later writings sought to achieve, For Fichte this Schellingian

position meant a recognition of the Offenbarungsreligion and a

turning away from conceptual philosophy. Fichte had begun to .

describe his own philosophy as that of Spekulative Theismus and

4

professed himself to be in possession of the positive system that

Schelling advocated. In the outline of such a system the basis

would consist of two parts: the first part would establish’ the
necessity of the identity of thought and being; the second part
would develop the a priori forms or categories of reality and both

parts would resuit in what Schelling described as the negative

'
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Absolute. However, for Fichte, they would, as actuall ‘agcomp-

ductory disciplines to the third part. This latter par

constitute the real or positive philosophy and would com)

:

God and nature. The transition to the positivz philosop/hy' would
|
|

Al
emerge from the second part of the system.

. I

If Schelling's influence was so étrong in the genei}'al direction

just mentioned it nevertheless remains the case that théa model for

i

Fichte's development of the Ontologie is primarily that

would

of llegel's~

rehend

system,. Some of the more significant features of the Q_iwtologie

as it unfolds, particularly for their relevance to Fichte's most

i
}
important ideas,will be mentioned below. There are some

general points of difference in approach between Fichte

which should perha;s first be looked at.

-

. . . . o
consciousness of Form, that is, it constitutes a Formwissenschaft,

more

and Hegel

i
i
!
The content of the Ontologie, as Fichte notes, is only the

and, as.such, is confined to an examination of the forms of actuality,
o
.and their substantiation quite separately from every determinateness

and every content to which they might Fe releyant, Thus the forms

\

have no Sein an sich; thegy are gsimply the constitutive principles

- of actuality. This view marks what Fichte considers to be a funda-

1

mental difference between himself and Hegel not only in regard to

-
his own view of the Formwissenschaft as a prescience but also in the

relation of form and wontent. For Hegel the dialectical unfolding

~
v

of the concept produces actuality itself. Form prbduces its content

Pz

!

»

e



. Without content form cannot be independent and therefore a

Formwissenschaft has to be supplemented and completed by a

of the Absolute is the presupposition of the Ontologie, and after

L
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out of itself and goes over into content. In this way is estab-

lished their identity. Hegel's Ontology contains its own content "

[ — .:

and his presupposition is the Absolute Spirit, God Himself. For

Fichte, as in Kant, the content comes from an external given.

Gehaltwissenschaft, that is, by a Realphilosophie. ,Thus knowledge

1]

the task of the Ontologie has been completed this knowledge remains

to tained in the revelation of God in intuition. {

It flay appear that the fundamental difference to ;.vlgigch Fichte

efers arises from his own misunderstanding of Hegelﬁposition.
For in the totality of actuality their positions on the relation

of form and content seem to be indistinguishable. Perhaps llegel

wvould have argued that an isolated consideration of form such as

-

= - —_

Fichte attempts in his Formwissenschaft is bound to lead to such
o

f

a misunderstanding. TFichte himself seems to give some credence
!

-to such an outcome when he states in an article in his Zeitschriftu

that Hegel is partially right in not making a distinction between
i

the Realprincip and the Formalprir;cip. The former, he admits, can

only be gfasﬁed through the 1atter.8 Yet, for Fichte the preserva-

tion of the distinction is quite important. For he agrees with .

Weisse that the excessive weight attached to the Formalprincip
’ AN

gives the Hegelian doctrine a nihilistic and deterministic character

)N

which excludes the development of a positive philosophy of the real

B

(pp. 244-49). \
&
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The Ontologie is dividedointo two main parts which generally

correspond to the similarly designated part: of Hegel's l‘_‘lﬂ_" The
first part is the doctrine of Being, the sphere of the simple or

relationless concepts; the second part presents the doctrine of
Essence, the "sphere of the concepts of rélation. Each part is -

Al

%S:{" ’ ] 3 . s
characterized by the Hegelian triadic articulation so that -an

upward progression takes place from the most abstract level of

v~

éeing which with increasing concreteness at successively higher

levels of synt'hesis culminates in the realm of the ldeas (ldeenlehre) .
The Ideenlehre, according to the program Fichte has set himself, is —

to bring together the categories of the two parts of the Ontologie

which then lose their onesidedness through "die positive—der

1

F
Erganzung." In contrast to the Ontologie as a purely Formwissen-—

schaft, the Ideenlehre embraces the real and "hier wird Gott erkannt

als selbst ein realer, zeiterfuellender (p. 33)." At its highest

AN
point, the Absolute Idea, which is God as Absolute Personality,

.

the Ideenlehre becomes a spéz:ulative theology. On this: approach

Fichte's conception of the Idea assumes an Hegelian objectivity.

L3

It is derived from the giyen but the given includes the super-
sensible as well as the sensible elements of experience and this

- ) N ~
enlarged view of experience clearly distinguishes his conception

from the Kantian approath. When, however, the Spekulative Theologie

is written Fichte no longer considers that the Erkenntnislehre

is capable of reaching the concept of the Absolute. He could have
,

recast his Ideenlehre in a Kantian direction. He does not do so

'

~
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and, as will be seen, in the Spekulative Theologie he proceeds to

the Idea on an inductive basis. But the result is a kind of vacuum

rof objectivity vhich Fichte will seek to fill through the empirical

[

inquiries of his later work. ~
- In prganizational arrangement the Ontologic is divided in

each of itg two parts into three epochs. Under the doctrine of

Being the categories treated are: Primal, Quantity and Quality.
= ' .
Under the doctrine of Essence the categories treated are: Ground

and Consequence, Actuality and Substantiality, Within each epoch

N

there is also a breakdown into three levels of progression. The

system of categories as thus. presented is simply in its inner moments
. v '

th‘e Ideas broken down into their ‘constituent clements (p. 28), Con-

tradiction, or more-exactly, the self-negation of the concept arising

from the unstable and self-suspending nature of its determinations,
is the moving force of the system and constitutes the essence of the
dialectic method., This method, Fichte acknowledges, is the great

merit of the Hegelian Logic and Hegel's mistake in basing his whole
system on the negative dialectic does not, in his wview, in any way

diminish the greatness of this discovery (p. 29). s

The Doctrine of Being . .

P

3 Y
. A e

The primal categories of the first epoch are so called because
at this ultimate lgvel of abstractness they are not yet the forms
\
that determine actuality; rather they are the forms of these forms.

Being, rec¥lling, as Hermann notes, the terminology of J.G. Fichte,

.
¢

L)



...29..

is simply posited and, in a process which provides 'the model for

Y

the complete development of the system of the categories, Being
(Sein) moves by self-negation through the second primal category,

Something (Etwas), te the epoch's the',rd primal category, Synthesis

(Bezogenheit or Dies zum Andern). The three primal categories of

Sein, Etwas, and-Bezogenheit form the original triad of thesis,
antithesis anc{ synthesis and contain or envelop-, notably in‘ the
synthesis, the complete truth whig¢h then remains to be unfolded ~
in increasing concreteness at succeeding levels of synthesis until .
‘it is completely revealed in the highest .synthesis. The primal
category of Synthesis is relation-establishing in its formulation
of a "this" over against "another,'; and it effects thereby the

.

trangition to the completely new sphere of thought reldtions arti-

a

§ culated. in the second epoch (pp. 71-73). -

In general all the remaining categories, Fichte asserts, can

!
.

be seen in their further development as simply special modifications
" of the primal category of synthesis (p. 69). The ultimate step of-
~%-.foncretisation is achieved in the category of Wechselwitkung. The

decisive role which Hegel give’s to contradiction.-is then  in Fichte's

system seen to be replaced by this last category and its synthesiz-
ing function, This interpretation conjoined with\Fichte's inter-
pretation of‘the concep\t\a\&{}ecoming (Werden) is rel\ated to Fichte's
gent;ral disagreement with Hegel on the siénifi&amce of the,role of

.contradiction. It can only have logical significance and not the /f

real significance which he considers Hegel attaches ,to it. This
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point of difference becomes quite important for the development of
e L
Fichte's position on individuality. Thus, '"'Nicht das Sein des
.

Endlichen besteht in Widerspruche ... sondern das Denken des

Endlichen in seiner Unwahrheit oder als fuer sich Seiendes erzeugt
denselben™ (p. 359): ’

o

Fichté's attack on Hegel's category. pf Becoming is reflected.
in his omission of it from the first epoch and his*%stification
conforms to the above-mentioned position. Becoming is much too
concrete a category to find a place at this most abstract level of
abstraction (p. 65). It; emerges at the level of concretisation of

*Finitude (Endlichkeit) and is opposed to that concept.: Thus Becoming
. N

Ay

is not, as Hegel believes, the unity of Being and Nothing but rather
"das weit ausgebildetere Gedankenverhaeltnis des Uebergehens dessel~
bigen in sein Anderes, waehll‘end es daher, einerseits sich veraendernd,
anderseits sich gleich bleibt. Was da wird,‘ muss eben desshalb in

v AN f
anderer Beziehung als nicht werdend, sondern unveraenderlich‘seiend

-

gedacht werden" (pp. 160-61),

- -

The order of the second and third epochs, the categories of

»

Quantity and Quality respectively, in their reversal of the sequence

e

followed in Hegel's Logic, constitutes in Fichte's view, a funda-

mental difference in their system (pp. 80, 81). Fichte's ordering

i

" corresponds to that of, Kant's Table of Categories 'but his argu-

mentation is not directly telated to this precedent. For Fichte,

what follows in the dialectical process must always be the truth

~,

. and the surmounting of the contradiction of the preceding moments ‘

f

\
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of the process (pp. 125—'26). In this sensé the Quglitative emerges

1

as the difference between the moments of the Quantitative arising
from its subjection to limitation and demarcation. The significant,
however, in the relation of Quantity to Qtlality' is its relevance to
time and sp:ace on the oné hand and to the real on the other, more
generally, the relation of the form to the real.- In this respect
all the preceding exposition of his system indicates "dass Qualitaet

oder Inhalt sich nur in bestimmter Quantitaet, in specifischem Maasse -

quantitativer Intensitaet und Extension darstellen oder wirklich sein

—— .
.

koenne; heisst, realphilosophisch ausgedrueckt; dass alles Wirkliche

oder Reale nur als ein Zeit-raeumliches zu denken, und zwar solcherge-

b §

stalt, dass es nicht etwa erst eintritt in Zeit und Raum, wie in
besondere Formen, als ob das Reale selbst Etwas waere ausser seiner
zeit—raeumlichen Verwirklich‘ung, oder die Zeitraeumlichkeit-Ftwas ohne
jenes ,es Was naemlich ont“oiogisch Quantitaet, bedeutet realphilosophisch
Zeit und Raum" (p 126), On this .\approach then quality presupposes
quantity; quantity presupposes time and space, and the forms of tinme

and space are not, as in Kant, the empty forms of intuition but rather

are both "mit der Wirklichkeit des Realen schléchthin identiét:h" '

(p. 327). As Hildegard Hermann points out, Fichte's views on time .

gmd space recall those of Leibniz with the difference that Leibniz . ;
‘ , I
restricts the application of time and space to the phenomenal wcrrld.9 i
There remains to be mentioned under the doctrine of Being . (

Fichte's unique emphasis gn the finite thing which sets him, in
“ i
his own view, in direct opposition to Hegel and which is of great



/importance for his' philosophical position and objective. The

-

difference with Hegel centres on the concept of Infinitude
. (Unendlichkeit). Hegel's conception of the true Infinitude in

its characterization of the Absolute leaves the finite thing

negated and apparently submerged or completely overcome. For
Fichte the Absolute is not on_l}} as "innere Unendlichkeit" negation

of the finite but also "das positive Setzen desselben, und zwar
- N

v ~

dergestalt, dass mit seinem Setzen auch sein Begraenzen und Bestimmen
L 4

identisch ist, indem in der Graenze des Endlichen seine Negation

liegt." Thus there dwells in everything finite as determinate

‘through the Asbolute "ein unendlich sich Behauptendes, (eine

1A

absolute Urqualitaet oder Urrealitaet) aus dem'Absoluten bei ...
<(PP. 188-89). ‘Thus also is reached the concept of the true or

positive "Endlichkeit." It carries within itself at the same time

the moment of "'Unendlichkeit" and in this true unity of both, as

2

against Hegel's purely formal conception 6fi their dialectical
opposition, is the "Unendliche das Reale, allerfuellend Gegenwaert-

ige im Endlichen" (p. 193).

-

Fichte frequently reproaches Hegel for arriving at results
which ogxly give a one—sided account of the fruth and that in the
negative sense. Hegel, in his view, failed to see that the

principle of negqtion, the negatiqn of the negation, leads on to

.

the positive principle of self-affirmation whicﬂ, in its individual®

manifestations, diverges®decisively from the Hegelian doctrine.

This new principle, found in the concept of the Absolute, is the
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time as truly finite and in this linkage with the finite g:hing.the ‘_‘W
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principle of the infinite primal positions (UrBositiéﬁen) . Some
idea of the principle or, at least, of its> emergence in Fichte's |, .
system may have been grasped from the above coémments. The primal

positions express themselves d4s primal qualities (Urgualitaeten) or

primal realities (Urrealitaeten) in the finite. The significance -

°

.
of..the primal positions therefore for Eichte's doctrine of Individ-

uality (Individualitaetslehre) ‘can perhaps best be seen in a very -

brief suftimary of his expositioﬁ of the concept of "innere Unendlichkeit

(p. 185). 1In this concept ever’ything stands’ in connection with every-
thing. The infinite other is present in every finite. Th%finite

can only be thought.of as seized in the infinite and from such a

perspective offers the first acdtual account of the Ab'sél,g_te operat-.

ing within every finite (or individua})‘as the self-asserting or

" self-actualizing character of the finite. This. character or deter—

minateness arises from the bestowal on the finite of primal positions

or primal realities from their source in the Absolute. The primal

positions allow the truly infinite to be comprehended at the same

, 3 .
primal positions, as the ways in whi-ch the.Absolute expresses itself,

reveal the Absolute to have a monadic pluralistic character. As
NS

Fichte's own comments indicate, this interpretation points to the

P

\ ] » - » - . -
ex¢eptional influence of Leibniz and Herbart on this aspect of his

3 0 - °
- s

thought (pp. 182-85). .

l
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The Dottrine of Essencé‘

! ~ As the second part of the Ontologie the doctrine of Esgence
treats of the articulation ‘of the conceptual relations of the Absolute

~to real being and accomplishes this process in three cpochs which

respectively examine the categories of Ground and Consequence,

.

Actuality and Substantiality. The first epoch places the emphasis -

k

o
. “ . "t

The second and third epochs present a génerally Hegelian elaboration
e

& o
on the relation as such rather than on the members of the relation.

of the Kantian categories of modality and relations. In an intro-
ductory se-ntence, notable for its uncharacteristic succinctness,
Fichte sums up the results of his inquiry as follows: 'Das Wesen .
hat, um Wesen sein zu koennen, schlechthin ysprueng-lich sein
Atnderes in sich:; es vollzieht sich (selbstverwirklichend) zum
Gegensatze seiner selbst, theilt sich in eine Grundzweiheit, welche
doch Ej:nheit ist" (p. 209). Essence as so defired brings out, as is
also the caie with Hegel, the importance of the'element of reflective
thought.

As devgloped in the Ontoloéie, ‘however, the true distinguishing N
mark of Essence in its reflective aspect is the céncept. of Wechsel- o ‘
wirkung rather than that of the Hegelian Widerspruch. This difference

of interpretation-is illustrated in the treatment of the relation of

form to content in the first epoch, for the emphasis is on their

3
°

interaction in an "inseparable relation. The «difference is-reflected

in a highly subtle but important distinction in the nature of their

unity which has already been referred to above.lo As noted there the

N

)



distinction serves the purpose of opposing the threat to a positive
philosophy of freedom which Fichte and Weisse saw in the formalism

of the Hegelian doétrine. According to the llegelian explanation

form produces content out of itself, that is, through contradiction

N

one passes over into the other and from what were opposed an identity
is produced. 1In Fichte form is the specific or quantitative expres-—
sion of content; they are mot only inseparable but are also internally

linked, essentially thereby one and the same in an interacting relation

(Wechselwirkung) which receives expression in all the ascending forms

of the whole scope of Essence. From this perspective this interacting
relation can then be seen to take on the status of a primal relation.

As so expounded Wechselwirkung becomes for Fichte one of the

o

most comprehensive .relations of the whole Ontologie and reveals its
A

unique importance for its role in grounding his Individualitaetslehre

"indem sich daran die beiden unabtrennlichen Seiten des goettlich

wie des kreaturlich Wirklichen gefunden haben: kein elgentuemlicher

Gehalt, ohne seine ihm ¢benso eigentuemliche Formgestaltung, deren

unabtrennlich Einheit das Prinzip des Individuellen, als alles

Wirklichen, ausmacht" (pp.,243-44). Thus the primal relation of
!

Wechselwirkung grounds the individual character of everything

v

L~

actual, and forﬁ and content can only be thought of as one and
thf same in so far as this relation links them togetﬂz; in their
indissoluble correlation with an individual entit&.

| As mnoted above, form for Fichte is the specific expression

of content, The form remains abstract and unreal when it is not

v



N
united with its content. Specification occurs in time and place,

that is, it is a determinate implementing of time and space. As‘
such time and space are not categories but rather specificatioﬁs

of the cétegories and only as so specified can Essence as form be
thought ds actual. Similarly content, in order to be actual, posits

time and space as specifications. Content in-itself, according to
Fichte, nevertheless remains free and independent of the spatial
and tﬁe temporal (pp. 126, 255;:259, 262). Thus here again is to
be noted a coincidence of Fichte's views on time and space with
those of Leibniz, specifically in the application of time and space
to the monads' perceptions of the phenomenal world while the monads
themselves as metaphysical entities are independent of time and
space.

The peculiar relation of Fichte to Hegel and thereby of the

sense of Fichte's Individualitaetslehre clearly appears in the

transition to the second epoch of Actuality, and in his criticism

of Hegel Fichte bases himself on what he conceives to be two unestab-

i3

lished Hegelian presuppositions: those of the jidentity of form and
content, as noted above, and also the identity of the method and the

i
content in his system. For Fichte Hegel's transition from the Begriff

to the Objektivitaet or the actuality of nature is unjustified because

there can be no transition gb the actual as such within the Ontologie
since the latter is merely dealing with the forms of actuality.
Hildegard Hermann attributes this criticism to a misreading of Hegel's

¥
utilization of the dialectical process and she suggests that Fichte's

3

concern can be related to Ris different intérpretation of the actual.

- - S

A

N



For Hegel the actiial is Spirit and is only to be found in the

[ . {

form of a process of development of absolute Spirit. Within the

- o ”, o 4

process Spirit goeé*out of-itself at the level represented by the <
k] 5

descent into nature and only comes-back to itgelf at a later st!ée

P >
where nature reaches the human level. One can speak therefore of
C . . - - .
actual being in nature in-a dialectical sense only and. against the

v -

actuality of Spirif, nature is actually.uﬁ%eal or contingent.
- - - J“ - b N
For Fichte the ultimate criterion of actuality is its dndiwvidual

W oy "~ -

character. From this point,of“yiEW"the acdtual is-the whole of nature -

v
e

\

- [ ’ -

in all its individual being and'it is also "uebernaturliche" ground of.

thig nature, that is, the divine primal ground of=all ﬁéing in génerals ~

There therefore exists a radical contrast between thé,Lctuélity of
o @ \ . ‘ '
nature @nd the actuality of God, a contrast which must be preserved,

¢ - >
N

and overcome in a Way consistentégith Fichte’s:crusade, against pantheism,.
This is achieved by the gcorrelative idea of God as both immanent and

transcendent, both aspects necegsarily connected in a relation which

a o

LT p 4
Fichte designates as a primal orie’ (Urverhaeltnis). " The ambigueus

-
o L

. ¢ \
diwision into two aspects of actuality, the one that of the firm

category of ongoing actuality and the other that of the absolute

'

actuality which is inaccessible to the Eategory, precludes Fi§hte

~

from accepting the validity of the transition to nature or

Objektivitaet in Hegel's Logic. '

I
Similarly Fichte cannot follow Hegel in the treatment which g

(3

Hegel gives to the Absolute itself in the Logic; for the Absolute,

as Absolute, goes beyond the competgnce of the Ontologie and its

A
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methodology while for Hegel the Absolute, as Absolute, is only a

@

.determination of the concept of reality as Splrit in all the full-

ness and concreteness of that concept. In other words for Hegel
"the dialectic process professes to do more than merely.describe

the stages by which we mount to the Absolute Idea - it also describes

nl3

the nature \of that Idea itself. For Fichte, however, the dialectic

is to the task of providing access to the Absolute Idea.

s stage it must be replaced by the posifive method of his

i

At t

spekulative~anschauenden Erkennen.

Fichte's treatment of the category of.Actuality in this second
epoch shows the strong influence of his friend Weisse, notably in
the resistence to the determinism of the Hegelian system and the
acceptance of Weisse's position on freedom, a position which is
essential to Fichte's own concept of a freely-creating personal God

. .
who reveals Himself in the self-actualizing individual. Tor Weﬁsse

|
the actual is more than the con¢ept-and the thing~in-itself goes

beyond it into the irrational Etwas. This, however, -leaves open

|
AN

the possibility of freedom and the abundance of possibi}ities. Thus
nature and'Spirit do not belong to the realm of necessity but rather
% the realm of freedom which is not accessible to the Logic and
which Eherefore célls for a different method of comprehension.14
Similarly in Fichte's exposition necessity is relegated to ag
appfopriately limiéé% role. The sphere of necessity is the systen

of categories. But) consistently with the relation between form

£ and content which he has treated earlier, form is simply the self-

L)
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shaping expression of its content and "dies Concrete aber sich [

N

unendlich in ihr specificirt, d.h. die Moeglichkelit dés Andersseins
als Moment in sic£ traegt, damit selbst in den Begriff der realen
Moeglichkeit, des‘unendlichen Andersseinkonnens eingeht. Es
eroeffnet sich damit eine\Sphaere‘poqitiver ¥reiheit innerhalb der
Form—NothQéndigkeit fuer Gott wie fuer die Kreaturz wo das Princip
der Entscheidung uebeyr jene gleichgue}tige Moeglichkeit indess
nicht in einem ontoldgisch Notﬁ@endigen, uveberhaupt nicht mehr im
Bereich der Ontologie gesucht werden kann" (p. 421). Thus in no
sense can necessity be regarded a; an ultimaté principle. 1ts
sphere is found within the shaping and limiting character of form
which the Absolute, as self-determining ané unceasingly individunaliz-
ing itself, constructs, The sphere of positive freedom is a concept
R .

to which Fichte attaches importance for its relevance to the concept o

of creation in the Spekulative Theologie.

N , .
If Fichte has drawn strongly on Weisse in the second gpach he

seems to rely no less strongly on Leibniz in dealing with the cate-

~

gories of' Substantiality in the third epoch. At the first level

!

Substance is to be understood as Monas which produces its Accidents

out of itself and, in this more precise expression, shows that the

N
true infinite possesses at the same tgpe the character of the true

A\

- .

finite. The accidents or monads have their true individual status:
every monad carrieé its representation of the infinite all but is
not, as in Leibniz, a closed world (p. 406). The double relation

¢

of the monads to another and of the monads to the Monas finds its
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‘ as ' |
appropriate expression only when the concept of unity which under-

lies the whole of the third epoch becomes the category of Wechsel-

wirkung at the third and final level of the epoch. In turn

L .
Wechselwirkung articulates itself into the concepts of Organism,

Soul and Spirit, These three concepts in which the scope of the

Ontologie culminates are described as Vorbilder des Realen. For

they absorb and complete all the preceding series of categories

and are at the same time alreaay Ideas which must be filled out and
obtain their significance in the Ideenlehre: From them 'is derived

the determination of the concept of the Absolute as absolute, personal,
thinking and willing Spirit. They proyide therefore the transition :

‘to the Spekulative Tﬁ?glogie (pé. 470-71) . i

N

Organism is to be understood as system and totaglity., At the ~

same time it has ?ctuality only as individual organism: It has
a monadic charécter with the distinguishing feature of a fundamentally
determining inner purposiveness, that is, that every member of organism
is connected to every other member as purpose or object. From

organism a; such the Absolute can be designated as "Totalorganismus,”

a
as "ein Lebendiges, All-Organismus in ewiger Ordnung und Zweckerfuellung"

jipp. 4§1~82). Ofganism thus reflects a harmonising principle which

is also at work in the world. \

The organic, as its concept indicates, is present in all its

parts. Nevertheless there is something contradictory and therefore

\
vulnerable about the distinction between the whole and the parts

in the concept of organism. The distinction must nevertheless be }

a
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preserved and it must also be showﬁJ%ow the orgau%c achieves all-
sided expression and development in its partg an% as a whole. This
requires the concept of an inner being or soul which initiates and

AY
instinctively Bnducts organic activity. This view of the soul as
the principle” of organic life is closely linked with Fichte's theory

of the monhads with their a priori and cternal features. It has also

its application to the characterization of the Absolute. The Absolute

can be comprehended as Weltseele which stands in Wechselwirzkung with

individual souls. But, for Féghte, this concept of the Absolute,

¢

implicitly pointing to an origin in uneonscious nature, betrays an
inadequacy which must be overcome at a higher level (pp. 491-93).

Finally the concept of spirit emerges from the need to account

§

fully for the world creating and shaping activity contained in the

~ i

concept of Weltseele, particularly the emergence of consciousness
from the unconscious. The concept is. presented as the universal
Spirit "der, in” der Wirklichkeit der Welt sich als den unendlichen
Gedanken verwirklichend, in allen ihren Gegensaetzen bei sich selbst

+

und in sich Einer bleibt" (p. 493).

\

As Hermann points épt, Fichte has taken pover the Hegelian
concept of Spirit. It may well be asked whether he has not thereby
left himself open to the pantheism which so concerns him in his
criticism of Hegel's sytem. He umoubtedly considers that he has
removed this risk by endowing Spirit with the character of individ-
uality which is lacking in the Hegelian concept. Fichte's reasoning

(
seems to be as follows: Only the individual can confer act;ality on

Spirit. This implies that the God of Hegel's concept of universal

Spirit can have no actuality. In contrast, Fichte's God as

~

©
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personal and individual does have actuality. As personal and

individual -and eternal He stands over against the personal and

individual and eternal in man. Clearly these conclusions, pre-
serving a necessary’distinction between God and man, are the ones
\

Fichte would have wished Hegel to.reach but the purely tgaﬁéltory
character Hegel gave to the finite made this impossible.
Fichte's position as just outlined depends heavily, if not

cofipletely, it will have been noted, on his idea of the pexrsonality

and individuality of God. In support of his position in this con-

7

text of the Ontologie Fichte §iscusses the nature and role of will
and at the same time, ignoring the circularity of Lhe reasoning
involved, asserts that his principle of individuality provides the
solution to the Kantian problem of bringing together thought and
will, the theoretical reason and the practical reason. It is the
will which exercises the 9nifying activity and on this interpretation‘
will is the essen;;;I\éubstance of spiritual individuality, thought
is the accident and the vehicle is Selbstthat. '"Wollen, also gefasst,
ist daher gleichfalls nicht bloss ein einzelner Zustand des Geisteé,
sondern Alles in ihm iJTWillenserweisung, und es gibt in hoechster
Bedeuting gar keine andere Wirklichkeit, denn durch Wollen, aus

der Tiefe der sich bestimmenden Individualitaet" (p. 501). The will
as the fundamental essence of individual spirituality makes it
impossible to conceive of its expression in the Absolute other

i3

than on the same individual basis, namely, a personal God (pp. 501—

02) .
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Fichte's treatment of will here has its ambiguous implica-
tions which are compounded rather than clarified when it is set

besgide the EXposition of will in the Spekulative Theologie. Tor

in his ideas of creation and of man's ethical vocation Fichite's
concept of the divine Spirit seems to come together again with .
Hegel's universal Spir&t. In creation it is the.diviue will that
concedes freedom and indepenéeqce to the human will, and it is
the divine love which then dra&s the hupan will back to unlon with
the divine.

Comparisons with éhe thought of Schelling and of J.G. Ficﬁ%@
do not help to dispell the ambiguous implications. Hildegard
Hermann notes that on the subject of the will Fichte's views may
be compared with those of Schopenhauver. However, she thinks that

¥ *

they reflect more the influence of Schielling who already in his

;

Freiheitslehre of 1809 speaks of the will in, the Absolute. Pre-

sumably this is a reference to that primal will 'which deserts its
supernatural status in order to make itself as general will also

. . ‘ . 15
particular and creature will at one and the same time.' Another

.

influence not mentioned by Hildegard Hermann is that of Fichte's
J

fat£er. The claim that everything in the individual spirit is
"Willenserweisung'" recalls J.G. Fichte's view of the pure ego as
activity, a restless striving towards the goal of self-realization.
In the concluding epobh of the Ontologie Fichte also emphasizes
his difference with Hegel on another importapt point. This point

relates to the concept of purposiveness which emerges in the

articulation of the categories of Causality and Dependence. Every-

W
1 +
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thing actual is permeated and shaped by absolute purposiveness and
it was, heOassert§; Spinoza's great merit to have successfully.
defended the speculative importance of the concept of teleology
(pp. 450-53). The unitfy of purposes in the Absolute is only con-
ceivable on the basis of an infinite self-consciousness, that is,
a -personal God. Here purpose Qith respect to God has a different
role to play from that envisioned by Hegel. For llegel, God or

Spirit is the ultimate purpose-and God, in the moment of Sichandersseins,

goes out of Himself as means in order to return to Himself as

absolute 'end. For Fichte, in contrast; God must be seen as giving
purpose'to all of his freely creating activity which thereby comprises
a totality of freely chosen purposes. This concept of God as besEowing
" purpose is inseparable from the concepts of the personaliﬁy and freedom

of the Absoclute (pp. #464-63).

C. Die spekulative Theologie oder allgemeine Religionslehre

The content of the Sfekulative Theologie, an inquiry into the

Idea of God, has three main divisiong which roughly correspond to .
the organizatioh of the subject matter of thé Ontologie. It deals
first with whatqmight be described as an inguiry into the Being of
God, then examines the Essence of God and finally the Essence of God
in relation to others in Himself. But this organization 1is not as
in the Ontologie a prsgression dictated by the dia%ectical me thod.,
The‘latter no longer applies. In the examination of the Idea of God

it is found that love not contradiction is the main pulse.
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This third and figal part of Fichte's system, as mentioned

earlier, appeared ten years after the first two parts and it is
-

hardly surprising that the lengthy interval of further reflection
and the comments of contemporary critics should have® led to some

misgivings about some aspects of the earlier parts. In an impoTrtant

sense the Spekulative Theologie was shaped by Fichte's perception

of a fundamental weakness of the Erkenntnislehre and by his desire

to remedy it. Specifically thé\inadequady of the firsk part of his
sy;teﬁ lay inthe fact that it was solely based oﬁ thé finlte ego in
consciousness and not on a true unity of subject and object. From
such a point of de;arture’one could not reach the concept of the
Absolute fGrundzuege III, p. 3). Fichte attribﬂtes this ﬁistakg
to the strong influence of gis father's work. He acknowledged
later’ that it was one of the most incautious and precipitate acts
of the new speculation.l6 .
A‘;ew deduétion\of the Absolute tﬁus becomes neceésary. As

~

Fichte explaing at the beginning of the Spekulative Theologie, the

highest aim of philosophy is to think the thing as originally

~
thought in God. He approvingly cites Malebranche that we know
all things only in God and through the mediétion of His spirit. ’
Following Plato and Aristotle he compleées the necessary linkage
-

.

e

in noting that our 139(§idual spirit stands in original connection
with the primal knowing divine spirit. This kind of knowing is to
. ~

be based on a new kind of intuition of things and of 'their highest

~

principle. The most profound results of metaphysics are not

o

obtained through an abstruse transcendental worLé:of concepts

i

7
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but in the intuitable, real, immediately apprehended. This concept
- . E.

of an intellectus archetypus in which intuition and thought collapse

together, gives access to the Idea of the Absolute. God not only

presents Himself in the real world to be thought of and belicved
- - \

but also as revealing Himself in intuition in the world (pp. 5, 6, 10).
This approach bestows on nature the importance which Schelling
accords it in his Naturphilosophie but which was missing from Hegel's

o ™~
interpretation and from his father's view of nature. In this final

part of his system Fichte still looks at his task within the framework
of the Hegelian outlook and sees it necesary to fill in the gaps

between the Logic and the Naturphilosophie. However, in rescuing

nature from the unreal finitude of Hegel's treatment of it and in ’

uniting it with the realm of grace Fichte is also concerned to

establish that the ultimate purpose of the worlé is not in nature

but in man. As in Kant, but with an emphasis'qn the teleoibgical

rather than the moral proof of God, it is the unconditioned in man

which responds to the moral imperative but the respghsejénly be an )
~endless striving of the will unless God comes into the picture. We

are motivated and our end is determined by the eternal t;ﬁths which

are present to our consciousness before sense knowledge emerges.~

Thesé truths can oﬁiy have their ground in an absolute Spirit and

Thought and, if properly examined and developed, can be distinguished

and used as an intellectual proof of God's existence (pp. 53, 54).
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The Development of the Idea of God

t -

Fichte asserts that nature finds its ground in the spiritual

.

substance of God and that this is not a simple postulate but arises
* @

N

\\\beut of the thought process from which the concept of the world has
been devgloped. From this latter concept and from théhcategories
of the Ontolo&ie in genéral the Idéa of God can be developed and
the true concept of the Absolute reached. .

1 ~

The worlg, as the immediately given, in its concept presents

4 '

itself as the sum of its fipitudes, as the system or universe of:
specific differences and as an ascending series of levels of means
and purposes. THe finite has not in itself durability and the

Ontologie has shown that there dwells in it on a temporary basis

v -

a primal reality (Urrealitaet) reflecting the presence of the infinite
in every fin%;e thiné and giving to the finite thing its determinate-
~ ness. The Ontologie hgs als; showp that the true infiﬁite possesses,
a monadic character. As such it presents a system of primal positions
- (UrQosifionen), a system which in its inner rglations constitutes
a unity or‘universe (Univeréum). The&poss;bility';} such a UAiyérse
according to Fichte, must lead to a highest principle of unity, that
‘. is, the ultimate unity of the Absolute itselannd the ultimate power.

. «

necessary to implement it, It is in the thought of such an ultimate
- - - N

'
-

unity and power that the concept of God can first be reached as
distinct from the pantheistic concept of an Absolute in general

(pp. 57, 151).

Y

A



In the Ontologie the universal causality and dependence of -
éhings obtain their true expression in the context of teleology.
What makes the world a united universe is the universally govern-
ing relation of means and purposes wﬁich culminate in an ultimate
or final purpose. The ultimate purpose points to a power which
generates purpgserand this in turn presuppuses an absolute self-
conscious personality. It also points to an exercise of will
which inevitably, as mentioned above, must be associated with
personality. -

In the course of this part of the ex9031tion Fichte seems to P
feel obliged to o%fer a further clarification of his difference

with Hegel on the category of Becoming., The difference is indeed

relevant to his different concept of the Absolute. The identity

“

of the permanént and the finite is rendeﬁed impossible, he points
out, when the finite is regarded, as with Hegel, as simply rising
T T~and passing away. Fichte asserts that ﬁothing arises or passes
awvay. It is the determinatenéss of the finite thing which accounts

'

for the differeﬁtiatidh of every thing from evety other thing and

therefore f;r the world as a system or universe of specific differ-

eﬂces. But this determinateness is a persisting element, a primal
+ quality, which Fichte designates as a primal position (Urposition) °

to which thelfinite thing, impelled by purpose, through changing

conditions eventually fully conforms. Thus the finite being as

-primally dete;mined must take up a definite relation to everylgther

finite being in the universe and the changing conditions of'this

purpose fall within the concept of Becoming. What Hegel interprets

/
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as ‘the persisting of change is really the persisting within change

(pp. 65, 87, 90).

For Fichte the pantheistic viewpoint implicit in Hegel's system
arises from the concept of the Absolute as itself the enduring cle-
{
ment in the finite thing which then means that the finite must be

N

absorbed by the Absolute. The finite thing as such has therefore

’ only an illusory existence and the ayct of creation underlying the
finite iddividual also loses existential significance, Thus this
pan&heistlc concept is distinguished by two members: the Absolute
and the perishable or transitory finite thing. But, against this
view, Fichte considers)that he has shown the concept of the Absolute
‘to have a third intermediate member, namely, the enduring substan-
tial finite thing (p. 111),.  He claims, therefore, that he has
vhdermined pantheism from below and that he has made possible, what
‘Hegel's doctrine cannot offgr, the achievement of a tr'ue concept
of creation, Morgover he considers that the persisting Sf the
p‘érmanent in the fim’.{:e ‘individual, standing over against the

\ Bpermanent in the infinite, while the Absolute nevertheless obtains

el

(expression at the finite level through the primal positions, enables

\oe ®
\ }iim to reach in its most abstract form a fundamental proposition

of his Spekulative Theologie, namely, that God cannot be thought’

¢

-

of as immanent in the world without at the same time being thought
of as transce;ldent and above the world (pp. 112-13). In His essence
God remains other worldlyand his perpetual life is not the perpetual
finite of the worlq nor is the development of the primal positions

, . ’
or realities in the fimite thing to be seen as the self development
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of the divine existence. While Fichte is concerned in the interests
of his anti-pantheidtic p.osition to maintain a clear distinctiom———

‘ between the i;rmanent and the transcendent aspects of God this is not
an easy task and ambiguity .and ambivalence seem to arise when he

Tater affirms that the world is only the actuality and development

of Go:i and that the problem of the relation between the Absolute and
the finite individual is only in appearance because the finite thing
is actually the self—expression\.of God (p. 118).

The Essence of God in and for Himself

Having reached what he conceives to be the correct concept of

f . .
the Absolute as an absolute, omniscient and self-conscious personality '

Fichte must now seek to deal with its essence. He wrestles first with

’

the question of the feasibility of the task. He cannot accept either
Kant's position that God cannot be known but only may be. thought as an

ideal of reason or Hegel's view that God is completely knowable through

4 - M

the categories of the Logic. However he makes it clear that, in principle, -

he agrees with Hegel on the questidn (p.-200). At the same time he

adheres firmly to Kant's position on the essentiality of intuition to
'

knowledge. In general what this means, as he has ‘indicated in the

Ontologie, is that God is knowable to the extent that we perceive His
T + ! R
self>revelation in the intuitable datum and this is what he believes

bhis new kind of intuition of things can achieve. This does not mean )

that we can obtain an intuition or representation of God Himself. God

" r \
an sich remains "ein in sich Verbagenes' and an adequate knowledge of



Him is therefore not possible (p. 231). God, however, can be
thought, not as a concept emerging from an empty process of the
self-development of its determination but as a result of Fichte's
new kind of i,r\ltuition based op the given with which, 1t seems,
thought collapses together. The Tdea of God in its various mani-

festations, including the sphere of the real, as présented in the

Spekulative Theologie is apparently intended as the outcome of an

~

inquiry based on this approach. By the very nature of the approach
the inquiry can never aspire to finality.

In his examination of the idea of God. as Absolute Personality
Fichte distinguishes three moments of the divine essence: (a) the
real or objective side; (b)' the ideal or subjective side, and

(c) God as the highest personal union of the ideal and the real.

v

3

Generally speaking the first two moments correspond respectively
to the immanent and transcendent aspects of God and, in the reverse
order, they may be regarded as having the relation of substance to

/
T t
accident. Within the real or objective s;def—m, His manifestation
- /

in the world, a SW might be drawn. For the permanent

. in the finite thing may be conceived as the substance underlying the

'

appearances of the sensible world. Substance in both cases is, of

course, spiritual: +the finite human ego or consciousness in the world,
N N

and the omniscient copsciousvness of the divine ego in the ideal uni-
“verse. Since the union referred to /n (c) above is a union of the
real and the ifleal in infinitude it must account for the reconciliation
of the finite things of the real world x;rith the infinite of the ideal

N

. ”
world. '



- 52 -

As the above highly compressed summary indicates Fachte's
general approach still beat¥s an Hegelian imprint. God is Abqqlgte
Spirit and the finite is taken up‘in the infinite. Tichte has, how-
ever, already divérged from Hegel in adopting Weisse's position on
the inclusion of the forms of‘'time and space amongst the universal
forms of existence or reality and he derives inspiration particularly
from Leibniz in his'effort to neutralizé the pantheism and the sup-
pression of the individuality which he perceives as the ﬁajor £laws
of the Hegelian system. The influence of I.eibniz can be seen-in N

Fichte's theory of the universe of monads which becomes a fundamental

element in his treatment of the divine essence and is used tp ground

his Individualitaetslehre. The monads as simple, eternal, individual,

conscious elements comprise a universe which overlaps both the ideal -

and real sides of the divine essence. They rotate, as it were, . between

a‘;& t
both sides, in conformity with the primal positions or ways by which

X . 63

God manifests Himself in His essencg,énd in theh}bﬂlqé; The monad in
its human incarnation acquires "temporal existence only when amd so
long as the material of life, and the outward conditions of its reali-
zatign, meet toéether ...", that is, as soon "as the material of life

is afforded it, the whold process of realization in time begins,ifirst
o X

in the form of Jncorporation, and then of Consciousness. In all this,
- o ;

, 1 , )
be it obsegygd, it is simply the original individuality of the mind

R 17

which is developed-and comes to itself." / Perishability applies only

to the material conditions of life, and death is the release of the

-

monad or soul, allowing it to resume its status in the eternal. Thus

L]

W
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N

the true finite individual, as monadic expression of the divine
Al

essence, is also the eternal, included in that infinitude of God:

N

which is the highest personal union of the real and ideal sides of

-

God.,

Fichte's position on the eternity of the monadic finite in-
dividual is consistent with his opposition to Hegel's category of
Becoming., As we have seen, nothing, Fichte maintains, really comes
into being or passes away. Our commonsense-‘experience contradicts
this Qiew. But this arisés from our inability to distinguish between
true time and space and false time _and space, The latter apply to the

A

false finitude, the Nichtsainsollende, which is empirically known to

us and is not an illusion. The false finitude is a concept which
Fichte appreciatively attributes to Franz Baader. It expresses the con-

straint, -deficiency, misfortune and vicissitudes, fatal or otherwise,of
N

.

+the finite world. These arise when the mutualiy interacting relation of
things with one another which allows them to prugress to self-realiza-

tion cannot function because the finite thing is isolated from its

other by inflexibility and impenetrability. In contrast true time
‘and space, which have to be grasped conceptually, apply to the permanent

in the finite thing and in this sense to the manifestation of God in

Y

the world (p.(263).

What about time gnd space in the ideal realm of the divine
, e
AN

essence? Here their application would appear to be anomalous if
* B I

.

{ .
not contradictory to the eternal and unchanging character -of this
. . 14 ]‘

1

1l
. _ | |
and content is relevant to his consideration of the application of

i
|

side of the divine essence. Fichte's account of the relation of form

v
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time and space but it is of little help in removing the anomaly and
ambigui'ty. Form, it wil?, be recalleél, arises out of content, and
involves a spécification of the forms of time and space. Essence,

. (’ . .
as content only, 1is thus not subject to the forms of Lime\ and space;
and, as compriged in the divine esse/;mce in the ideal Trealm, the monads
and primal positions are not characterized by/ these forms. Tn this .
realm they preexist simply as possibilities of "schlummernde Rraefte."
(p. 465.) They are characterized or specified by the forms of time
and space when, by an act of the diy}'ne will, they assume an exist
ence in}the world. In effecting such acts God posits the monads and
primal positions out of His own consciousnes's, that dis, llis own
essence, In other words the universe of the ideal realm reflects the

v
dynamic char/écter of a divine esgence copstantly engaged in infinte

v

/ [
self-creativity and generation of life. This perpetual process

-

expresses the personality of God not only as intelligence and nature

but also as feeling and the true expressidn of this feeling is love.

In the concluding section of this part of the Spekulative

Theologie Fichte relates, as they have for the most part already

emerged in the preceding exposition, the properties of God to the

f \
two aspects of/His essence and to the union of these two aspects.

\
\

Since it is in the nature of thought tio separate out and distinguish

\

is OﬁXSUbSt nce within which His properties fuse\together. To the



T~ ' '
should time and space not be associated with God llis presence in a

)

temporal and spatial context would present the most .rigid in con-
i “

tradictions. To His ideal properties belong His all-consciousness

which has as its content the primal positions and the universe of
monads, His absolute self-consciousness and llis absolute spirituality. .
From these ideal properties can be drawn the Christian doctrine of the

Trinity. The prope'rties of the union of the real and the ideal in God

I
\

are His divine will,\ His absolute freedom and lis omnipotence (pp, 352,

397, 405). . ‘ \

]

Fichte cautiousiy points out that there may be properties of God
) i

. \
-~ of which we can have n‘E inkling. He also notes that there are properties

an \

which do not {it into t‘%xe above classification because they have their

\. .
source in feeling. TFeeling is an attribute of individuality or persona-
lity and does not have a \universal or metaphysical character. Such

properties are neverthelegs highly important. They include love, '

holiness, justice and bleskedness (p. 429).
<> \ : ’ " N

The Essehce of God in His JRelation to the Other in Himself
-

The conception of G7)d as both in and outside the world, which

Fichte admired in the thought of Krause, shapes the pattern toc which

B

- the relation treated in this part of the Spekulative Theologie con-

forms. In Fichte's dévelopment of this conception there is a sphere

where the essence of God overlaps with the sphere of the world. This

\

overlapping region is.the universe of monads and primal positions. The

relation of this universe to the divine essence as the ideal universe

4 o




~on the one side and to the finite world as the real objective side of
'od on the other thus presents the essential aspects for consideration.
In the relation as so formulated Fichte sees the problem of the
creation of the finite world as the central one (pp. 433-34). DMore
specifically the problem may be put in the following terms: How does
God éllow the finite world to comé into being and continue in existence

as His creation, and whatiis the ultimte purpose of God's unceasing

creativity? The response to the first question depends on the divine -
utilization of the -universe of monads and primal positio‘ oxd of
purposiveness, that is, of the teleological principle wi its whole
series of pllrposes and means. Tk;ese matters have been explored in

the Ontologie. They have been reviewed in the preceding parts of the

' Spekulative Theologie and they are now drawn upon to prowide the

answers to both questions.

For Fichte the concept of the creation of the world is not con-
ditioned by dialectical necessity nor is God, as the Creator, contained
in the“ metaphysical Idea of Him (p. 442) .\ Tlhe fact of the existence of
the world alone must lead Lxs back to God as its ground.. By an expression
of His divine will God allows the ideal universe of His own essence to‘
be modified so that it may be manifested on His real side. Thus the
divine Spirit externalizes itself in the world Soul as thq blind will
of I;\éa\ture guided unconsciously by purposiveness (pp. 465, 466). Incidentally
Fichte points out that this does not mean, as Scheliing wrongly put it, |
that the divine will itself is at this stage no more than such & blind
will of‘nature. In line with the foregoing the firstfor negat¥ve moment

3

of divine creativity is that of an act of divine concession permitting

. ’



the emergence of the finite world. God bestows on the monads, which,

as indicated above, are only potentially real in the ideal universe,
their own independent wills.. In.this way the creative act 1‘4&; ;1‘nitiatgd:
the monad breaks out of the ideal universe of true time and space into

the finite world of false time and space, The individualization of the

, monad then commences and this is the second or positive moment of the

creative act which, engaging the world and mature in fully purposive
activity, shows nature accomplishing its development in an ascending

series of organisms and creatures which culminate at the highest level

<

in human self-consciousness., Thus the finite self-conscious spirit is
the final end of the Qreative act, the goal of the power of purposiveness

with which God animates the world.

In conformity with Fichte's conception of time and space as universal

forms of existence or reality time applies to the world with 1ts coming

»

into existence in the act of creation (pp. 500, 501). The finite
: ' A

individual in time, having its primal ground in the ideal universe - \

where eternity applies, can therefore not be conceived as having its

sufficient ground in'a preceding finite thing. Thus the notion of a

N

beginning in time as taking place once and for all in the past can

convey no meaning and the sense of beginning must be understood as
- »

the constant initiating of the finite individual out of the eternal. ’ .

«

The notion of the unceasing creativity of Cod in the emerging of
the finite individual out of the eternal is relevant to the purpose .
which God thereby accomplishes. In“the course of the exposition of

the properties of God Fichte has pointed out that the divine blessed-

&
ness lies in an eternally satisfied love directed towards Himself. This

5
L

~

v
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God and man. In the light of God's-love the highest ethical idea which

- 58 -

love can ascend to a higher level if the subject and object of the
“
love do not collapse together but rather stand in@ependently over

against each other. This independence of a will which can express
itself in love towards another is achieved through God's deliberate
concession of such a will to the individual. The love which the humuan,

N . 3 - - . . .
self-conscious spirit, itself arising out of the divine essence, »

dedicates to God is, for God Himself, the ultimate fulfillment of
His blessedness. So God creates -the world to bring about the perfec—

1
tion of love.
- ~

In God's love Fichte finds not only the ultimate explanation for*

-

the creation of the world but also the source and justification for

man's ethical vocation. The essential element of this vocation derives

from the relat@on of love which the Spekulative Theologie draws between

.
'

the human will can $erve is to seek and accomplish the divinme will, to do
so by renouncing his own independence and becoming one with the divine

will., For man this is a task and a challenge which he himself takes

v

up. The achievement of an inner Godliness is an ethical ideal which

ig possible only on the basis of the freedom of the individual will.

With this freedom, a gift bestowed on man by God, is also\givenlthe

basis for moral evil because the individual can chose to do otherwise
' 1

than pursue 'the purpose of the divine will. Thus the possibility of

evil, but mot its actuality or necessity; is posited with the creation.

From this account the actuality of evil in the world can only be explainéﬁ

é-

. .
by original sin which arises from human freedom. Salvation, however, lies

in’ the redeeming power of God's grace which, through the remission of our

v ’ o
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sins and the divine dispensation, leads us to our ultimate vocation.

History, for Fichte, bears witness to this divine dispensation (pp. 629-

’

47) . v .
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CHAPTER 4 !

£y -
’

L.

THE CONFLICTING AND INSPIRATIONAL ASPECTS
OF THE INFLUENCE OF KANT, J.G. FICHTE, SCHELLING AND HEGEL

As noted in the dintroduction to this paper Fichte's closest tieg

were to Kant, J.G. Fichte, Schelling,and Hegel and to the first two in

particular. An attempt will now be made to identify the more signifi-
cant poin}:s of influence,'roften clmflfcting in nature, of these philo-
sophers on Fichte's own thought and to indicate those considerations
and concerns whic’l} may have determined what he accepted, criticised
or rejected.

In the B‘eitraegé, Ficht‘e's history of modern philosophy, thg four

philosophers are treated in the order indicated above and the detailed

comments offeredibelow will follow the same sequence. However, as the

abundance of refelences to Hegel in the Grundzuege and the unusual

e chapter on Hegel in the Bei\traege\iﬂdicate,\ Fichte was
qve'ﬁvhelmingly concerned with the system deviseq by Hegel and its
influence on contemporary philosophical trends. Since it affected his
approach to the other three philosophers a brief introductory comment ‘
on this major preoccupatiocs ‘seems necessary .

When he}begann his own philosophic;al work Hegel's influence,
according to Fichte, was of such decisive importance that it shaped
the nature and course of further philosophical enquiry. In :spite of
his [;;:(;fessed admiration of Hegel's‘achieveménts his early attitude -

to them was strongly ambivalent and remained so in his later years.

Vi
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.

Fichte claims that he was the first in the early post-Hegelian period
to produce a thorough critique of llegel's system. From such reflec-
tions he realized that the Hegelian system was so firmly entrenched
that it could only be effectively repléced by reconstrutting it on

basis. which would correct the errors, inq,,dequacy. and incompletenes

of Hegel's enterprise.l \

As Fichte saw it, Hegel's system had failed to reach tb a specu-

lative theism as the' necessary and desirable crowning point o

structure. It did, however, offer the basis from which such a theism

could be developed, Fichte haAd no quarrel with Hegel's great principle,

viz, that "alles wirkliche vernuenftig sei."2 But the principle had

to be released from its worldly moorings and established on ;; basis

of individuality. Fichte had been repelled by the impersonal dialectic
|

of Hegel's History of Philosophy‘ and sought to counter it in the

Beitraege.’ T.hus the taskcwhich Fichte set himself was to coﬁstruct

« -

an alternative system, to adapt the Hegelian system to this project

and to complete it, as he did ‘:‘m his Grundzuege, by adding a speculative

theology. a .

-~

Weisse, Ficlite's friend and close collaborator, fully recognized
the need for such a reconstruction and development of Hegel's work but
differed on how it should be carried out. Weisse was prepared to accept

‘the ﬁegelian system very much as it stood and to go on from there with

o -

_the next and higher stage of a speculative theism which would bring
. \ s

back the balance in favour of the principles of freedom, individuality
and persdnal\ity. Fichte, however, could not agree that the Hegelian

base should remain unchanged. He had, he notes in Vermischte Schriften,
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reached Hegel by way of Kant, J.G. Fichte and Schelling and he did
PR 1

not feel that the ideas and views of these three great philosophers

~
could be ignored and certainly not the extraordinary seminal influence

of Kant's work.

The three volumes of the\Grundzuege refer frequently to Kant,
J.G. Fichte.and Schelling as w1l as to Hegel. Fichte makes a number
of interesting comments on all four philosophers in Vermschte
Schriften. A more extensive treatment of the work of each of them
is given in Fichte's Beitraege. ‘Apart from, other concerns related to
Hegel's though\t Fichte's main objective in the Beitraege was to justify
his campaign against the reigning pantheism in philosophical fhoughc.

] o

The campaign had been fdrst laun'ched nine years earlier in his initial

philosgphical work, Saetze zur Vorschule der Theologie.. The criterion

of pantheism was a standard by which-all contemporary philosophical !
writings had to be judged and #hile Kant escaped criticism on this

~
score in the Beitraege the other three frequently were found wanting.

To look first in more detail'at the essential substance of
Fichte's relation to Kant, in a number of statements Ficle forthrightly
declares his great admiration and respect for Kant and professes himself

to l?é Kant's faithful and devoted follower. He places Kant along'with

Leibniz, Plato and Aristotle as the four greatest original thinkers

- J— L
N g I

- —of‘al‘l*ti'me.l* With these expressions of high regard in mind the

readers of Fichte's Beitraege cannot help being astonished and sur-
prised at the demolition~”of the few but important Kantian theories

singled out for attention in this work. From the introductory comments

™
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in the ch?ptbr on Kant readers may have felt they had been invited

to join in praise of the great advance towards a true science of

<

‘metaphysics represented by his doctrine of subjective idealism.

Instead thé&y find themselves called upon to join in the burial of the

-

doctrine. Elsewhere Fichte makes it quite clear that Kant's acknow-
N

ledgement of the impossibility of reaching a true science can be com-—

pletely ignored. 1In an article in his Zeitschrift he notes that the

4 4

questioh is not whether, but how, a science of metaphysics can be-

: , 5 . . .
realized. As a further irony part of his answer 1s that it must
2

be achieved, as Kant had indicated, on the basis of an exhaustive

<

Erkenntnislehre. The Kantian emphasis on the necessity for knowlé&ge

.

of both thought and intuition is perhaps the theme which Fichte most
]

frequently cites and approves. He chastises Schelling and Weisse for
going well beyona Kant's "anthropol6gischen Ausgangspunkt" in their
theistic specula£ions.6 But the elaboration of his own system seems
to have obliged him to take on occasion a similarly flexible approach
and, as will beGSuggested, the enlagged view he takes of intuition or.
the given and what coﬁld be derived from it pointed in the same direc-
tion. In general, if ambivalénce characterized Fichte's attitude to
Hegel it was hardly less evident in his professed dedi.cation to Kant.

Althofigh he explicitly states that '"eine subjektive Erscheihung"

in the Kantian sense destroys the whole basis of subjective idealism,

.

Fichte wishes to salvage the Kantian a priori forms and give them an

S . L2 * 1 !
objectivity whlﬁh\would conform to the tendency he attributes to Kant's

> \

own thinking as expressed in the Critique of judgement.7 His exposure
N -

Ay N 1
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N “

of the fragility of subjective idealism appears, at first sight, to
leave Fichte with little or nho scope for a snlvagiug.operation. For
example, according to Kant, concepts refer only to the appearances of
things. Apart from such a lﬁfetence they have no.meaning at all.
Therefore things-in-themselves cannot be known and the understanding

° t
so limited cannot deal with the essence of things. Moreover, for Kant,

8

intuition is "rein Sinnliches;" the categories are "absolut Unsinnliches."
How then, Fichte askes, can the latter be applied to the former?
. . . ‘. .
Finally Fichte notes that, in Kant's view, time and space only

have meaning in reference to appearance. [The thing-in-itself must

N i

therefore be thought of as timeless and spaceless.’\It is indeed on
Kant's theory of time and space that Fichte focuses a good deal of his

attack. In so doing he has had several concerns in mind mainly related

a

to the cogency of his own speculative approach. He sees, however, the

theory as the Achilles' heel of Kant's subjective idealism and that to

dispose of it, therefore, would remove an important obstacle to the

4

transformation of Kant's idealism into a truly speculative system.
" ,

.Fichte's analysis moves along the following lines. Kant separates

3

the understanding from intuition in consciousness. He might have brought

< them together on the basis of his theory of the transcendental unity

of apperception in much the same way as he suggests in the third Critique
b

that mechanical causation and teleology could be brought together in

'

a possible higher consciousness, that is, what Fichte himself would call

an Urintelligenz. However, the presupposition that the a priori forms Q%

and intuition. are opposed and heterogeneous elements contradicts the

.

——
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sunity of consciousness. Therefore Kant.rclics on time and space as
subjective forms of sensible intuition to connect the two divergent
elements in consciousness, but the subjectivity which they thus "take
on inevitably locks the a priori forms intg a similar subjectivity.
Kant's ultimate justificag}on for this approach is his determination
that time and space do not arise in our éxperience but precede it.

But, Fichte insists, this is wrong. Time and space do arise in our'
experience as the universal forms of actuality which fundamentally
condition thag experiencek From this ;hanged.peéépective the a priori
forms lose the purely subjective charadter Kant has bestowed on them
and they can be recognized as having bqth subjective anq‘objective
reference in the structure of actualitf.

That Fichte could sbeak out so c;nfidently against the principal :
views of a philosopher whom he greatly revered has pergaps something
to do with the strength of Fichte's religious conviotions and theologi-
cal predccupations. However, the confidence may possibly also be

attributed to the unique importance attached by Kant's followers to

the notion of .intellectual intuition as a vision of the whole bringing

e 4 4
\

‘together God and the world, spirit and nature. For Fichte himself this

importance is fully revealed in the first ten pages of his Spekulative
Theologie. His view of intellectual intuition has, however, its own’
distinctive character. Intellectual intuition is not simply, he points
out, the parallel identity of subject and object (spirit and nature),
as in Schelling and Hegel, but rather their identity under a unifying

principle represented by an Urintelligenz, a divine intelligence which

N ' - X o o @
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conforms to his idea of a transcendent and persggpal God. e sces
Kant as reaching mu#h the same conclusion if Kant had followed up
the speculative leap involved in his doctrine of the a priori forms

of consciousness. Indeed,'for Fichte, this is also clearly indicated

lby Rant's concept of an intellectus archtypus in which intuition and

4

thought collapse together. For Kant "hat damit dem Principe nach

\
ebenso die Schranken seiner eigenen Reflexionstheorie durchbrochen,
als er jenen Begriff sogleich selbst dazu anwendet, um durch ihn die

spaeter aufgekommene Vorstellung einer blindzweckmaessig wirkenden

Weltseele im Voraus zu widerlegen."9

With respect to religious and theological preoccupations one may

2

well imagine tha@ good deal of Kant's importance for Fichte lies in
the way his critical philosophy rescued .contemporary thought from the
risks and temptations of Spinozistic dogmatism. Fichte's larger view

is directed, however, to the possibility of a speculative ‘theology

'

N .

which, ‘as he sees it, would be threatened by the subjective idealism

emerging from Kant's theories. ‘hen time and space are, however,

considered as universal forms of actuality then every kind of real, -~

.
-

from the Absolute to the most conditioned World esser{ce, must be

.

thought as positing itself in space. In the Spekulative Theologie

the entry of the monadg into the realm of the real involves their

]
specification in thpg forms of time and space. Located thus in the

middle of reality these forms obtain objective truth and validity as

®
#

do intiution and the understanding and its a priori forms and rules,

N

and we are thereby provided with the comprehensive laws and firm analogies

¢ .

-
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great original achievement. But Kant would undoubtedly have resisqed

\

* the interpretation of this achievement which Fichte attributed to him

as well as the speculative use to which Fichte thought it could be put.

According to Fichte it involves a recognition of a universal, non-
empirical, infinite in the human consciousness|which can serve to take
us back to an origin in a divine intelligence. Thus the universal
the given, from experience, a concept of the world from which in turn -

we can proceed to a concept or idea of the divine essence. 1Inthe

ﬂi Spekulative Theologie experience becomes, therefore, an important, and

indeed crucial element in the development of this and related Ideas.

But it is experience in the special sense of God revealing Himself in

x

His acting in the world. This seems to enlarge the meaning and scbpe <

of experience in a similarly radical fashion to the amplitude which

Fichte gives to the a priori forms and the Ideas. Thus the boundaries
and limits which Kant cautiously observed with respect to thought and

intuition and with respect to the possibility-of the Ideas have been

left far behind. . s
In the lengthier exposition which he devotes to his father in the

Beitraege we can see reflected an attitude on the part of Fichte which
seems to identify him more closely with his father than with Kant.

This hardly arises from a sense of filial piety, though the influence

of that sentiment need not be ignored altogether. However, when

»
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see

to its principles there was no way
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derived from

of sense. Suc

the supersensible world.
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not need . to go beyond the facts of the individual censci usngss\\\?here
N -
was the fact that “Ich finde mich schlecthin gebunden durch einen
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»
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posit as péss ble for me to ‘carry out.:\The unity of the moral law
and the ceqtent of the moral faith lead to the conviction of a living
and effectiée moral world order which, as God, gives harmony and a
purposive basis to khe world, and, as pure ego, universal reason,
Spirif or will, actualizes itself in the finite ego. Reality thus
lies withim the finite gonsciousness and from the concept Fhe finite
ego can ferm of the world\it can reach to higher levels of reality \J

which will include the revelation of an active God in all such forms

of reality and of the certainty of His‘existence.l3 The Wisseunschafts-

" lehre ends in a Religionslehre and this outcome, along with the

i

-
mphasis J.G.-Fichte has placed on the problem of knowledge as the

. "T*,\___"
prablem of consciousness, brings out more clearly the way in which

an anchorage in the facts of finite consciousness g
places on the phi Dsophical enterprise. For the pilgrimage of the

‘pure ego, as Wissen,,through consciousness is the "Durchfuehrung der

. /
Reflex1on whic culm1 a&es in the a sol;\é\"Negation." As such it

¢ ‘)(_, =
‘cannot offer the\ éﬁir;éngimoment to the grounding of the absolute

principle., Reflexio having served its purpose, has now to be

~ ©

- abandoned and the Absollte must, then be completely realized by the

» “principle of the "?ositivé\."l4 Here we have, it seems, the origin
\ -

of Schelling's demand for a positive\ philosophy which so greatly




affected the direction of the philosophical outlook of Weisse and .

\

Fichte and which in the latter, as we have seen in his system, has

its intended expression in the Ideenlehre and in the general purpose

of the Syekulative Theologie. »

[
ﬂdgisﬁte‘s account of his father's Religionslehre, based on J.G.
i ‘
Fichte's lectures of the years 1805 and 1806, also highlights those -

points which recur in h}s‘own thought or impels him in a similar
direction. Thus from his father Fichte finds support for the co;vic—\
tion that the religious standpoint is the only one to possess the
truth. The task of thought, that is,‘ﬁiSSénéchaft, is to explain

the empirical wvariety and\division of a éimulated feing of the

v
Absolute. From the perspective of finite consciousness we cannot

.

know God directly. This is possible only through His revelation of

Himself in the actuality of 1ife.15 It is this possibility, clearly,

t

which encourages Fichte on the basis of his principle of individuality
N p

to formulate his new kind of intuition in his Erkenntnislehre although,

“ ~

as will be éuggested later, he finds more definite imspiration for it

in Schelling's thought. ‘ .

Fichte sees the pure egq, or absolute principle of the Wissen-—

.

N <

schaftlehre, as the paradigm for Schelling's principle of the identity

N *

of subject and object and therefore as the basis for the two systemg

which Schelling built on that principle. He might have added that his .- -

-own system follows the same general scheme. He asserts that Schelling's

method OF concept or an upward process of progressive levels or stages

of consciousness ’'which Schelling claimed was an original feature of his

@
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"with the principal features of the development of the Ego which Krause
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own work can find its analogy in the Wissenschaftslehre., 1In his own

Erkenntnislchre, however, the language employed is borrowed from

Schelling. This shift from a departure point in his father's philosophy

-

to a more complete expression borrowed from either Schelling or legel -

’ N
recurs often In “ichte's systen,

AN [

-

In a very brief reference to K.C. Krause in the first volume
of the Grundzuege (p. 279) Fichte suggests that the exposition of the

development of consciousness in his Erkenntuislehre may be compared

presents in his Vorlesungen ueber das System der Philosophie published

in 1828. In Fichte's other writings the few references to Krause are -

again too laconic to reveal much about Krause's influence on him. This

treatment of Krause seems uncharacteristic on Fichte's part, particularly

in the light of the favourable comment Fichte makes in Ueber Gegensatz

~

(pp. 224, 232-33), Here Fichte describes Krause's philosophy as Trans-

cendental Absolutism and considers that it correctly indicates the
"allgemeine Architektonik" and the complete philosopﬁical treatment to
be achieved in system building. He is particularly apprebfﬁtize of
Krause's division of his system into subjective-analytic and objec%ive—
synthetic pafts which, since Krause was apparently strongly influenced
by Schelling, must have seemed to meet Schelling's demand for a positive

or Realphilosophie as the essential gomplement to a negative philosophy.

However, Fichte's own system differs noticeably from the model of

Krause in its reliance on an inductive method in the Spekulative Theologie.

v

. \
'In concluding the brief comments contaibed in Ueber Gegensatz Fichte

remarks that the strange and unusual terminology employed by Krause -
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v
v

robbed the presentation of his work of almost all penetration and
we are left with this difficulty as the only explanation for the

disproportionately modest attention Fichte has given to a ph%}osopher
about whom he speaks so highly in general terms. \ .

In the Ontol&%ie the positing of Sein as the initial primal
category recalls J.G. Fichte's mode of proceeding. However, Fichte

then employs the llegelian dialectic in the development ol the Form-—

' wissenenschaft., He does so bécause the principle of contradiction,

related as it is to the objectivity of the legelian system, undoubtedly
constitutes), in his view, an essential corrective to J.G. Fichte's

principle of limitation which is associated with an ego that posits

N

its own other and thereby ‘cancels objectivity. While his Ontologie

thus owes a great deal more to the influence of Hegel than to his

i

father's influence Fichte nevertheless sees the Wissenschaftlehre as

A

the indispensable basis of a speculative development of philosophy

which receives its necessary complement in the "realistische Philosophie"

of Schelling and then is incorporated in Hegel's great project of a

. complete system,

Fichte records at one point in his exposition his father's

admission of dissatisfaction with the Wissenschaftslehre and his own

s ( . ' .
criticism of hig father's work, as will have been seen from. one or'two

examples already mentioned, is fairly frank and substantive. Hg‘shows

~

some sensitivity over the ambiguity that seems to surround the.grounding
of the non-ego. It lacks any reality and this in turn, he implies,
reverberates on the status of the pure ego as both real and ideal.

Partly this view of the inadequacy of the philosophy of nature reflects

bl

o

- N b on s W oeeben e Tt .~
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Fichte's criticism of his father for failing to discard the Kantian
subjectivity of time and space. This latter criticism is directly

4
related to Fichte's larger concern with a principle of individuality

and personality which shapes his idea of the essence of Cod and the

immortality of the individual ego. The Kantian view excludes the

\

reality of both from our consciousness and deprives nature of all

reality. As implanted in the Wissenschaftslehre, it leads to a -

-

highly ambiguous concept of God as pure impersonal spirit which then
puts the concept at odds with Fichte's view of personality as ineluct-

ably flowing from his father's attribution of infimite will to the

17
Absolute. ™

While Fichte recognizes in his father's later thought, notably

in the Religionslehre as expounded in the lectures of 1805 and 1806,

14
a more congenial concept of God, it does not appear that he saw this
evolution finalizing itself in the notion of a personal God. 1In the
<
final analysis J.G. Fichte's philosophical treatment of the Absolute

rémains unsatisfactory because it does not go beyond an immanent

expression of its activity and the pure ego, rising to self-conscious-

ness through its actualization in the finite ego, leaves in doubt the

possibility of attributing consciousness to God Himself apart from His

manifestation in the World. To the question as to whether J.G. Fichte

has managed to overcome the threat of pantheism the som responds

ambivalently gt in a way which nevertheless seems to be weighted

¢ v

negatively,
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~

From Tichte's comments on Schelling in the Beitraege it is

very evident that he was strongly attracted and fascinated by - '

“x

Schelling's writings and was perhaps unduly inclined, as a result,

to see Schelling's pantheismas a transitory phenomenon which would

v
Bl

not survive Schelling's own unceasing generation of new ard imagina-—
tive ways of treating the problems of Idealii[ philosophy. Fichtg\i P

opening remarks. do not immediately establish this favourable impression

because-he firmly ' supports hié_father's complaint against the validity

TN

Ad
of Schelling's action in transplanting the pure ego of the Wissen-

schaftslehre into the objectivity of the Naturphilosophie. The basis

\

' ~
of Fichte's favourable attitude towards Schelling is nevertheless soon

revealed in his recognition that Schelling, unlike Hegel, has preserved
the principle of individuality and it is this principle together with

Schelling's idea of freedom and the concept gf a personal God, developed
- ~

in the Freiheitslehre of 1809, and in the later religious writings,
x>
which respondl most closely to, and were perhaps most influential on,

the direction of Fichte's own thinking.l8

In the light of the foregoing basic identity of outlook it

mayAseem curious that Fichte, as he tells us id Vermischte Schriften,
should have turnedsin launching -his own philosophical enterprise,
primari@y to Hégel for his'model. fhe explanarion lies, he indicates,
in the fact that Hegel's work offered the only completed system in that
period.19 This is in line with the evaluation of Schelling's thought
which Fichte offers in the Beitraege. In the course of his comments

Fichte disginguishes four different epochs in Schelling's thought

qualified, howeﬁer, by his admission of difficulty in the interpretation

.

e
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of Schelling's ideas. He is able to note with satisfaction that

.

in the later writings of Schelling the philosophy of art as the

culmination of the system of transcendental idealism has been over-—

- 2

shadowed by the emphasis Schelling now attaches tc religion. TFor
in no way, in Fichte's view, could the objectivity of a work of

art be compared with the objectivity of God. At the same time he

detects in this later work a dontinuing attachment to the metaphysical

~

presuppositions of the earlier‘wiitings of Schelling. This is the

basis on which Fichte finally Judges Schelling. He draws a greatQF
deal of inspiration and stimulation from Schelling's later thought
but he pronounces Schelli;é's philosophical s&stem unfinished and )
his method inadequate to the task Schelling set himself. These views,
incidentally, do not prevent Fichte in his chapter on Hegel in the
Beitraege from extolling the virtues of Schelling's system and
defendiné Schelling's method against Hegel's criticisms. '

. If Fichte seems té have found a truly kindred épirit in
Schelling his reservations about Schelling's philosophical positions
were hardly les substanti;e than the criticism pe direcped against

N

Kant, J.G. Fichte and Hegel. On the question of the Anfangspunkt of

philosophy the gap seems unbtidgeable., Fer in this case Schelling
completely ignores the Kantian stipulation of a point of departure

in the given. The beginning, or pfeéupposition, is simply absolute
reason,.in so far as }t fé thougpt as the total indifference of subject,
and oquct. This raises the problem of how there can be a beginning

as such if there is no appropriate expression in consciousness, that

Lo .. 20 - .
is, in intuition.] The weakness, it seems, stems from Schelling's
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g

failure to develop a pre-science (Vorvissenschalt) in the shape of

the Formwissenschaft which Fichte himself sets out to do in the

Ontologie. These drawbacks have their relevance to Fichte's claim,

that Schelling has not succeeded in establishing in his system
i

either the transition to nature from the Absolute or the transition
from the negative philosophy to the positive philosophy.

. The two transitions bring together those eleménts of Schelling's )

.

philosophy which most interest Fichte, that is, the principles of

freedom, individuality and the Rarsonality of God and these in turn

» @

can be looked at in terms of God's relation to the world, of the

relation of the infinite to the finite. With respect to the relation

»

f

of the finite imdividual to the infinite Schelling makes, in Fichte's
view, dubious deétours inthe itinerary of his thinking before he reaches

* the agceptable position that what is knowable in the finite individual

) [

is its eternal charaéter.Zl It is,  of course, important t%Fichte's
own philosophical position that the finite individual should nhot be a
’

. fleeting element 4in the Absolute of identity or im{ifference, as one

. s .

A

of “Schelling's earlier thgughts seemed to suggest. With respect to
e .
) e MY -
Schelling's wiews on God; whieh Fichte cautiously notes have varied
before and may chapge agdin, Fichte seems to experience particular

_ " difficulty. He feels that Schelling has given overwhelming weight

- - v

to the idea of God /as will even if will, expressed as love,. plays an

import"gnt r;le in suppo}tﬁof -the attribute of personality. He regretsl
that Sclhe‘lling éogs notf rea;h 1(‘11s idea of God:, as he himself does, by
N _ way of a‘céﬁéept o'f.tbe world. TFor Schelling, in the imagir}ag:’ivg and

) ! -}

v dynamic role he gives to'purpose and organism in his_Naturphi%osqp‘hie,
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develops precisely those elements on which Fichte relies,

Fichte is particularly attracted by Schelling's view of the

.
o

finite world as the result of the free creative a g3

e —
e

————————

e

by this act, freedom and individuality on His creatures and assuring

their union with him by love. ‘Such a God who, as described in Shel- °

o

ling’s Freiheitsiehre, reveals Himself in the re&l world and redeems

mankind, undoubtedly responded mote to Fichte's anldeep religious

a

seénsibility than the austere' doctrin€ of a religion within the limits
of reason to which Kant and his father subscroibed.zz However, the
divinity of the free creative act.is compromised in Fichte's eyes by
Schelling's continuing insistence on portraying its implementation

as the effect of the dark principle or side of God's nature. This .
unfortunately still indicates a God who acts initially as blind will

in the process of coming to consciomsness through His objectification

.

in nature. £y

Fichte notes that Schelling eventually saw that h’e- could not

N

vemain with this anomalous view of Cod. But Schelling's original i

s ('S

metaphysical presuppositions, particularly those "alten pantheistischen

Voraussetzungen,' have a way of recurring in the unceasing flow of his

<
v

2 , .
ideas. 3 Fichte cannot be sure therefore that Schelling's future /\,\
thoughts will not reihtroduce a pantheistic emphasis or cloud the

'

distinction between a transcendent Absolute and the immanent mani-
festation of the Absoluté in the world. This latter distinction is -
brought out, Fichte indicates, in a later permutation of Schelling's

thinking and in so ,do;{ng Schelling most clearly breaks out of his

2 X

- former pani:heistib framework., It is revealed in his Platonic concept
\ : i o ) . :

v +
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of a universe of ideas within the Absolute but separate from the

a
world. The similarity of this concept to a key idea of Fichte's

Spekulative Theologie is hardly coincidental. But Schelling links

R

S

‘spirit and the revelation of God.

it with the dubioug notion of the world as an 'Abfall" from the
realm of Ideas in the Absolute and such an interpretation cannot

[§
24
be rqconciled with the idea of creation as the free act of God.
4

Fichte acknowledges that this Platonic concept as Schelling has
developed it can be called theism; it has, however, a naturalistic
mea;zing which, for him, depriv‘es~ it of e_th?ical sense, Interpretéd in
such a way, Fichte undisubtgedly regarded the co;yfépt as a threat to the

ethical idealism which he finds and wvelcomes in other strands of

of Schelling's thinking.

k

r Fichte's encounter withchhelling"s th;ught cna‘bles us t:c;
see the importance which Fichte himself attached- to a philosophical
system whi;h would give speculative theology a ttfuly philesophical
bcjisis.._ Schelling's achievement fell short of this requirement, but
it did give Fichte inspiration of a decisive kind in his own efforts

to work out such a system. 1In the outcome Fiéhte's allegiancé shifted

noticeably from his father to Schelling. He acknowledges this outcome

in Vermischte Schriften. In the crucial Qfspute between his father

and Schelling he takes his stand on Schelling's side. His father's

v
0

view, he states, gave no reality or meaning to nature; Schelling

_however gave nature overwhelming worth, as the objectification of

23 This meart that a speculative’

theology became possible becduse philosophical énquiry, adhering to

the Kantian principle, could proceed from the given in nature. Thus

.
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Fichte accepted Schelling's view of the need to complete the negative
\ ' F
philosophy of the Hegelian system with the upper layer of a positive

-}
philosophy. But in taking his stand with Schelling Fichte, ironi-

. -
I3

cally, seems to have been prepared, as his father was not, to ignore

the pantheistic implications of Schelling's position and of reaching

a speculative theology from a starting point in nature.

p
In this context another Schellingian position was to have an
equally important influence. A cardinal assunption of empiricism,

B

Fichte notes in the Beitraege, was that the‘ eternal, represented by

AN\

the Ideas, could only be thought and, as thought, remained for the

finite individual an unreachable, transcendent and confused beyond.
4

4

To' this assumptign Schelling opposed his great and simple principle

. . t
that the eternal, the Ideal, was also the uniquely immediate and actual

14
and was to be found in its self-actualizing in the finite individual.
In this way, according to Fichte, the unity of thought and intuition
) N

¥ .
was expressed, on the m(:,del, he m%ght also have added, of Kant's

intellectus archtetypus. Here esséntially seems to be set out the

principle of specdulative intuitive knowing which Fichte, tying it

closely}lto his principle of individuality, adapts to the requirements
of his speculative theoloéy. i

i ¢ Returning‘ to Hegel,‘ in the extremely detailed comments devoted
to him in the Beitraege, we are readily made aware of the contra'sting
impact of Hegel and Schelling on Fichte. In comparison with the .

inspiration which he derived from Schelling Hegel's thought seems to

have provided Fichte with a host of difficult problems apd with a

\
\ N

.serious “challeﬁge to the whole project of a speculativ?e theology. At

1

- - w o= e
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the risk of possible repetition of the various points of criticism ’
of Hegel which bhave been noted in the Grundzuege, it seems worth

comenting here on.the hgture of the challenge and the. difficulties-
N ,

.0r speculative theology.

witich—Fichte percetved thrilegeT s Thought .

From his account of Hegel's evident presuppositions it seemed
Tt ‘ !

clear enough to Fichte that Hegel entertained the basis from which
a speculative theology could be established: The traditional aim of
philogﬁphy was a super-worldly God and this was legel's.aim in the

Logic before God externalizes Himself in nature and spiri\t.26 But
3 . : b

with the culmination of the dialectic in the World Soul Hegel does

; ' [
not go on, as his words had premised, to God as absolute personality.

/
The Logic, therefore, remains at the level of a Weltlehre cXpounding

an Absolute which turns out to be a pantheistic God. Thus, for Fichte,

/ '
s

the ambiguity, and/a fatal deficiency SE the system, is that the whole

i

’ '
of Gdd's creation; the world in its innate spirituality and man created

. coe L , 2 . ‘
in the divine image, 1s taken for God Himself. 7 This outcome is a
i T

’ stropgly anomalops one because, as.Fichte points out,'Hegel took over

/ .
Schelling's Ideal princﬁple and, as AbsolutexSpirii, employedlit, as
Schelling had fgiled to do, to ground reality. However, the Weltlehre, --
as the ocutcome of the Hcgel%an articulation of Schelling'é'intellectuél
intuition of the Absolute, reveals also that the system has not achieved
a proper tramsition to the real or nature., Hegel, therefore, vitiates

the Schellingian perspective of nature as, the self-revelation of God

and the use to which this revelation can be put by a positive philosophy

- oy



' H?%)does Fichte justify this criticism? His explanation has

v 3 :
. a point of departure in his view of the shortcomings of Hegel's

Phenomenology of Spirit, The Phenomenology should have provided

‘Hegel with the basis his system needs in both a "realphilosophische"

. . : . . . 28
and "erkenntnistheoretische'" sense but it fails to do either.

N - x

It presents conscicusness as simply its own object unrelated to

the given or to existence. The identity of subject and object
\

.
P R ~

falls within Wissen itself, pure subjectivity, and within this sub-

LT e

K8y e oemas W S R N TRl SR N
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N

-jectivity the object is imprisoned. “In proceeding in Ehis way Hegel,

Fichte asserts, has gone back to the gubjective idealism\qﬁ J.G.

2

Fichte's principle of Wissen as "die formelle Identitaet des, Ich," 9
LELLLS } et -

. . , N
which in its operation is simply the agreement of the representations

-
' of the consciousness with one another. This approach, in Fichte's -

+» opinion, cannot either grasp or deal with the Erkenntnisproblem

+

N because it does not show, as that‘prbblem'requiresa how subject and

objecﬁ, the knowing mind and the externmal truth can be brought into .

agreement. Yet, as he goes on to note, the correct principle on

which the resolution of the Erkenntnisproblem can be based was dis-—

covered by'Schelling. It lies in the agreement of spirit with nature.

It remains therefore for Fichte in his Erkenntnislehre to carry out

o v

the task which Schelling overlooked and which Hegel seems to have

misunderstood,
But also, in:Fichte's view, the concealed presupposition of
the Phenomenology and the universal scope which'it assumed disqualified

P -

. it as an Erkenntnislehre and as the introductory part of a system of

philosophy. For the history which the Phenomenology relates

s
.
! )
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knowledge. It is dealing with '"'das alXgemeine Individuum, der

. 30 .
Weltgeist." Thus, instead of treating the simple erkeuntniss-

£ 1154

B

i 1 1 1 TN g et
theoxetischen question-df-how swject—amd—obyect—are—brought—1rtoe

agreement, the Phenomenology seeks to show how the Weltgeist mani- C o

B

-~ Q N * + )
fests itself in the cbjectivity of ‘a spiritual universe which embraces T

o .

the whole of civilization and its political, social, cultural, edu
tional, religious and scientific developments and institutions. In
the process the work expands to assume the dimensions:. of a complete
system of knowledge. |

With respect to the question of the transition to the. real or

» . \
nature it will have been noted from Fichte's criticism of Schelling . ‘\\.
that his appyoach is influenced &nd indeed shall\ped by the way he con; ' \
ceives God's relation to the world, and perhaps the criticism which he Q}
so genercusly addrésses to this point of Hegel's Logic can best be

v - ,
understood in this light. Here both the notion of t:‘he free creative }}i
' “ .

activity of God in his bestowal of free will, and therefore of {?n

ethical vocation, on His creatures and the positive philosophy are

at stake, For the possibilit‘y of freedom and ethical vocation are

excluded by the deterministic character of ‘Hegel's system and its

concept of the Absolute conceived in pantheistic terms. Ambiguity

thus surrounds this possibility and the nature of God's creativity.

In this latter respect love isg presented by Hegel as the truly‘ creatingn

and binding element in all éxistence. But it is God's love alone cven

where it is manifested as the individual's response to God. The universe
N

b . »
is also to be conceived as created by thought demonstrating the intel-



‘ .. \ \
lectual, self-intuiting power of the Absolute. But this\description -
S

N
\ |

involves also the notion of a self-conscious-Absolute posse\ssing

personality whereas Hegel's Absolute never breaks out of the aljstrac

4

Al

and imper\onal concept\formed from the categories of his Logic. ‘(n
this latter \Rasis the transition from the Logic to the Naturphilosophie

2

cannot, Fichteé\ declares, be made.

By its-claim to seize the Absolute in the concept and to see
-l ;“‘;

thg principle of 'coptradiction- at work in the real the Hegelian system

excludes a positive 1;\1ilosopliy as well as the possibility of freedom.

*

In so far as freedom is concerned it will bé recalled that Weisse arrd

4

~

object, a method whick’\fn the immediacy of.its swggculative intuitive

character is radically “i\fferent from the progressive character of the \ ‘

\
dialectical method. Its relation to this radical difference of .
N\

approach undoubtedly helps to'explain Fich\t\e/'s almost obsessiwve pre-
. " \ ‘ .
““occupation with Hegel's category of Becoming in the Grundzuege and it ’

comes to the surface again in his comments on the Phenomenology -

in the Beitraege, Here Fichte sees Hegel subordinating the immediacy.-

of knowledge to the "becoming" of ’knowledg{e as the process, and the

only way, it seems, by which absolute knowledge is achieved.gl If

5

é L T
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consciousness had remained merely an observer of ‘the world in

Hegel's treatment' of it in the Phenomenology, presumably Fichte

: N ,poulq have felt that thé dialectical method was being kept within

{ \ -

. ~proper limits. The trouble was that in the Phenomenology conscious—
4

ness projects itself into the world, "das erkennende emi&iche Subjekt ...
/J : ~ . als Moment, des substantiellen, als Welt sich auswirkenden." Thus in
»
o ) introduecing the principle of Becoming Hegel gives the world the same

= .

structure as consciousness. )
4

N \'\_ [%Y '
Like the plot of a good q@é’ﬁé%ry novel where the clues point
' the reader to one conclusion and the chief detective dltimately pro-
duces another and surprisingly different conclusion Fichte's

comments on Kant, J.G. Fichte and Schelling have, as we have seen,

> followed this scenario and his treatment of Hegel is no exception.
- »

\ .
In spite of the far reaching nature of his criticisms of Hegel his N

\ .  verdict finally is a generally favourable one, - The fatal ambiguity

AN

Ve

S in Hegel's system which had so concerned Fichte several years earlier
W

is overshadowed in the Beitraege by his expression of agreement with
the results of the Hegelian system in their relative truth and within

A ‘ ’the limits "to which Fichte thinkg the system should apply. This means, .

v

- for Fichte that the system is true in so far as it goes but it only

‘provides the half of the truth. At its incomplete level it runs the

risk of a pantheistic interpretation but, even against this uncomfort-

able aspect, Fichte finds that the system in its theistic implications

contains the possibility of its favourable furEher development which

Fichte produces in his Spekulative Theologie. Fichte believes that

.
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the immanence of God in the world which Hegel has securely and

for all time established in the Philosophy of Spirit ranges legel

definitively on the right side, that is, the side that opposes
the Deists. Parenthetically it might be noted that if legel's
‘God can be interpreted as transcendent, his ethical opposition

too can be more easily rehabilitated. TFor Fichte the moral

S

imperative needs to be grounded in a t{anscendent will althodgh

' ' J :
at the same that will must divest itself of the abstract character
which Hegel gives to the notion of will.33 Perhaps because his own .

convictions on the matter were so strong Fichte could see in Hegel
the basis for the favourable development. 'Wird als Grund der Welt
auch nur ein schoepferischer Selbstanschauungsat 'der absoluten

Idee' gelehrt, so ist selbst ein solcher nur denkbar in einem *

urfaenglich selbstbewussten Geiste, nicht in dem duester unverstaend-

w3b

lichen Abstractum einer 'Idee’. However, as he admits in the

-

Beitrasge, Hegel's position was again not free from ambiguity and
this ambiguity, he notes, led to the split in the Hégelian school

from left and right wings.
H

Fichte's assessments of the work of Kant, J.G. Fichte,

Schélling and Hegel are consistently bas;d on criteri; which are
related to the main positions and principles of his’owﬁ philosophical
system. Such consistency does not mean fhat he avoids partiality

or émbiguityﬂin hig interpretation 4nd judgément of their wogk and
his analysis éeemsvto be vulnerable on these counts where Hegel is

concerned. Onthe one hand he has been unduly selective and harsh

i
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in'his treatment of Kant in fbcussing primarily on the sdbjectivity
of Kant's theory of time and space. On the other hand he maintains

. @ reasonably objective posture towards his father and _an equally

reasonable balance and philosophical conscientiousness in separating

out the wheat from the chaff in the work of Schelling. 1In spite of
the cautiously favourable view Fichte finally reaches, his judgements
on Hegel are not always uniform or straightforward and his attitude

to Hegel as it emerges at the end of his discussion of Hegel s

phllosophy 1s hlghly amblvalent
4

Fichte's final view of Hegel is perhaps most surprising in
the light of his passionate defence of the prlnCIEéﬁBOf individuality,
the central problem of his own system&“agaLQth&hg threat to it which
he perceived in the Hegelian Absolute. Eithetr the threat was real,
in which case the Hegelian and Fichtean posit?ons are irreconcilable;
or it was not real and aroge simply from an ambiguity in Hegel's
thoué%; which, 1f clarified and interpreted in the right llght, would

"make reconciliation possible. Clearly the latter dlrectlon was the

= -
~
a

way in which Fichte wished to see the matter go. %& undoubtedly’

P

St
appealed to his predilection for conciliation and harmony in

. , K|
philosophical and religious thought, On the question of the finite

individual a great deal of identity can indeed be found in the posi-

, tions of the two philosophers. Does that of Hegel involve the
: " annihilation of the.human individual? But Fichte admits that Hegel
sees the universe actualized' only in the individual. Moreover, the .

3

Hegelian view that the freedom and inner worth of the individual and
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of his full spiritual development becomes possible only in the
unity of collective social relations is hardly distinguishable
from the situation at the culminating point of Fichte's Ontologie
wheré the individu:al soul or monad stancis in its double relation
to other monads and to ‘the Weltseele under the unifying and

3

harmonizing 'category of Wechselwirkung.

*

, But Hegelian ambiguity is such that the finite individual

can be interpreted in a quite diffeyept light. . As_Hexbert Marcuge . .

presents it, 'the finiﬁte has no veritable being ... To say this

does not mean that the true being must be sought in a transmundane
Beyond or in the inmost soul of man, }kagel rejectsy such flight from
reality as 'bad Idealism'."35 On this interpretation the positions
of Fichté and Hegel seem inescapably and radically opposed ... until

we remember that Fichte's own position is not frée from ambiguity.

Has he not indicated in the Spekulative Theéblogie that the monads in

AN

the ideal universe are absorbed in the gself-consciousness of qu

and in that universe they have only a potential stat:s? The absolutes
of“the two systems may be quite di'fferent but there does seem to be

a convergence of the two systems in the ultima;:e fate of the finif:e

individual.
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positive philosophy. -Such a phi_l«':)sophy ﬂcferpa\nded a different method,
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CHAPTER 5

THE LATER PERIOD: CONTINULTY AND CHANGE

o
v /

/ '

Although the summit of Fichte's philosophical system is

presented in the Spekulative ’Aeologie his original aim of a posi-

tive or Realphilosophie failed to find in it complete expression.

As Hildegard Hermann points out, Fichte offered in this final part |
) ) \

of -his sytem only a “Vé‘f)%’f‘ﬁdifn‘entefry “§ketch of d philosophy of nature -.

and by this time, that /is, the middle yvears of the century, a full
treatment may well have seemed too incongruous with the tre.?il of
de\}elopments'in the natural sciences. In any case Fi\éht:e's own |
studies now led him to devote himself to the fi(;lds of psychology
and anthropology. i l

Fichte's philosophical imquiries after the appedrance of the

Spekulative Theologie in 1846 involved a shift of emphasis to the

examination of experience and in his works of the following period

. © , R
he repeatedly portrays his mission as simwh&*t%: of a labourer in

the vineyard of empirical research. It could, of course, be said’

that this migsion followed logically from the requirements of a

1

that of the speculative intuitive knowledge, which Fichte regarded

as his own innoyative‘ contribution to the history of philosophy. As

a philosop}'xy of freedom, immersion in the object and unceasing inquiry

into the given were basic methodological requirements. For the content

o

i
RS
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of reality eluded the necessity of the concept and remained, as it
. ry /- ‘l > 3

‘'were, open—ended in its revelatjon of a free creativelactivity. If

such considerations gave overriding importanc¥® to experience the

changed focus of attention meant the return to Kant which he had

often advocated and which his further reflections on Kant's thought

had convinced him was very necessary and des;i,rabfe. In an important
® . @

sense it could also be said that this shift of emphasis away from ‘the, ©
9 v

'3 v

-~ —8-priori was a. return to Eicht/e's -youthEul vpréoecupgs't-ions +with practical

and human issues of ethics and religion as opposed to abstract, theoreti-
cal, philosophikal positions and cledarly, in this later périod, he had

o
+

not abandoned these interests.

s N : N
As will be seen, Fichte's earlier:philosophical ideas and objec-

; .
tives reassert themselves continuously in the later period: Neverthe-
leés the continuity of” his thought with that of his easrlier period %

more, apparent than real and, whatever validi'ty may bé attached to it,

©

AT
his claim to have returned to Kant conveys the impression of his own

feeling of a misplaced effort in his past ‘work.' In fact, while he w

et

holds on to a number of philosophical presuppositions) and objectives

frow the earlier period, he develops over the following years what *

o

was foy him a rather radical change of view on th& nature and the scoper

|
v

of philosof)hiqal inquiry and, whether justifiably or not, he repeataecfly ‘
- . . v . ‘ . .
N _ .
appeals to g Kantian source or inspiration to support a particularly .

.

speculat(ive line of ,thougﬁt. , . . ‘ . -

@t 1 \ , ¢ ) / .; ot - -~
', The general philosopb{cal challenge in_the later period is still
' ' : w.

, .
for Fichte the reconciliation of faith and knowledge. With the passing

' s '

' ) . '

""ﬁ.
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of the era of system building pantheism no longer

.

° %
major problem and gives way to an overriding concern wjifh the chasm

between religion and the contemporary scientific culture. Fichte

“is not ashamed to admit in response. to his critics that the correct

. .
+

solition means the "'Christianizing' of philosophy. .Kant. had predsded ,

]

him in this endeavour as had those who immediately followed Kant. But,
. ) .

H2 .40 a judg?am‘ent expressed in 1867 and whichr must be assumed to apply to

1

i

his own attempt in the Spekulative Theologie, Fichte de€lares that all

efforts up to that time had failed.2 This judgement marks Fichte's

-

. 4 ’ %
repudiation, not of the main idea of the Spekulative Theologie which,

~he still defends, but of the usefulness of system bullding and hence

’
» o

his disengagement generally from the influenge of Hegel. More explicitly
in works i)ublished in this year he speaks of system building as stupid

- and narrowminded pretentlon.3 Singling out Hepel and Schelling he
derides the pursui't of the illusory Absolute, that of an Absolute Reasomn,

which has been rashly constructed from the a priori rational content of
Kant's theory, which has no relation to the given and is thetrefore not
' ®

real. In contrast Fichte .can ¢laim continuing validity for his
/

Erkenntnislehre because, following Kant, he took in it his point of

departure from the giwven, that is, from consciousness.

I1f systems of absolute knowledge are excluded, what then can
philosophy comprehend? As far as method is concerned ’the specula‘tive
intuitive knowledge is relegated to the background and the emphasis
is on a scientific inductive treatment of-the facts of experience.

The metaphysical deduct;i{fe approach is often denigrated in TFichte's

ater writings and he claims that these works do not rely on a priori

] "
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metaphysical presuppositions. Phllosoph}\r cannot claim absolute mathe~
A3
matical certitude and as a universal science it can never be completed.

One "must pursue the moye modest pathway of drawing a hypothetical

1

conclusion concerning®t ecmature and operations of the universe™~from

o -

<
facts which' lie open to ? r observat,ion:"6 THis} according to Fichte,
N . . | ' .
is the spirit of the Kantian philosophy and it is within that spirit

’ , . 3 .
to give the human soul or consciousness the filrst and most important

-

4 '
place among all the facts of this r)‘at(n:e. Thus all philosophical problems

. ”
must be submitted to'the control of psychology) ,
!

This changed outlook does not exclude speculation and, as we
7 ‘ %

L4

follow him in his empirical inv&stigations, we have increasingly strong
reason to doubt that Fichte has freed himself from his past metaphysical &
o'y

presuppositions-«and conclusions. He has always argued, he asserts in 1859
that spectlalfon must go back to Kantian principles to find a solid

foundation and on that basis only probable conclusions can bhe drawn.

~

The appeal to Kant in this context does have some relevance. Tor, in

rejecting the absolute idealism of Schelling and Hegel, Fichte is thrown
back to the relat\?',ve idealism of Kant. But his Crundzuege owed a great

deal to Schelling and Hegel and consequently we now seem to be witnessing

the self-destruction of Fichte's own system. Fichte is, however, a \

thinker of infinite resourcefulness. Whatever we may have thought

»

earlier about his exceedir}g the limits of Kantian caution in the
s
’ »

Spekulative Theologie, it ultimately transpires that its main thesis

can be supported by the results of Fichte's later emparical investi-

‘gations. For the Spekulative Theologie, it appears, has followed the

P f R 3

£

r .
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same pattern of inquiry within appropriate speculative limits. Tt
reaches a moral idea of God and it discovers in the moral and religious

facts of human nature the premises on which it secks to comprehend ~

the nature of God, of man and of the urulverse.8 ) 4

* The human soul or consciousness, from which the facts of human

.
N "~ v

nature are obtained, thus remains the focus of atténtion in' the later -

N
,
i

empirical stage of Fichte's philosophical jnquiries. Tl_r}e'se investi- * ' .

.
.

) > . . : ' - :
gatiens adnd their results are se€t out in two major torks, the Anthropologie

N

(I856) and the Psychologic (Volume 1, 1864 and Volume 2, 1873); and 1n

two minor works, Zur Seelenfrage (1859) and the Seelenfortdauver (1867). -

As Fichte notes in the latter work, his overall aim is to give a complete

account of the religious consciousness and to show how deeply the ddivine

.
¢

spirit enters into the human spirit.g In other words Fichte has not .
relinquished the search for his own };bso]ut.e, the personal God, and for
the evidence that will help to establish the immortality of the human
soul. ‘

A detalled examination of the fou.r works just mentioned is beyond
the scope of tl;is ‘tgork. However,' a brief reference to the more unusual -
feéturcs, difficulties and conclusions of his treatment of their two
main themes may bring out more clearly the relationship belween the
earlier and later periods of Fichte's thought.

» Fichte's consideration of the relig,ious consciousness reveals a
mood of disenchantment with the usefulness of metaphysical and theologi-

4

cal speculation about the concept of God. At the same tjme his’attitude

5

towards such speculation is ambivalent. Ilis approach to his subject is

Vi
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influenced by the wotk of Schleiermacher to whom he refers and also

B

£
defers. The religious consciousness has its source in feeling and

. o ] . . . . -
feeling, as Fichte has pointed out in the (rundzsueye, 1s not sus-

[

ceptible to metaphysical treatment. Nor does it require any theological

N . !
“_grounding. This does not mean, we soon realize, that in the emphasis

-

<

he now gives to expericence the a priori has lost any of its significance

for Fichte. For his objective is to establish the a priori nature of

.

feeling, to locate its source in God and to show in the process what

B

he now conceives to be the only adequate and satisfactory proof for

I -
; the existence and ethical essence of God. Such a demonstration will

i

. therefore support what -he clalms to have presented in thé Sbekulative
‘ ~

L}
Theologie, that is, a moral idea of God.

t
t

From Schleiermacher Fichte derived the view that religious faith

©

is grounded on the feeling of dependence on the infinite and in the

'

Seelenforidaver and the Psychologie Fichte develops his analysis of

[

sfeeling along similar lines. Feeling, which, he claims, proceeds {rom
a Grundwille or drive of a spirrtual nature at the root ol the human

soul, expresses¢itself in two mutually interacting and indissolubly

, 3

linked ways in consciousness. It fﬁrcefully makes us aware of our own
finiteness, limitation and helplessness and at the same time it gives
"us the consciéusness of our immersion in, and subordination to, an
infinite, unlimited and unconditioned being. Both these sides of
feeling fuse together to give it the character of an Andachtsgefuehl,

a feeling of  devotion which has as its object the infinite being. This

/) -
feeling arises entirely spontaneously and when we trace it back to, a

cause or source outside consciousness its nature excludes any relation

o
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, > to a sensual or material object. 1In these circumstances the Andachts-

) gefuechl and the representation of the Puiinite within our consclousness’

cannot have a finite source, l‘t has to be concluded that the religious
feceling 1s an evidence of the essence and vorking of God in us.lo .
It will be observed that the speculative leap Fichte has ]

accomplished in his account of relipious feeling relies heavily on
supersensible support. Has he not thereby transgressed Kantian
principles? It seems, however, that when we examine the religigus
feeling we must also tnkpe into account the cthical consciousness ‘ q
because the two are indissolubly linked and therefore come from the

. “same source, that is, from God. But it was Rant himself who showed

that it is our consciousness of duty which takes us beyond the sensible

into the supersensible yorld., "Er findet in der Thatsache ciner

N

Al
. 'transceandentalen' Freiheit, einer 'causa noumenon', welche den blos

'sinnlich' bevirkten Causalnexus unserer Willensbestimmungen mit der

° .

unwiderstehlichen Macht eines absolut 'Verpflichtenden' durchbricht,

den einzig moeglichen, sogar einzig vollgenuegenden 'moralischen'

. ' . 11
Beweis fuer das Dasein Gottes." ¢

.

°  In his investipations relating to the a priori nature and the

8 s ~

‘ 4
independence and immortality of the human soul Fichte proceeds from!

s ; N
!

the concept of the monad soul vhich he has expounded in the Grundzuege.
In the course of these inquirics the element of fantasy in human con- - ?
sclousness assumes a great deal of importance and is used to support 4.

T . ~ f
his theosophical interprctation of the soul. . /




In the Psychologie the monad soul in ats earth-bound existence

«
)

is described as the inner or aethercal body which it 1s Fichte's

wiw .

purpose to show can function independently of the outer organic or
2

.

corporeal body. This purpose, he acknowledyes, ranges all contemporzn'y"
opinion in psychology and physiology apainst him. _Explaining the
pi}ysic'al relation of the L‘nner body to the outer body and to the
outside world in general presents, in the light of his theory that

time and space apply to the monad soul, the greatest difficulties.

J One question, for example, is the precise locatiqn of the inner body

in the outer body. Ficlhte's answer is that they completely inter-
penetraté cach other and he seemws to be unawarc that this claim can

‘t;e givevn a monistic materialist twist. By this formulation, howvever,
as is undoubtedly his intention, T'ichte avoids the problem of dualism
in the relation of mind and body and in this~connection he rejects the

. Televance of any notion of pre-established h:lrmony.13 But the problem
reappears in the question of the relation between consciousness '(md’ the
outside world. Hére, it- seems, Pichte sees the neced, -particularly an
the face of contemporary scientific oplnion, to protect his fundamental
premise, that is, that the monad soul develops according to its inner *

.

nature alone. Thus he seems to move noticeably in the direction of a ,

- i
Leibnizian pre—established harmony when he speculates that the only

i

)

satisfactory explanation must be the cxistence of a hidden congruence

between the internal life drive (Triebleben) of the human spirit and

S
an outer source of excitation or:influence. It can also be described .
t
as the existence of a reciprocal Parallelismus between all recal essences .

in the world. 4
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The foregoing considerations have their relevance particularly.
' N

to Fichte's desire to preserve the a priori nature of the soul. He
considers that he can provide a more substantial support for this view
of the soul and establish its independence and immortality 1f he can
show that the connection be@reen the inner and the outer body/is in
no way indﬂésplub]e or necessary, For this‘purpose he believes it to”
be sufficient to identify ?ctivitics of the mind which take place
without the cooperation of the sensory apparatus or the brain and
which reveal the mind's capacity to operate with elevaéed intellectual
power in such "emancipated states.”15

Fichte, who claims to have relicd oh the "most extended inductive
power,'" includes among the emancipated states of the mind somnambulism,
clairvoyance, second sight, ecstatic visions and related events.
Since the mind thus has its roots beyond the world of sense Tichte
sﬁggests that communication between all such real existences whether
they are located in the sensible world or int*a higher region must be
possible.lG‘ This latter conclusion remains only a supposition, How;
ever, in the last years of his life Fichte followed closely Aagcounts

p .

of such.psychical cxperirents in various countries.

In the Psychologie the world of dreams as an emancipateg state

of the soul falls, as a subordinate part, under Fichte's treathent of

the activity of fantasy. Fantasy provides an important element of

”

continuity. For its activity is expressed in the preconscious, con-

il

scious and dreaming states of the soul and it enters into the religious

N

consciousness. In cffect fantasy constitutes the self-actualizing

3

Va
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faculty of the soul driving it from its preconscious state upwards

to the eventq‘\ﬂil state of self-conscious spirit. Tantasy finds its

i

ultimate and inexplicable cxpression in artistic creative genius.

Such expressioh is inexplicable for ¥Fichte in terms other than
)

a feeling of anspiration that therc lives in us and through us some-

thing which is more than human. This points to an eternal self and |
also to an ultimate source of inspiration, an individual and personal
Gnod.21 Feeling in this secnse, 'estat;lishing a channel of communication\
between the {inite individual and the dinfinite, is indistinguishable
frqm the religious consciousness which attributes to religious feeling
this role. ’
> It is in the perspective of the«purpose and outcome of Fichte's
anthropological and psychological research that his claim to have
returned to Kant can best be judged. As In the case of his sytem
building the only common ground seems to lie in an agreed point of
departure for p‘hilosophical inquiry, that is, in the given, in con-
sciousness. From that point on, the caution which Kant observed in
restricting the a priori forms to the finite phenomenal individlual
and in maintaining intuition within the bounds of sense experience
is dignoréd by Fichte. In both cases Fichte's parameters are radically

enlarged. TFor him it is the a priori eternal individual, whether God

or man, which is at issue and experience has a supersensible as well

o .

as a sensible content so that, as Fichte himself admits, his treatment

of his subject matter has to rely heavily on hypothesis and speculative

»

flight, ’ S
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We need not, however, conc%ude that Fichte wag insincere in

- his protestations of Kantian loyglty. The explanation of the
ambivalence in his attitude\may lic in a failure to core to terms
clearly with the evolution in his own position ‘and thinking. Even
when Hegel's inf{luence on him was strongest he sought to portray
himself'as:a faithful follover of Kant and to ignore the chasm which

had opened up between him and his gréat mentor. In his later period

i Y e '
he had clearly @istanced himself from Hegel and his jaundiced remarks

' > L

. about the Hegelian'and Schellingian Absolutes are best tékén as ;1
reflection of his disenchantment with system ’building. He 'del‘uded
hiﬁf’sqlf, however, when he claimed to‘have -rcmainez} true to his
starting points, This was only partly true: Tt was his religious
cgnvictions to which he remained’ unsyerving in his allegiance.

Fichte was neVertheiess prepared to \s,ee philosophical positions
develop and to b—elLeve that later positions could justifiably comprehend
and supplement earlier ones. As late as 1869 he characterized the Kantian
philosophy as a "half Tdealism'" to which one retreated from the imper-—

" fections of absolute Ideallsm.l8 But the Kantian view, for Fichte,

™\
involved a renunciation of the task of philosophy. T-'he ,t;qsk as he
defined it at this time had not really changed. Absolute Idealism

had to be purged of its half-baked character and theism raised to
the definitive concept of a personal Ursubjecct. Going back to Kant,
therefore, meant, as he had indicated in the Beitraege in 1841, that

the future pursuit of a true concept of theism, free frdm abstraction

and from all incomprehensibility, would be conducted through research

»
r
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intb(the given, into the facts of human consciousnéss. Herbert had. .

set the example of such a return to the given ‘and the results of
' ' . 4

~ .

. . 19 , . :
his researches, as indicated above ~ greatly impressed Fichte and

were readily assimilable to the trend of his own Lhough/t both in
. s
the earlier period of his system building and in his 17ater ttrn -

towards anthropological and psychological research.zo /,

N ? 4
.

For Fichte the Monadenwelt of a contemporary thinker like

'

Herbart provided a convenient link to the earlier lLeibniziap

-

. ] - . 3 . 9‘
theory. ,Fichte never wearied of insisting that his own thought

-

represen.te,d the development of what already lay in germ in Kant's

philosophical work. Yet he, afmits that he went back to Leibniz to

v -

i
appropriate ideas which essentially involved a torrection of Kant.

Leibniz ha“q asserted that the sense wor\ld w;gh its arising and
passing is not real but is only the connectiny and disconnecting of
real, imperishable essences and with his concept qf the sofill Leibniz
had demolished the p.antheism of Spingza.lztl This concept of the eternal
monad soul became the {ixed and enduring element of Fichte's thought

in bc;th the earlier and later periods. ITIts anomnalous combination

with an idealist view of philosophizing as a process of development

is a distinctive and unusual feature which sets Fichte clearly apart
from his contemporaries, and, ir;sofar as system building is c'oncerned,
from the main stream of philosophical trends of the nineteenth

century. -
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The revolution in thought which Kant accomplishedk led to an
- * ¢ N

.
4

.
|

! L . . ’

jexplosion of system building among his followers. This formidable:

M .

14

|

,’

!and ambitious enterprise’ exhausted itselfl eventually. In Tmmanuel
; « .

1

' Hermann von Ficé‘te it found one of its last and perhaps most imagina-

P ¢

. tivé expressions. TFichte's own lifetime of philosophical activity

N LY

admirably” teflects both the last stage in the apparently ineluctable

'

drive to recach a vision of the whole unleashed by Kant's critical

.- ¥ ‘

. ) . . ’ ’ \
philosophy and the subsequent abandenment of it in favour of more

’ -

pragmatic and empirical methods of philosophizing. Each of the

great system builders to whom Fichte loocked for inspiration Lonsidered

L]

himself to be comy;leting the work’ of Kant, although they all depended

greatly on each otlier's innovating ideas and often on mutually close:

collaboration. Fichte, who followed. them in time, did not disguise

v

ﬁls debt to all of them. .

AN

.

In commencing his own philesophical work Fichte had to contend

]

first and foremost with the overwhelming influence and Success of:
Hegel's achievement and with the paramount challenge it posed to his

religious convictions and philosophical aims.' Nevertheless he was a

s

s . . . . .o R
revisionist, not a counter revolutionary. I¥n dealing with the reigning

Hegelianism.of the time Fichte's intention was to work within the system

&
in order to bring about

-

to be the necessary completion of it.

\

he desirable changés in it and what he conceived

Hegel would undoubtedly have
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{ rejedted the outcome of Fichte's effort. But Ficlte could plausibly \

have|argued that the framework of his system more truly conformed \ ’

f

N - - . - . M
to the shape which, in Kant's conception, a true science of meta-—

physics should take: a starting point in a theory of knowledge,
based on the given or the facts of the finite human consciousness;
then the development of a theoretical and a practical r.eason with,
as ?)efits a philosophy which must become a theosophy, the primacy
in their unity accorded to the ‘élomain of the practical reason.,

» Lt is not, ol course, suggested that Fichte's iuter'pretation

of an appropriate structure, comprising an Erkenntnislehre, an T

.

Ontologie or Formwissenschaft, and a Spekulative Theologie, would

have proved any more acceptable to Kant than to Hegel. lndeed, apart
« <r ‘
from objections which we nust assume Kant wvould have raised to the
obiectyfication of the a priori forms and to Fichte's 1nc lusion of
the supersensible vith the sensible in intuition, Fichte's ecclectic
! N

genius took him back to the Monadenlehre of Leibniz as a crucial ele-
ment essential not only for the correction of the Kantran approach but
also for the grounding. ofr the principle of individuality vvhich he needed
to establish the transcendance of a personal and living God of love and
to support the related Christian doctrines of free will, original sin,
credtion, redemption and the immortality of the soul. In Fichte's view

the Hegelian system In its existing incomplete state with its over—
whelmingly deterministic character, its apparent suppression of indivi-

duality and its pantheistic implibcations’ presented the greatest con-
i

temporary threat to these positions. '
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Fichte sought to give his system the existential anchorase

&3/
which he gonsidered to be lacking in the systems of Schelling and
Hegel and which din Hegel's case, particularlev, had prevented the
Phenomenology from serving the proper purpose of an Lrhenntmislchre
because of its preoccupation with a universil or world onscrousness.
It was from a finite consciousness as uarquely the precisely certain

q Y i

and objective beginning that philosophy must Taunch 1ts speculative
pursuit of the Absolute and as sell{-consciousness, that of the finite
individual and ultimately that of a personal (od, it hecones the iddle”

and the end alsQ of philosophy. The I'rkenntnislchre records the pro-

gress of the finite cgo to self~knowledge which reveals the presence

of the Absolute in consciousness and thus the possibility of the

23

AN
cognition of the Absolute through what lichte consitdered to be a dis-

tinctive step beyond Hegel and Schelling, that is, the speculative

intuitive wvay of knowing. The unity of thouyht and being crerged as

intended from the Frkenmtmislehre. [ts basis could, in fact, be

traced to the intellectual intuition which his father had discovered

but which was then broadened by Schelling to give nature 1ts due and

A

important role in the achievement of a true unity of subject and object.
On this basis the categories, arising out of the dialectrical rovement
of the knowing mind, could be(;ome the forms and the laws applylring to
the objectivity of Being. The Ontolegic records the genesis of these
forms and ],aw‘s.

Thus the Hegelian dialectic is the method which determines the

course of Fichte's Ontologie. But the way things happen in conscious-
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ness is not the way they happen in the outside world. Fichte rejected

\

the appllcax:lon of the d:.,alectlc to the real worT 1d and with it he

LY 4

rejected the ultimat’e subordination of the content of reality, imph’cy{

+

:m such an,apgllcation, to the necess;ty of the category. Thus the

Ontologle b.zacarne 31mply a Formw1sqenscha<ft whigh, in its totality,

waé"to furm.sh the Ideenlehre of the Sye kulative Theologie with a

complete s.upport:“ing structure of categories. . Applying this structure

to the totality’of actuality the Speculative intuitivé consciousness

B

with its unique individual capacity.to relate, and immerse itself in,

~

dctuality, the latter also being interpreted properly as the expression

.

of individuality, wo_hlc} be in a position to bring God and liis creation.

within the range of its knowing and comprehending activity.

Fichte glaw, as gindeed he had learned from Schelling, that. at t:l_ie

rarified height of consciousness which deals with 'the totality of

S
¢

“actuality, where the principle of dontradiction was replaced by the ¢ .

« r
aced by a positive

£
principle of love, the dialecthc methpd had to be re

-

method, Ideally, following the example of Krause, the klnowing ego would,
’ v \ e

' s

in-an objective-synthetic process. It cpuld be arguéd that this, outcome

would have restored the domirance o} the concept and therefore of its

deterministic influence on thesystem as a whole. In any event the

¢

1 a .
continuing use.of an inductive-scientific

-

approach did not pursue this.direction. One looks in vain fbr a clear

surrounds thid question hardly seems unrelated to the fact that the

c
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Fichte's aim of a pesitive or Realphilosophie.

“other words, to achieve a complete conicept of the Absélute. Fichﬁe

* y <4
o ’ A v .
Spekulative Theologie does not accomplish the complete expression of

S

-
[

If a point of departure in the finite consciousness deterinines

s

. the shape of the Fichtean system it also turhed out, as TFichte was

-
> -
- “

forced .to recognize when he came to write the Spekulative Theologie, ;
T N

to‘be its weak and:vulnerable point. For the finite egofcodid not be
- %

used to bridge the gap.to the transcendent conscipusness of God,- in

»

sought to repair the deficiencj‘by associating the realm of natakre .~

t

with the realm of grace. Schelling, he felt; had made such an- association

possible by establishing_fhe reality of.nature and,ithereby, of nature's”

Pl *

importance as the domain of the self-revelation of God. By proceeding

from the given.in nature, of which the facts of consciousness were a"j

.
f

-

part, an&'by taking. into account -the presumed role of an ultimate purﬁose' «

in the ordering of the universe and the exercise of will which 'such. a

)
-

purpose must plesuppose, Fichte considered that the concept ofc an \

absolute self-conscious personality could be reached.
[N X/ v . +
But God was knowable *to the extent'that man perceived Him in Hi$

. . '

‘ Y
5§lf—revelation.in the intuitable datum. Moreover, Fichte acknowledged,

PN *
as he was obliged to do in order to preserve the aspect of transcendence,

\

thég there remained .an unknowablé side to God. Thus by the very nature

of thjis approach the Spekulative Theologie could never aspire to finality.

v v

Finality indeed lay only wigh the speculative intuitive consciousnéss of

God Himself. What remained important for TFichte in the Spekulative

Theologie, and what he'clung to in the later period when he had come

-
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, from Hegel in partlculal were his theory of ‘the monads, and, closely”%
N
:relateﬁ¢to the significance  of that theory, his interpretation‘of' -

,personal God, who, in conformity with the conceptiod of intellectual

Coe . P
. U . fﬁ/

-~ . . i o- =105 - . . :r .

v

to dlscard the usefulnebs of system building, wasé}is presentation
ethical theism is
/ /
N 7 - . 4 ‘.
to be found the son's‘enduring affinity with the’ father's cthical

? : . ’ : i

position and the intellectual intuition on which it was based.

of \moral 1dea of God In this rctention of an

o . [
Perhaps the two features of Fichte{s_sysgem which gave it its

» . IS

’ {
peculiarly eclectic character and distinguished it most from the .
Y .

1deas of Kant and fTom the systeme of}J G. I&chte, Schelling agﬁhm

the forms of time, and space. .- The weight of all the principles\whlﬁﬁ

> 3 N . ™~ I3 ’ . . - ! »
Fichte was defending,against the universal, deterministic.and imper-

sonal character of the Hegelian Absolute was, in the final analysis;

:

- .
precariously mounted on the individual, eternal and unchanging naturne

\

» - .
of the monads. The permanent mbnad in the reéalm of the recal standing

over against the permanent God in His ideal realm established in
Fichte's system the distinction necessary tolsupport the trans-
cendent‘cha}acter‘of Go@ and to undermine thereby the pdntheiscic
implications of_;he preceding Hegelian and other, Edealist systems.
Yet Fichte blurred this distinction when, as a necessary part of

his system, the relation of the infinite and the finite individual

had te be accomplished by the rotation of the monad between the ideal

and the real realms., The resulting ambiguity compromised the trans-
Pt
cendent and anti-pantheistic aspects he wished to confer on his con-

4 3
cept of the Absdlute, Turther, the union of the two realms in a
/

*

-



<, " o« o il o, .
Y. .l ‘
. LA ~ . N . 3 . 4
) N '_n‘ . ) s “ a
N . IR woe .
f . ' . . . . -
.t . . ... P e 4
. . : .S - 106 - - - . m—
" ' ‘., v N
~ - . ‘\‘
. = . s ! ﬁ‘“(
intuition~he kad deyelopeq/;n the Spckulative Theologie, remained ® -~ “” )
. , beyond the two- realms added greatly to the complekity of his con- N i
. V- N ! R v:' E . ' ) / 5 L}
. cept without removing any of- the ambiguity. As an appgrent.alter-

P . . 1 )

native route, his attempt in the Spekulative Thcologie‘to rcach a

- concept of God from the givenQiq naturé si§éiy ;bmpounded the. :\ - o o
e ambiguity. - "; - B . ; T
- . ‘ . . ) -
- Once‘he had.poqited the'moA;ds as real and uncﬁangeablexFichte ’
. : N~ . ) o .
Se _ was bound to rejéct the appliéatioh of the Hegelian dialectic to R )

5

. . the real. He thus deprived hif/éystem of a principle of development ) N

which would have ekplaine¢ the process of change in the world, - The .
‘ . . - (vr/ . N

o . alternative, associated with the view of a universe in'which nothing o v

came into being or passed away, led him, to interpret change as a kind ‘ —

. 7 . ' ‘\\\

. i
s of game of musical chairs in which the monads as part of the process - 0 )

i , R X f -
. _~of gself-realization in the rcalm of the real sought to reach with each .

X

other the appropriate totalaty of their interrelationships which, in

7
effect, would be equivglent to the actuality of God in llis dimmanent MR

. ~ [l

v expression in the world. Since actuality referred only to the

N individual, that is, to the personal God and to the monad soul, and .-

. v e

since time and space, for Fichte, were the universal forms- of actuality, :

.

the process of change in the world, even if no illusion, had to be

0 \6
‘ -t *

N
considered as governed.by a different kind of time and space, non-con- ;

/ ceptual in character, and therefore labelled as false time and false
' // space. But the result of this interpretation, which had its particulat
. ¥ - "> . '
/ ' ~ relevance to the establishment of the Deity as a living and personal .

.

entity, would seem to ﬂg counter-productive. TFor, if actuality is
- » !

4

.
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identified with the individual in its eternal aspect, time and

~—. ~ - '
.

\\;§Eﬁfx;n\that state lose"théir"meaning and, as E. von Hartmann

a b - N -

points out, the notion of a livink God becomes a sham.l Fichte

. complained that his father and Schelling had been influenced by

“Kant's inadequate theory of time and space and, with Wéissq, he

criticized Hegel's failure to account for time and space in his
dialectic. His owm attempt to repair Hngl's omission and to

- . . .
correct\ Kant, however, presents the most difficult and ambiguous

"élement of his system. -~ -, .

- N ~ 4 *

S . -  The later period of Fichte's work left his position fsolated .

'
.

and his influence limi?ed on the subsequent course of philosophy.
Thé directioﬁ his work took‘cohstituted&iﬁ its own way a negative
judgement on thé results of the work of his earlier period. His-
Gruﬁdzuege attracted no followers. His eclecticism, as i%lu§trated
abové, offered an unusual mixture vhich was probably too rich for
potential disciples to digest readily. in any event the presupposi-
tions of his philosophical ente;prise could not be reconciled with
the objective he had set himself. The Absolute, a personal God, haci§
to be transcendent as well as immanent, but if God were truly trans-
ceqdeﬁt He could not bé‘known\to the mind of the finite philqsbpher.
In abandoning system building after the Grundzuepe Fichte seems to
have recognized the impossibility of this situation. Nevertheless
the work of ﬁ{s later period is shaped b;\the,same presuppositions

and objective., It is scarcely surprising that its outcome suffered

a similar fate.

3



of the positipn of religion in a society increasingly dominated
. : - |

by a secular and scientific outlook. Lf- looked at {rom this point

&

’

o

-

‘considered mainly as a contribution to t

»

~

he discussion and defence

¢

. Y

. ) . .
In general Fic¢hte's work in the later period should -be

-

of-view his writings of this period are interestihg and rclevant

- .

mainly for what they have to say about the relipious cthnsciousmess.

* - £ ~ .

From this perspective also we ‘can moré easily perteive a strong .
Cy R v R N
.element of continuity.in his thought. R®or his approach to philoso-
4 w PR

‘phica% inquitry remains domindted by a theological aim and tﬂq

course of his work and its results were pre-programmed by his

e

théism and his.concept of the monad soul. Accordingly his

-~ . .
positivism had very little in common with the contemporary

scientific positivism. Yet he chose to combat his athelfstic and

materialist adversaries on their own groundSf a scientific induc-

circumstances he could

tive investigation of experience. In thes

not win. Fichte claimed to have established in his psychological

-

and anthropological research what he set out to do. But the
scientific community of his time remained unconvinced and sceptical

and posterity,,by leaving the results of his work in limbo, has

rejected his‘c}aim. Investigations, which relied so heavily on the

supersensible and the lengths to which Fichte pressed his interest

in them did nothing to enﬁ;;ce his reputation and among his contempoy-

»

aries in the field of psychological research elicited criticism and

incredulity. -
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