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Abstract

In this thesis | show how the challenges of prodga philosophy of history responsive to
the negativity of the world benefits from workingaough the difficulties of G. W. F. Hegel's
systematic philosophy. By revealing the powerfutl antricate ways that Hegel gives an
illegitimate primacy to thought (or the concept) wan better appreciate the obstacles that
face a philosophy which places new emphasis omtéimeonceptual whilst recognising the
genuine role of the concept. In the first half bfstthesis | reconstruct the important
criticisms levelled at Hegel by F. W. J. Schellemgd Theodor W. Adorno. | argue that both
their criticisms illuminate our understanding ottmetaphysical status of Hegel's thought
and expose the surreptitious means by which Hegeleatends the concept. The value of
Adorno’s and Schelling’s reading of Hegel is als® do the fact that they do not cast aside
Hegel's ambitions as mere fantasy. Rather, theyigeoimportant insight into the goals
philosophy should be striving towards—even if wargat be as confident as Hegel in their
imminent achievement.

In the second half | reconstruct Schelling’s ancd#’s philosophies of history in light
of their criticisms of Hegel. The core problem ak$ed is how unwarranted optimism —
entailed by the idealistic operation in Hegel'sdtatical philosophy — is to be eschewed
whilst also avoiding a lapse into unwarranted pessn. | argue that, while both Schelling
and Adorno make important advances in this directdddorno’s philosophy of history is
better able to make sense of both the prevalenasioéedom in history and the ways in

which we can respond to this situation.



Contents
Y 0153 = Lo ST TP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPP [
ACKNOWIBUAGMENTS. ...ttt eereem e e e e e e et et et eeeeee e e s e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeennnnes v
ADDIEVIATIONS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e as Vil
oo (0Tt o] o H TP TPTPPPPPI 1
PART | THE CRITICISM OFHEGEL'S IDEALISM: LOCATING THE LIMIT OF THE CONCEPT............. 17
1 Schelling’s criticism of Hegel: illicit animation of the concept............ccovvvvviiiiiiennnnnn. 17
1.1 The ontological proof of the existence of Go&chelling and Hegel .....................ceeee 20
1.1.1 Schelling: the overextension of negativeqaTphy...........ccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 20
1.1.2 Hegel: the defective demonstrations of thaetstanding .............cooovvvvvvvveviviiiieeveeneee, 24
1.1.3. Metaphysical status of self-determinatiothBLogiC............cooeeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees 27
1.2 Theological status of self-deterMiNatiON . . ....vvereeeieieiieeiiieeiieeeieeerrrrr e 36
1.2.1 Self-determination qua guarantee of God’Bsa&#on in NiStory.............occcvvviiiiicomn . 37
1.2.2 Schelling’s criticism: personification of thlea................evviiiiii e 39
1.3 Schelling’s attempt to expose the surreptitimasement of the concept................cooceeeee 42
1.3.2 ImMmODility Of the CONCEPT .....eeieiiii e 43
1.3.2 The non-immanent source of the concept’s M@V .................oovvvviiiiiiieieeeeeees s 47
1.3.3 Houlgate’s conflation of Schelling’s argument.............ccvvvieiiieeeiiiiiie e 52
1.4 Schellingian immanent CHtICISIM .........coommeeieii e e 57
1.4.1 Exposing the split within pure thought ... 58
1.4.2 Rereading the beginning Of th@JIC...........uuuuiuieiccc e 60
1.5 Houlgate’s defence of the beginning of WO@IC.............coooeeeeiee i, 65
2 Adorno’s criticism of Hegel: hypostatization of e concept...........cooovvviiiiiiiiiiiiinnnennn. 70
2.1 Adorno on identity-philoSOPNY ... 73
2.1.1 Two forms of identification: ‘identity-thinkg’ and ‘hypostatization’ .......................... 74
2.1.2 Further clarification of hypostatization. ... 79
2.2 Kant and Adorno on transcendental illusion lyygbstatization................cccevvevvnes mmmmmn e 83
2.2.1 SOUICE OF HIUSION .....tiiiiiieee ettt e e es e et e e e e e e e e aeas 84
2.2.2 Philosophical ordination of illuSION ..., 86

2.2.3 Hypostatized result Of illUSION ... oo iiriiii e 87



2.3 The charge of hypostatization I: HEQ&IEYIC...........uuvviieieiiiiiiiiiiiieeecee e 89
2.3.1 The ‘liNQUIStiC SHPPAGE .......oii it 90
2.3.2 Externality of Adorno’s criticism Of tHEQIC............c.evviviiiiiiii s 92

2.4 The charge of hypostatization Il: Hegel's argairfor mediation ...............cccccceeeenn summmmeeenn. 95
2.4.1 Hegel's argument against Kant's ‘thing-irelfS...........cccoooiiiiii e 97
2.4.2 Hegel’'s argument against Jacobi’'s ‘immedk@amariNg’ ............eveeeeeeeeeeiiiiiieneees s 100

2.5 The ‘non-metaphysical’ defence Of HEQE! e ooereeiieeeie e 104

3 Conclusion to part | and introduction to Part Il ...........ccooovieiiiiiiiiiiiie s 108

3.1 How extensive is the pretention of Hegel's @@ ..o 110
3.1.1 SChElliNG'S ACCOUNL ......uuiiiieee e e e e e 111
3.1.2 AAOINO’S BCCOUNT ...t e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e s semnr et e e e e e e e n e e e eeeas 117

3.2 TEINSIONS ...ttt ettt ettt e e ek et e e e e e e e ek et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e 122
3.2.1 Immediacy: inside or outside the subject-cimjelation? ..............ccceeeiiiiiiit o 122
3.2.2 Justifiability of history: purposiveness econciliation? ..............ccccvveveeeeessimmemnenee. 126

PART Il PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY AFTERHEGEL: FREEDOM AND COMPULSION...........cccvvvunnee 128
4. Schelling’s mature philosophy of NISTOrY........cccooeeeiiiiiie e, 128

4.1 The problem Of OPtIMISM ... ....ui i it ceeeeeiieii e arrrnaeeannannes 131
4.1.1. SErONG OPLIMISITI ...ttt e erreee e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e eeen e e e e e e e e e e s e nnnnneeees 132
4.1.2 Moderate OPtMISIM ......iiii e 134
RGBTV Y= 1 Qo] o] 1] 0 41 L= o o 137

4.2 Overcoming optimism: ontological inversion e Freiheitsschrift.................................. 140
4.2.1 The positivity Of @Vil ... 141
4.2.2 The unfre@dom Of Vil.........oo e 147

e A1 (=T 0 g I= 1 (o J o £=T=To [ 1 o PSP 150
4.3.1 The place of the idealist conception of foadn theFreiheitsschrift................cccvvee. 153
4.3.2 The role of idealism in explaining thessibilityof human freedom......................... 156

4.4 Explaining thectuality of human freedom: individual and historical ...................c.ccc.o.. 160
4.4.1 ‘General evil’ and solicitation to actualleVi............ccccccoeviiiiiiiiiiicee 162
4.4.2 The necessity of evil for God’s revelation...............ccooevvveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 164

4.4.3 A posteriori factors influencing the maniég&in of good and evil...................... . 166

YO0 13 (U1 (o] o [T 168



5 Adorno’s philosophy Of NISTOrY.........ooo i 171
5.1 How can we do philosophy Of NiStOry t00aY2.-........uveiiiiieeiiiie e 173
5.1.1 The truth and untruth of Hegel’'s philosopfiyietory...........ccccccviiiiviiiiiiiiiiiceeeeeinnnns 173
5.1.2 The relation between universal and partiCular.............ccoocoviiiiiiiieeiieeeee e 177
5.1.3 Contingency Of COMPUISION .......uuuuiiieieeeieiiieeiieeeeieeeeeeeee e eeeee e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeees 179
I @ g To [T o) il e0] 4] 0111 <o o I PP 181
5.2.1 Prehistory of the SUDJECT ... 183
5.2.2 The reflection of blind NATUIE IN FEASOM e ..vvvveeiiiiiiie it 185
5.3 Persistence of COMPUISION.........iii ittt e e e e e e e e 188
5.3.1 Irreducibility Of COMPUISION...........umreeeeeeeieieiieeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e e e ereeees 189
5.3.2 Unity of continuity and diSCONTINUILY ... .vveereeeiiiiiiiiiieiicecee e 191
5.4 ENd Of COMPUISION ... ceeeee e e e e e nnssnnnsnnnnnnas 197
5.4.1 The possibility for emancCipation.......cccce.ceiooiiiiiiiiicee e 198
5.4.1 Nature and reCONCIIALION ..........cooeerrriiiii e 199
5.5 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt r e e e e st e e et e e e e e b e e e e e e irreeeas 203
CONCIUSION ...ttt e e e e e e e e eene e rnnees 205
215

1] o][ToTe ] =1 o] o 2SRRI



Acknowledgments

| would like to thank Peter Dews for first introdng me to Schelling’s philosophy and the
anticipation of Marxist materialism found thereirhe thesis no longer addresses materialism
explicitly, but its concerns animate the wholem also greatly indebted to Peter’s generosity
with his ongoing research into Schellingd@éatphilosophieand have learned a great deal
through our exchanges on this fascinating and inselgrdifficult area.

The philosophy department at Essex has provided eacellent atmosphere for
philosophical exploration. The rigor, enthusiasmg apenness of faculty and graduates have
been vital for the development of my research. Titten and J6rg Schaub were patient and
helpful readers of many of the earlier drafts. Mwéhthat material did not make it into the
final thesis, but their feedback was invaluable ffmousing my research and improving my
writing. Cristébal Garibay Petersen and Pavel Rejelve written comments on the second
chapter. | would also like to add that the fournf@ad counting) long debate on the nature of
ontology and dialectic between Cristobal, Pavel kinals helped me appreciate the challenge
ontology poses for materialist philosophy.

The abundance of reading groups, colloquia andugtadseminars provided great venues
for developing ideas and sharpening understandmg@articular |1 would like to thank the
attendees of the German Idealism reading groupilyERiiton, Min Seong Kim, Wayne
Martin, Cristobal Garibay Petersen and Pavel Rei€hr long labours over Fichte and
Schelling were sometimes painful, but always immegnsewarding. | learned much from
Nick Walker in the weekly German class—even if tmss more from Nick's vast
philosophical learning than his language instructio

The philosophical views — and their political andseential background — expressed here
are inseparable from the innumerable conversatidra/e had over many years with Scott

Lumsden. Scott’s relentless challenging of all mhgas and his suspicion of the effects of the



Vi

intellectual division of labour, that almost inebty accompanies academic study, has kept
me alert to many potential dangers.

| have received support and encouragement fromhidgaDavid and Christina, especially
in the early stages. | may not have been able ttirage doctoral study if it were not for
Lynn’s coming to my aid in turbulent circumstancesvould also like to thank my parents
for their unwavering belief in me and their contmysupport. Finally, | want to express my
sincere gratitude to Natalia for enduring my obsespursuit of philosophy over the past

year.



vii

Abbreviations

Works by Adorno

The first page number is from the English translgtithe second from the German text
(where consulted).

DE

HF

HTS

KC

LND

MCP

ND

Dialectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical Fragme (with Max Horkheimer), ed.
Gunzelin Schmid Noerr, trans. Edmund JephcotthfStd University Press, 2002).

Theodor W. AdornoHistory and Freedom: Lectures 1964-19@%8. Rolf Tiedemann,
trans. Rodney Livingstone (Cambridge: Polity, 2006)

Theodor W. Adorno,Hegel: Three Studiestrans. Shierry Weber Nicholsen
(Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1993).

Kant's ‘Critigue of Pure Reason’ (1959)kd. Rolf Tiedemann, trans. Rodney
Livingstone (Polity Press, 2001).

Lectures on Negative Dialectics: Fragments of a twex Course 1965/1966
(Cambridge: Polity, 2008).

Vorlesung uber Negative Dialektik: Fragmente Zurorlgsung 1965/66
Nachgelassene Schriftesection 1V, volume 16 (Frankfurt am Main: Suhriam
2003).

Theodor W. AdornoMetaphysics: Concept and Problenesl. Rolf Tiedemann, trans.
Edmund Jephcott (Cambridge: Polity, 2001).

Negative Dialecticstrans. E. B. Ashton (London: Routledge,1973).
Negative DialektikGesammelte Schriftemolume 6 (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp,
1973).

Works by Hegel

EL

LPHI

SL

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel,he Encyclopaedia Logic, with the Zusatze: Paifft | o
the Encyclopaedia of Philosophical Sciences with Zlusatzetrans. Théodore F.
Geraets, W. A. Suchting, and H. S. Harris (IndiatispHackett, 1991).

Lectures on the Philosophy of World History: Intwotion, Reason in Historyed.
Johannes Hoffmeister, trans. H.B. Nisbet (Cambridg@mbridge University Press,
1980)

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich HegeHegel's Science of Logidrans. Arnold V. Miller
(Amherst, N.Y: Humanity Books, 1998).



viii

Works by Schelling

FS Philosophical Investigations into the Essence afmidn Freedom and Related
Matters,” in Philosophy of German Idealisned. Ernst Behler (Continuum, 2003),
217-84.

GPP Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schellinghe Grounding of Positive Philosophy: The
Berlin Lecturestrans. Bruce Matthews (Albany: State UniversitiNew York Press,
2007).

HMP On the History of Modern Philosophyrans. Andrew Bowie, Texts in German
Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pré894).

SW Sammtliche Werkeeds. K.F.A. Schelling, 14 vols. (Stuttgart undg&burg: J.G.
Cotta Verlag, 1856-61). [reference given to theuwmd number first, followed by
page number]



Introduction

Hegel follows Aristotle in taking philosophy to hewveached its pinnacle when thought
thinks itself! For Hegel, it is the investigation of the concé@griff) which carries this out;
or, more accurately, it is the concept investigatitself? This is what Hegel means by
logic—something more akin to Kant’s transcendeltgic than a study of the rules of valid
argument or inferencé.The difficulty that then faced Hegel is how thergupart of
philosophy relates to the non-pure part, namelynhtral and human world. Many lines
from Hegel can be quoted which seem to make shanit wf this difficulty. A typical way of
talking for Hegel is to say that the study of natand spirit Geis) — which forms the
Realphilosophie- isstill the study of thought, but thought in its exteryatir othernes$But
this names the problem rather than solving itréisppposes that the concept is the ground of
everything (whether an ideal or real ground is estjon we will take up in the course of this
study). Nevertheless, there have been many intergréhat have essentially affirmed this
strategy and found new ways to present the baaimdhat the process of self-differentiation
or self-determination found in the concept is dsmd in the world.

A worry with this strategy is that history — whihan object of Hegel’'Realphilosophie-
is known in advance to unfold in a certain way. ¥Mexpressed this when he highlights that
dialectical logic takes its own movement (the niegabf the negation) to be the ‘true and
only positive,” the ‘self-realizing act of all bgn From this Marx then claims that Hegel

only grasped the ‘abstract, logical, speculativpression for the movement of history,” but

LEL §236a

2EL 82843, 841a; cSL34,EL 8163

3Cf.SL44

4E.g. G. W. F. Hegeklegel's Philosophy of NatureBeing Part Two of the Encyclopaedia of the Plulasical
Sciences (1830jrans. A.V. Miller (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1378247.

5> This strategy is primarily found in a certain staof the French reception of Hegel. Starting wiglan
Hyppolite’s landmark 1952 interpretation of Hegdlexe he reinvents Hegel’s concept as ‘sense.L8gie
and Existencetrans. Leonard Lawlor and Amit Sen (Albany: Stdteversity of New York Press, 1997). A
similar strategy can be found more recently in €dtte Malabou’s concept of ‘plasticity’ ifhe Future of
Hegel: Plasticity, Temporality and Dialectitrans. Lisabeth During (London: Routledge, 2005).



‘not yet the real history of maf.Manfred Frank has argued that these kinds of e®miere
first expressed by one of Hegel's contemporarieaVFJ. Schelling, and that Marx in fact
drew from the latter in his criticisms of HegeBchelling is peculiar in the history of
philosophy for having been a rare example of somemstrumental in instigating an
influential philosophical orientation, only to thdre one of the foremost critics of this
orientation, especially as it appeared in its nfastous representative. Schelling’s youthful
attempt to respond to the limits of transcendeptalosophy led him to formulate an
objective idealism which subsequently paved the ey Hegel's absolute idealism.
Schelling was then overshadowed and his placedrhistory of philosophy was seen as a
stepping stone for Hegel. But not long after Sc¢hgl transitional role was completed, he
began to question his own earlier idealism, praayancreasingly pointed criticism of Hegel
which reached a wide audience when he gave higumallectures at Berlin in 1841-2.

One reason to look back at Schelling’s criticistrHegel is for historical purposes: to
trace the influence of his thought on subsequeiitisms of Hegel which might give us
insight into the nature and value these criticiss.important as this is, this is not my
concern here. | think there are more intrinsic o@asto look back at this apparently obscure
episode in the history of philosophy. | will attetrip show that Schelling’s philosophy can
offer resources for contemporary philosophy, speaify where his philosophy is a
competitor to Hegelian forms of the philosophy @dtbry. One of the principle reasons why
Schelling’s mature philosophy retains this relevar because his work was more than a
mere reactionary response to Hegel—Hegel's advaaeetaken seriously, which Schelling

subsequently recasts.

6 Karl Marx, ‘Economic and Philosophical Manuscripfsl844," in Karl Marx and Friedrich EngelBhe Marx-
Engels Readered. Robert C. Tucker, trans. Martin Milligan, 2edl (New York: Norton, 1978), 108.

7 Manfred Frank, ‘Schelling’s Critique of Hegel athd Beginnings of Marxian Dialecticdfealistic Studies
19, no. 3 (1989): 251-68.



The fact that Schelling takes Hegel's work serigusin be seen as a narcissistic reception
on Schelling’s part. Schelling points out that lagl lalready set the path which Hegel merely
carried on down. Nevertheless, credit is givertiierway that the purely logical nature of the
science of reason is drawn out in the Heg8ksence of Logi Although Schelling thinks
Hegel's way of doing the purely rational part ofilpkophy — which Schelling also calls
negative philosophy — is flawed, he thinks its ggetivalue lies in the fact that a philosophy
which completes its analysis of the concept in phi@ight will immediately call for the
move beyond the thinking of thought alone, to krexgle of actual existence and freedom—
which for Schelling occupies positive philosophytBof course, the way that a philosopher
responds to this call varies. Schelling thinks tkant and Hegel represent two distinct ways
that philosophy distortedly responds to his call.
Schelling praises Kant above all for sharpening digtinction between the realms of
negative and positive philosophy and — despite Kantentions — for showing the way for
philosophy to pursue the positive.
Whilst he thought that he had brougttit knowledge of the supersensuous to an end for
all time by his critique, he really only caused atdge and positive in philosophy to have
to separate, but precisely because of this thetipesinow emerging in its complete
independence, was able to oppose itself, as pestovhe merely negative philosophy as
the second side of philosophy as a whole. Kantméigia process of separation and the
resultant process of transfiguration of philosopghto the positive. Kant's critique
contributed to this all the more because it wasonway hostile towards the positive.
Whilst he demolishes the whole edifice of that mbiaics, he always makes his view
clear that in the last analysis one mwantwhat it wanted, and that its content would in
fact finally be therue metaphysics, if it were only possifle.

With all the restrictions that Kant placed on pbkdphy he nevertheless affirmed the

possibility for philosophy to actually go beyond itative realm—the realm of pure thought.

The way that Kant actually followed up that podgipiwas, for Schelling, a loss of nerve.

8GPP151
9HMP 95



After showing that reason on its own could nottgethe positive, he ended up introducing it
again ‘through the back door of the practi¢dln particular, Schelling is disappointed with
the restriction of the positive to a postulateatdemand which has ‘significance for action,
for the ethical life, but none for science.’

For anyone acquainted with Hegel’s criticisms ohKahis will seem very familiar. But
Schelling thinks Hegel does no better than Kantbse, although he saw the neednow
the positive, he did not actually leave negativiégslophy and go out to the positive—instead
he reduced the latter to the former. It might sabat we have exhausted the options.
Schelling thinks that the reason we might thinls tisi the case is due to the ‘prejudice’ that
restricts theoretical philosophy to the ‘mere sceerf reason!? Both Kant and Hegel
subscribe to this restriction, but then take dédfeér views on how philosophy should
accommodate the positive. Schelling thinks thatethe a type of theoretical philosophy
which is not a mere science of reason and can eutsowledge of the positive (this he
sometimes calls ‘metaphysical empiricisi?Whatever else this might mean, it manages to
express the strange position Schelling holds betviee limits set by Kant’s philosophy and

the violation of those limits in Hegel’'s philosophy

This strange position could also characterise aifsignt part of Adorno’s philosophy. Like
Schelling, Adorno has an ambivalent relation to t&ris similarity is continued into the
nature of this ambivalence itself. Adorno thinksnKs. philosophical limitation of knowledge
expressed the desire to not let the mere thinkihghought (negative philosophy in
Schelling’'s terms) be the last say on knowledge;Kant had no way to properly turn his

philosophy towards this end. Instead, it had toifeanhin ‘contradictions’, most famously in

10 GPP 148

1 GPP 191

2 |bid,
13GPP171-91



the claim that there is an unknowable thing-inlits¢hich ‘exist[s] outside the sphere of
consciousness,’ but ‘impinge[s] on us neverthel¥ss.
...on the one hand, th€ritique of Pure Reasorontains the elements of an identity
philosophy since it attempts to derive authori@timiversally valid knowledge from the
analysis of reason. On the other hand, howevstriites with equal vigour to bring the
element of non-identity to the fore. This meang &ant is conscious of a problem that
was not perceived so clearly by his successorsigetgcbecause of their greater
consistency. This is the problem of knowledge #su#ology, that is to say, the problem
that if everything that is known is basically nathpibut a knowing reason, what we have
is no real knowledge but only a kind of reflectimihreason. That we are confronted here
with Kant’'s own philosophical decision — and ndat,ia frequently imputed to him, the
mere vestiges of a position not properly thoughtough — is evident. It was
demonstrated as a matter of historical fact by imgassioned resistance to the
interpretations placed on his critique of reasorhlsyfirst great successor, Fichte, who
regarded himself, not without cause, as a congistentian®®
So, even though the thing-in-itself really did ¢ee@roblems or inconsistencies in Kant's
philosophy, it was kept because ‘one muant to go out to what is not identical to thought
without thereby sucking it into the science of meas-that is, without then making this
knowledge a tautology. This is a good point to b, while the structural place Adorno
and Schelling find for the positive or the non-itieal is the same, they differ radically on the
exact content of this. As indicated in the previgumte from Schelling, he thinks of the
positive content as supersensible—this is not #ise dor Adornd® (I flag this for clarity, but
will be explored in more detail in chapter 3.)
Just like Schelling, Adorno’s praise for Kant’s saminat indirect acknowledgment of the
need for a philosophy geared towards somethingrzkttoe science of reason is tempered by
Adorno’s claim that Kant does not follow through tns. In fact, Adorno makes his point

even stronger by saying that Kant disallows thisjgmt by affirming as theoretically

necessary the ‘great chasm [that] yawns’ betweamaimubeings and the world—Adorno calls

1 KC 69

15 |bid.

% |n this way | disagree with Franck Fischbach’s ¢pick identification of the non-identical with Salling’s
positive. See ‘Adorno and Schelling: How to ‘TurilBsophical Thought Towards the Non-Identic&8[itish
Journal for the History of Philosop2, no. 6 (2015): 1167-79.



this the ‘Kantian block” Adorno thinks that such a chasm has its basisality—it is
objectively caused by universal exchange relatiddhough there are reasons beyond the
control of the philosopher which block our expecenAdorno still thinks we need to pursue
knowledge of the world not already captured in $b#-investigation of thinking. This is a
large part of the project dNegative Dialectics ‘The cognitive utopia would be to use
concepts to unseal the non-conceptual with congeaittsout making it their equat®

Much like his assessment of Kant, Adorno thinks élfsgphilosophy expresses a truth
which is subsequently covered over by the offiocialiteral story of his philosophy. That we
could know the world purely through reason — amiitg philosophy as Adorno calls it, or
negative philosophy as Schelling has it — is ultehathe objectionable part of Hegel's
philosophy for Adorno. But the megalomania of tlea@ept nevertheless registers the hope
that the current limitations on experience are metessary and that, pace Kant, we should
aim to overcome thed?.This highlights the fact that Hegel does not jiegiresent a set of
philosophical views which are found to be simpliséa—leaving no impact upon what might
be true (which, incidentally, echoes Hegel's cavawiction that the truth is not arrived at by
casting off falsity as ‘dross’ which would leave with ‘pure metal2%). Adorno, just like
Schelling, has a lot more at stake in his critigsoh Hegel than a straightforward dismissal.
This much might be obvious, but what is less obsieuand hopefully has become clear
through these introductory remarks — is that iha$ the case of a simple appropriation of
Hegel either; the kind of ‘toolbox’ approach to thistory of philosophy which picks and

chooses which bits it likes and leaves the rest.

"KC 174

¥ND 10

PHTS41

20 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich HegePhenomenology of Spiritrans. Arnold V. Miller (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1977), 34. Adorno quotes this approvingly (with kifi@ations) atHTS38.



Michael Rosen points out that Adorno reads Hegajjainst the grain when finding the
‘truth’ of Hegel's Geistin the ‘false subject’ of the system of exchanglationship$! This
kind of mining for truth in a philosopher is obvely not a case of isolating a particular
doctrine or argument from a work which we find agele. Rather, it is showing how a
philosophical account registers a reality, evehig account then tries to represent it as being
something purely self-contained within reasonslail the more surprising, then, that Rosen
should claim that Adorno must have ‘failed to takata account’ Hegel's official story
about the concept (that its dialectic unravels puee narcissistic dialogue with itself) when
claiming that his (Adorno’s) account of the concdpthere the dialectic is with the
nonconceptual) owns a debt to Hetfdh order for Adorno’s dialectic to owe somethimy t
Hegel it does not need to accept Hegel’'s accoufsicatvalue. Adorno’s point is that, despite
Hegel’s party line, the dialectic functions otheswji even in Hegel's own thought.
Without this supposition [of identity; i.e. that athis emphatically known is the concept
again], according to Hegel, philosophy would beapable of knowing anything
substantive or essential. Unless the idealisticadiguired concept of dialectics harbours
experiences contrary to the Hegelian emphasis,rexpes impendent of the idealistic
machinery, philosophy must inevitably do withoubstantive insight, confine itself to
the methodology of science, call that philosopimg sirtually cross itself out3

Adorno’s account of dialectics is indebted to Hegelthe sense that it was Hegel's

idealistically distorted dialectics which pointsthre direction of a dialectics not self-enclosed

in pure thought. In this way Adorno both wantsdoaver an experience of the concept from

Hegel and transform the guise it takes in Hegallidic dialectical logic. In this way it could

be said that Adorno also holds that the concefavi@ a dialecticalogic, but a logic which is

21 Michael RosenHegel’s Dialectic and Its CriticisriCambridge [CambridgeshireNew York: Cambridge
University Press, 1982), 156-57.

22 RosenHegel’'s Dialectic and Its Criticisn59-60

ZND 7-8



not limited to thought's self-dialogufé.Of course, part of what might worry commentators
like Rosen is the issue of how Adorno’s accoundflectics can work without Hegel's
system. This is a complex and large issue, but areiedicate at least one of the ways that
Adorno thought this would work: the world itself mes to form a system outside the
confines of a science of reasorWhether or not Adorno can maintain a dialectiogiid — a
determinate negation — without the ‘idealistic maehy’ (i.e. the self-dialogue of reason), it
should be clear that Adorno is in principle capaiflelaiming a resource in Hegel while also
rejecting Hegel's systematic presentation.

By presenting some of the ways that Schelling’s Addrno’s own hopes for philosophy
— which keeps an important place for the concephewhile rejecting its restriction to pure
thought, on the one hand, and digestion of allrogeneity, on the other — are articulated
through their criticisms of Hegel (with the aid k&nt) | have tried to introduce some of the
key themes and problems which will animate thislgtAlso, this has hopefully shown why
it makes sense to pursue the problems of Hegetsuet of the concept through Adorno and
Schelling. One reason | have brought these twacgribgether is because | think they are —
despite their sometimes unjudicial handling — nednand insightful readers of Hegel (this
will be shown in detail in chapters 1 and 2). Mgiausibility has been brought to the
consideration of Adorno and Schelling in this ligthtrough drawing parallels in the
alternatives they want to offer to Hegel’s philosppThus far | have mostly considered their
alternatives in terms of how they think the concapbuldbe used by the philosophewe
need to add a complication to this. For both Seaiglbnd Adorno, a rethinking of the
concept for philosophical knowledge also requiresaureconsider the way that the concept is

in the world. In this way both Schelling and Adormget eye to eye with Hegel on at least

24 Alison Stone addresses the way in which Adornobmanonsidered to belong to the tradition of Idgggun
in Kant and which passes through Hegel. See Al&tone, ‘Adorno and Logic’, ifheodor Adorno: Key
Conceptsed. Deborah Cook (Acumen, 2008), 47—62.

25 ‘Philosophy retains respect for systems to therexip which things heterogeneous to it face thanform of
a system. The administered world moves in thisctima.” (ND 20)



one central point: logic and history — the phildsiopl investigation of the concept and the
existing concept — are inseparable. Despite théerdiices in the way each thinker
understands this inseparability, | think this athgandicates a ground for fruitful dialogue.
Before outlining the arguments of each chapter uladidike to say one more thing about the
proximity (and distance) between Schelling and Adoin terms of how their own projects,
specifically their philosophies of history, relateHegel's.

Schelling’s 1809 work, the so-calléteiheitsschriff situates itself within a now largely
forgotten intellectual debate which nevertheless w@a animating force in Germany towards
the end of the 8Bcentury?® Although this debate was sparked over a contrgvegarding
Spinoza — and, moreover, Spinoza continued to Idradeto German intellectual culture
during this time — the philosophical issues invdiVeve a broader significance. In short, the
worry — voiced perhaps most strongly by F.H. Jaeohias that the philosophical attempt to
attain a comprehensive rational grasp of the woihdluding ourselves, would reduce
everything to just another element enmeshed inssacg connections, thus annulling all
freedom?’ Jacobi not only held this to be the case with &pinand his followers, but with
all philosophy that consistently carried out itsktaf total rational comprehension. The fate
of philosophy, then, is the denial of freedom (lsin) and the commitment to complete
determinism (fatalism). This is what led Jacobictaim that, if we want to avoid these
consequences, then we must turn to faith.

Now, Hegel’'s philosophical endeavours, as muchcheling’s, can be seen as an attempt

to avoid having to choose between a rational wimlion the one hand, and an irrational

26 The lengthy introduction to tHereiheisschriftconsists in a detailed engagement with the pasthdiebate
(FS217-36). It is also worth noting that Schellingda this issue to antecede the debate in Germany:
‘According to an ancient, but by no means silenogth, the concept of freedom is supposed to bengiemus
with any system, and every philosophy that laysydao unity or totality should lead to the deroéfreedom.’
(FS220). For a helpful overview of the pantheism delsze Frederick C. Beis@ihe Fate of Reason: German
Philosophy from Kant to Fich@ambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 198Tapters one and two.
27t is not just freedom that would seem to suffereh The general thrust of the Enlightenment téapall
authorities with that of reason has the result tbligion and morality are also threatened withogpon into a
rationally necessary system.
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fideism on the othe®® What separates thereiheitsschriftfrom Hegel's philosophy is the
way that a unity between system and human freedamaintained. In short, whereas Hegel
bases all genuine freedom in the necessary actnitythe concept (most adequately
displayed, for Hegel, in hisogic), Schelling takes human freedom to be an intéllegdeed
which does not follow the logical necessity of #wncept. Just how Schelling makes this
deed compatible with system will be addressed aptdr 4. For now, we can highlight the
fact that this intelligible deed captures an imanttaspect of freedom which Hegel's theory
of the concept cannot: that things could in priteiglways have been otherwise. At the time
of theFreiheitsschriftSchelling was not yet explicitly targeting Hedalit this earlier work is
remarkably prescient. These same points would fater the core of his criticism of Hegel.
For Schelling there are two main advantages ofapmoach compared to Hegel's. First, he
thinks that this can properly capture divine fremdd@hat is, is can explain the creation of a
world in the way that purely logical connectionsigat. Second, the unpredictable dimension
introduced means that there is room for the faat kistory might go wrong (which, for the
Schelling of theFreiheitsschrift this meant a genuine confrontation with the exise of
evil).?®

Adorno also reacts against the optimistic accounhistory which results from the
idealistic understanding of the concept. But thdogbphical context is far removed from
that of theFreiheitsschrift Schelling’s concern — which only intensified thghout his
carrier — was to find ways in which philosophy abuassure itself about the meaningfulness

of existence. Thé&reiheitsschriftwants to oppose the way that the worst parts istexce —

28 See Frederick C. Beisadegel Routledge Philosophers (New York: Routledge, 2025-27.

29 peter Dews focuses on a different problem withéié@m Schelling’s perspective. This is the fawitt
Hegel's philosophy, which is supposed to providmnreiliation between all oppositions, fails to recite the
perspective of finite human agents (embedded iniges to try to bring about the good) and thegpexrctive of
the concept (which has always already accomplishedood. SegL §212a). Peter Dews, ‘History and
Freedom in Hegel and Schelling’ (unpublished manps015).
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evil — are down-played by the ‘philanthropism’ hieds in Kant and Ficht& And, | will
argue, Schelling’s efforts here are of lasting sigance. However, this effort is embedded in
a theodicy. Ultimately, Schelling wants to reassueethat the truly horrific aspects of
existence cannot undermine the meaningfulnesseofmbrid. The main difference between
Hegel and Schelling on this score — which becomesenprominent in Schelling’s later
thought — is that Hegel thinks this can be logicgtounded, and Schelling thinks that it
cannot. Adorno certainly opposes Hegel’'s way ofifyiag the world through logical means
(i.e. through the pure concept). But he also thitike we should avoid construing any
meaning in history at all. Adorno was less conceéralgout the ability of philosophy to grasp
the nature of the existence of freedom, than heabkasit the ability of philosophy to grasp
the nature of the existence of unfreedom. Thisalearly informed by historical events, most
obviously the rise of fascism in ®@entury Europe. Part of the philosophical conteas the
inadequacies of Marxist philosophy of history, mautarly in terms of the inability to account
for the failures of humanity to liberate itself fnodomination. The specific set of problems
Adorno was responding to, then, was quite diffetertschelling’s, but hopefully we can see
that these differences will encourage, rather thiader, a dialogue over the possibilities for

the philosophy of history.

In the first part of the thesis | analyse and comfachelling’s and Adorno’s criticism of
Hegel’s theoretical philosophy. In chapter 1 Sahglé interpretation of Hegel’'s systematic
philosophy is contrasted with the major trends iageél scholarship. The issue of the
metaphysical status of th@gic takes central place in this discussion. Althougtometimes
appears that Schelling takes Hegel to be involweatainscendent or pre-critical metaphysics,

| argue that the heart of Schelling’s criticismuadly targets a different form of metaphysics.

30FS248, 262
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This form of metaphysics is not as excessive onausly objectionable as the pre-critical
kind, but it is more robust than the account of élsgLogic which claims that it is an
ontology (i.e. an account of tis¢ructureof being). Schelling’s criticism picks out thatrpaf
Hegel'sLogic which aims at proving the existence of astivity within pure thought. Since
this is still immanent to thought, it shares thiéical status with the ontological reading (i.e.
both follow the lesson of Kant’'s critique by refogito presuppose an object to which our
knowledge would approach). But since the self-mca@inof the concept is supposed to
establish the existence of an activity — which witimately take the role of God in Hegel’'s
philosophy — thé.ogic proves to have philosophical ambitions beyond dhan ontology. In
Schelling’s terms, Hegel tries to get a negativdogbphy to do the work of positive
philosophy. | reconstruct Schelling’s criticismtbe beginning of théogic and separate out
invalid and valid parts of this criticism and argtmat the later reveal the way that Hegel
surreptitiously animates the concept so that iteapp as though it has its own immanent
activity.

In chapter 2 some of Adorno’s attempts at an immtaogticism of Hegel's idealism are
considered. It is easy to think that Adorno’s obget to the way that idealism limits the
independence of what is other than thought to bedysan objection regarding the desirability
of such a position on ethical or political groun&sit Adorno also thought it important to
show that such a position was flawed on theoregjcalinds—that is, that Hegel’s idealism
can be shown to fail by its own lights. | arguettAdorno fails at this task when he directs
his criticisms at thé.ogic, but that he succeeds when directed at Hegelisnaggts for the
totality of conceptual mediation. Hegel's argumefds the latter necessarily precede the
Logic since the latter already starts from the standpdiacience; that is, from the standpoint
where the distinction between the concept and duntgtoutside the concept has been

abolished. There is no room for an immanent csiticito gain purchase in this case. But
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Hegel also tried to prove the necessity of thedggamt of science, his primary strategy being
to show that anything that appears to be outsidetimcept is actually within it. | argue that
Adorno can immanently expose the flaw in this sggt And he does so through a
refashioning of Kant's account of transcendentaisibn. More specifically, | reconstruct
Adorno’s criticism to show that he successfully awvers illicit moves in Hegel’'s argument
which perform a hypostatization on the concept.

In chapter 3 Schelling’s and Adorno’s criticismtégel are further defended by showing
that the metaphysical character each attributétetgel is more sophisticated than might first
appear. In particular | nuance the sense in whidieling and Adorno — in their different
ways — claim that Hegel makes the concept totadké this clarification to provide the
opportunity to show some of the crucial differengeschelling’s and Adorno’s conception
of what Hegel illegitimately absorbs into the cgoticd3oth think Hegel reduces something to
the identity of a self-knowing reason, but in Stihgls case this something is freedom and in
Adorno’s case this is the nonconceptual as suclv Bohelling and Adorno then go on to
formulate their own philosophies of history folloviom their analysis of the flaws in
Hegel's account of the concept. For Schelling thesans constructing an account of history
which does not reduce freedom to the movementefctincept. Adorno does not focus on
providing a philosophy of history more adequatetiie nonconceptual as such. This is
because, in a certain sense, the nonconceptudy reed been reduced to the concept in
history. Thus his correction to Hegel is more famisn the proper understandinghofvthe
nonconceptual has been swallowed by the concdpgrréitan a shift to the nonconceptual as
such. In short, this means rejecting the appearahaeharmonious — and therefore rational —
unity of the conceptual and the nonconceptual whitdgel's argument for complete
mediation tried to establish, and revealing taetagonistic unity of conceptual and

nonconceptual.
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In chapter 4 Schelling’s mature philosophy of higtes investigated. In particular, the
philosophy of history found in théreiheitsschriftand, to a lesser extent as found in the final
period of Schelling’s development (see below regaydhe issue of Schelling’s intellectual
development). | argue that both manage to combatutiwarranted optimism entailed by
Hegel’'s equation of freedom with the logically nes&#y movement of the concept. But that
it is only in the resources of tH&eiheitsschriftthat philosophy is able to countenance the
possibility of pervasive unfreedom. Unfortunateébghelling is not able to account for this in
historically effective terms without absorbingnte an account of the self-revelation of God.
In this way a true move beyond the idealistic act@i the self-development of the absolute
has not been affectéd.

In chapter 5 | argue that a philosophy of histavizgich achieves what thereiheitsschrift
could not, can be reconstructed from Horkheimer Addrno’s Dialectic of Enlightenment
with the aid of Adorno’s mature thought—especialy found in his 1964-65 lectures on
History and Freedomand the section oNegative Dialecticsdedicated to dealing with
Hegel’s philosophy of history, ‘World Spirit and tdgal History.” Specifically, | argue that
this account of the philosophy of history is alweavoid all forms of unwarranted optimism
whilst avoiding the other extreme, unwarranted ip@issn. The picture of human
development that arises is not a rosy one, bt @nie based on constructions which do not
erroneously enlist metaphysical principles or ppsitterns which are necessarily insensitive

to actual events or occurrences.

3! Incidentally, some commentators believe this sproblem plagues Schelling’s later attempts at the
philosophy of history also. Ernst Cassirer, fotamge, claims that Schelling’s philosophy of mytdgy makes
an advance over objective idealism by giving mydlgglan objective significance beyond its ratior@itent
(i.e. in the way that Hegel interprets religion angth as inadequate representations of the cotitaht
philosophy will grasp more adequately), but thad itltimately ‘a necessary factor in the self-depenent of
the absolute.” Ernst Cassirdhe Philosophy of Symbolic Forptsans. Ralph Manheim, vol. Two: Mythical
Thought (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1955), 8
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Before moving on to the substance of the thesisiekqiote needs to be made regarding the
development of Schelling’s thought. Schelling’s emar is long and goes through many
changes. There is no consensus on how to carvechelli@g's thought, and even when
periods of development are attributed, the levethef continuity or discontinuity between
them is an open questiol.But the most common way of distinguishing Schelkn
development is to identify four periods. This hagt reproduced in the editor’s introduction
to a recent volume of essays which ‘systematicatiges the historical development’ of
Schelling’s thought: ‘from Transcendental Philosppnd Naturphilosophieof his early
period (1794-1800), through hidentitatsphilosophig1801-9), and theifrreiheitsschrift
and theWeltalter of his middle period (1809 -27), and, finally, Rssitive and Negative
Philosophy and critique of Hegel in his late per{@827-54)23 | draw upon the middle and
late period which | will occasionally refer to aattively as Schelling’s ‘mature’ thought.
This is mainly for convenience, but there are somiensic reasons to do so. It is with the
appearance of the 1809 work, the so-calediheitsschrift that the limits of idealism —
including his own earlier objective idealism — be@pa central focu¥. But even within this
broad theme, there are important difference betleemiddle and late period (and, indeed,
within the middle period itself), some of which agentral to my arguments regarding

Schelling’s philosophy of history.

32 For a recent example which stresses the contimuiiBchelling’s development see G. Anthony Bruno,
‘Freedom and Pluralism in Schelling’s Critique adlite’s Jena “Wissenschaftslehreltiealistic Studie€ 3, no.
1/2 (2013): 71-86.

33 Lara Ostaric, edInterpreting Schelling: Critical Essay€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014).
34 TheFreiheitsschriftis generally taken to mark the decisive break Bithelling’s earlier idealist position. For
example, see Michelle Koschreedom and Reason in Kant, Schelling, and KierkedjgOxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006), 87.
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PART | THE CRITICISM OF HEGEL' S IDEALISM:
LOCATING THE LIMIT OF THE CONCEPT

1 Schelling’s criticism of Hegel: illicit animation of the concept

Three broad characterisations of the metaphysitzlus of Hegel's philosophy can be
distinguished: (i) transcendental philosophy, dintology, (iii) transcendent (or pre-critical)
metaphysics® A first pass at defining these characterisatienprovided by specifying the
primary object of Hegel's philosophy: (i) concepticonditions of cognition of objects, (ii’)
the determinations which are simultaneously therdahations of being and thinking, (iii’)
objectively existent supersensory objects (God,sthd, and the world as a whole). | argue
that, although the ontological reading grasps paitegel’s philosophy, there is a certain
aspect which is not captured in these three opgtitis aspect is found in Hegel's attempt to
rescue the ontological proofs of the existence ofl @..1). Despite initial impressions, this
aspect does not belong to (iii). | argue that ihihe case because of the unique way in which
the Logic attempts to prove the existence ofativity (the self-determining activity of the
concept), rather than a transcendent object. Hpie bf metaphysics avoids the charge of
being dogmatic or pre-critical because it doespresuppose an object — “out there,” as it
were — to which we then claim that our conceptsreach out and grasp. This activity finds a
closer approximation in the kind of existence whpdst-Kantian thought located in self-

consciousness or subjectivity: an existence thigtisnn its activity of self-making®

35| discuss the various approaches to this issumgpilly at 1.1.3 and 2.5.

36 Richard E. Aquila makes a similar point, but abdagel’s metaphysics in general rather than thevegition
of the ontological proof of the existence of GodeSPredication and Hegel's Metaphysics’Hagel ed.
Micheal Inwood, Oxford Readings in Philosophy, 198%-84.
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As a midpoint between the second and third optmuntsined above (between ontology
and transcendent metaphysics) this interpretateon ke called ‘critical metaphysics.” This
way of interpreting Hegel has the virtue of beitdpato make two of Hegel most pronounced
commitments compatible with each other: to remaithiw the immanence of thought (i.e.
not regress behind Kant's ban on transcendent mgtags) and attain knowledge of God.
The history of the reception of Hegel has strugglath these, apparently conflicting,
commitments. It has usually been assumed that ifake immanence seriously, then Hegel
cannot be a (pre-critical) metaphysician; and iftale ‘God-talk’ seriously, then Hegel must
have regressed behind Kant. | hope to show thaigha false opposition.

| take this interpretation to accurately capturegyéls metaphysics. But | also think it is
particularly suited to frame Schelling’s criticismSHegel. | do not say this because | think it
perfectly coincides with Schelling’s interpretatioh Hegel. Schelling’s interpretation does
include the one | propose, but it also attributsething like transcendent metaphysics to
Hegel. Where Schelling objects to Hegel’s transeaehdnetaphysics | defend Hegel. This is
for the purpose of showing that Hegel is still gudf a fundamental metaphysical flaw, even
where we give him the benefit of the doubt and fidgihis position with critical metaphysics
rather than transcendent metaphysics. The flatk lofahere is the flaw of taking an analysis
of the concept to yield knowledge of existence (gxeéstence of an activity which Hegel
equates to God). More specifically, it is the faidas introduction of movement into the
concept which | claim — via a reconstruction of @fi&chelling’s criticisms — Hegel exploits
in order to claim such knowledge (1.4).

The importance of Schelling’s mature criticism oféd¢l for the reception of Hegel and

the subsequent development of European philosoployn Marx and Kierkegaard to
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Heidegger and Adorno, has been well establiSh&dt, if there is a growing consensus on
the influence of Schelling’s criticisms of Hegédhete appears to be less confidence in the
philosophical merits of these criticisms. Indeaaine recent commentators have been quick
to dismiss them (at least as regards the criticifsaad in the Munich lectures§.This is
understandable since Schelling is not the mostiods critic and the tone often betrays a
defensiveness or even resentment. Where a mor¢astibe engagement with Schelling’s
criticisms are offered, he is often charged withirfg to meet fundamental standards of
critical appraisal; perhaps the most severe falildgntified are the misrepresentation of
Hegel and the use of question-begging argum&nisdefend Schelling against both these
charges. | argue that Schelling’s criticisms in Manich lectures are more nuanced than
usually recognised and that they offer insight isignificant flaws in Hegel's$.ogic (1.3). |
also offer a qualified defence of Schelling’s ursti@nding of the theological dimensions of
Hegel’'s work in line with my interpretation of Hdgemetaphysics (1.2). Finally, | consider
Stephen Houlgate’s attempt to explain the immaragictal movement of the concept in the

Logic (1.5).

37 0On the inheritance of core themes from Schellimgscism of Hegel and Schelling’ mature thoughdne
generally see Manfred Frank, “Schelling’s CritiqpfeHegel and the Beginnings of Marxian Dialectics,”
Idealistic Studied9, no. 3 (1989): 251-68; Jirgen Habermas, “Dimialcldealism in Transition to
Materialism: Schelling’s Idea of a Contraction afdzand its Consequences for the Philosophy of Histm
The new Schellinged. Judith Norman and Alistair Welchman, transkNVidgley and Judith Norman (New
York: Continuum, 2004). Regarding Kierkegaard seehelle KoschFreedom and Reason in Kant, Schelling,
and KierkegaardOxford: Oxford University Press, 2006). Regarditgjdegger (and much of European
philosophy more generally) see Andrew Bov8ehelling and Modern European Philosophy: An Intrctibn
(London: Routledge, 1993). A detailed account obab’s debt to Schelling’s mature thought see PR&aws,
“Dialectics and the Transcendence of Dialecticsoryd’s Relation to SchellingBritish Journal for the
History of Philosophy®2, no. 6 (November 2, 2014): 1180-1207.

38 Markus Gabriel thinks we must turn away from teegerficial discussion’ found in the more explicit
criticism of Hegel in the Munich lectures and irmteeconstruct Schelling’s challenge to Hegel fthen‘richer
material’ of theSpatphilosophieMythology, Madness, and Laughter: Subjectivity eri@an Idealisn{London:
Continuum, 2009), 20. Fred Rush takes a simildg, taonouncing that Schelling’s criticism fails te b
immanent (offering little support for this clainfschelling’s Critique of Hegel,” innterpreting Schelling:
Critical Essaysed. Lara Ostaric (Cambridge University Press420216-37, 225.

39 Stephen Houlgate makes both charges in “Schedli@gitique of Hegel's ‘Science of Logic,The Review of
Metaphysic$3, no. 1 (1999): 99-128. Alan White also clairobeé3ling misrepresents Hegel by attributing to
him a theological aimAbsolute Knowledge: Hegel and the Problem of Mejajuis(Athens, Ohio: Ohio
University Press, 1983), see especially 74, 145-46.
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1.1 The ontological proof of the existence of Goa iSchelling and Hegel

In this section | present Schelling’s and Hegeiffedent evaluations of the ontological proof
of the existence of God (1.1.1 and 1.1.2). Bothgsimphers find serious metaphysical errors
here, but both also believe there is something mapb to be salvaged. For Schelling this
means grasping the fact that the ontological arguakows a much more modest conclusion
that is usually thought. Whereas for Hegel the argnt is to simply be cast asids an
argument what is to be retained is the insight that theofs register the fact that spirit has
beenelevated tdsod, even if the philosophical acumen needed dpgty — i.e. rationally —
grasp God is lacking. The crucial difference inleaton, then, is that, for Schelling, the
shortcomings of the ontological proof indicate lingt of science as such (i.e. the systematic
study of the concept, which Schelling refers to‘resyative philosophy’ orreinrationale
Philosophie), whereas for Hegel, they only indicate the needan improved science (a
Science of Logiand the study of the concept in its externaltigRealphilosophig

| consider two of the key ways in which Hegel afésnto improve his science (1.1.3). |
argue that the first is primarily aimed at restgriobjectivity to science (1.1.3.1), and the
second at acquiring scientific knowledge of God 3.2). What this amounts to is that, in the
first case, concepts grasp the essence or ‘irf'itsethings, and, in the second case, reason
becomes aware of the immanent movement in the pordeich is the free activity of the
absolute idea (or God). Ultimately | argue that ldidéer cannot yield a proof of God on its

own, but that Hegel has still claimed more thaneBoig would allow.

1.1.1 Schelling: the overextension of negativeqduphy
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Schelling’s 1833-34 Munich lecture§n the History of Modern PhilosophYplot a path
through some of the key figures of the modern pkricom Descartes and later rationalists to
Kant and the radical reception and transformatibrKant in German Idealism. In some
respects this account is familiar. It is observidt tDescartes sets the scene for modern
philosophy through the new emphasis on subjectartamty. Perhaps just as often noted is
the ambiguity of this achievement: on the one handew freedom is found for philosophy,
whilst, on the other hand, philosophy also beconessnared in the confines of
consciousnes¥.What is more striking in Schelling’s account is taim that this is actually
only one part of the story. The decisive point floe development of modern philosophy
should be specifically located in the way that Retxs advances the ontological proof of the
existence of God? At first this seems like a strange suggestionelguhe ontological proof
is a parochial issue in comparison to the modeiit ®hsubjective certainty. But Schelling
highlights the fact that the ontological proof @dvanced precisely to restore to philosophy
what was lost in that retreat into thought or sotyty. Descartes is said to be motivated by
the need to ensure that our representations maicto thow things really are, which is
satisfied by a guarantor—GdéThe philosophical need for God in this contexgnthis
epistemological and ontological—rather than styictheological or ethical. Schelling’s
evaluation of Descartes’ ontological argument ibtleuand sets up several distinctions
important for the current study.

Schelling first points out that Descartes argunoamt be taken in two different ways. The
first — inadequate way — is found in Kant’s crigicis of it. The inadequate understanding of
the proof is reconstructed by Schelling as folloWénd in me the idea of the perfect being,

but existence is itself a perfection, thereforesexice is also of its own accord included in

40 Hereafter referred to in the text as the Municituees.
4IHMP 45
“2HMP 49
4 HMP 48
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the idea of the perfect bein§’ The minor premise is denied, since the attributadn
existence does not make an idea any better or woi@@y says that iis. Schelling does not
deny that this criticism is effective agairibts way of understanding the argument. But he
claims that Descartes’ argument is actually diffiéfeom this one. The minor premise does
not specify thaexistencebelongs to a perfect being, but timecessaryexistence does. But
even when we do Descartes the justice of fixingnimeor premise, we find that the reasoning
goes awry. From the premises ‘God is the perfectgh@nd ‘necessary existence belongs to
the perfect being’ Descartes concludes that Goesserily exists. Schelling claims that
Descartes can only reach this conclusion by misstaleding what it means to say that
necessary existence belongs to the perfect beirghould not be interpreted, as Descartes
appears to do, to mean that the perfect being ewist; rather, it should be interpreted to
mean that,f the perfect being exists, then it can only exrstthe mode of necessary
existence. In short, we are only justified in assgrthe modality of a perfect being (what
Schelling refers to asrannerof existence’) and not its quality (that it doesually exist)*®
Schelling claims that Descartes actually procesdseashould on some occasions, but we are
not told why there should be this inconsistencyplace of such an explanation there is a
suggestion as to what might lead us to the propelerstanding. The reason we would
consider necessary existence a modality of theepelfeing is because we find it absurd to
attribute to God the opposite modality, contingefayesumably it is not absurd to say that
God does not exist): it would ‘contradict the natwf the perfect being to exist just
contingently’ which would be ‘precarious and foistmeason doubtful iftself.’ ¢ It seems
that what Schelling means here is that, followihg tonception of God asausa sui God
could not exist as a conditioned existence (i.atingently), but only as an unconditioned

one.

44 HMP 50
4SHMP 50-51
4 HMP 50
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So, the ontological argument does succeed in ongesd tells us something about the
nature or being of Gotl.But it fails when it is said to yield knowledge thfe existence of
God. In Schelling’s terms, it tells usvhat’ (Wag9 God is, but notthat’ (Daf}) God is. For
Schelling, philosophy which moves in the realmhd twhat’ — essencé\esehor potency —
is negative, and philosophy which moves in themeaf the ‘that’ — existenceEkistenz or
actus — is positivé® Both parts of philosophy are essential for SchglliThe problem he
diagnoses in Descartes and subsequent philosophg jgretension that negative philosophy
sometimes displays in its attempt to secure thdipeexclusively by its own mear8In the
case of Descartes’ ontological proof of the exis¢eof God, this transition was provided by a
syllogism. But this is not the only way that negatphilosophy can overstretch itself and
claim to grasp the positive or tkigat Hegel’'s science of reason provides a much mdrdesu
and sophisticated understanding of God and, witk, 0 more sophisticated slip into the
positive. In short, whereas the traditional ontatafjproof tries tanfer existence from the
concept, Hegel bestows a unique kind of existemmn the concept. The latter is achieved
by claiming an inner activity or life for the comte By showing that this is where Hegel
makes the negative yield a positive, we reveaktgrificance of Schelling’s targeting of the

apparent immanent movement of the concept irtugc.

47‘God assuchis, of course, not just the necessarily or blingiisting being\(Vesel, He admittedly is it, but
asGod He is at the same time that which can negatihn¢bei this His own being which is dependent upon
Him, can transform His necessary being into comtimidpeing, namely into a being posited by itsel| T(HMP
55). This will be important for the discussion ah®lling’s positive philosophy later (see 4.1.3).

48 These distinction are more clearly brought ouhmBerlin lectures of 1841/42, especially thedees ‘Kant,
Fichte, and a Science of Reason’ (127-39) and Difference between Negative and Positive Philosophy
(141-54).

49 Kant is the main exception in Schelling’s histofymodern philosophy. Schelling claims that thengigance
of Kant was contrary to ‘what Kant directlyanted, and continues to outline what this real sigrafice was:
‘Whilst he thought that he had brougtit knowledge of the supersensuous to an end foinad! by his critique,
he really only caused negative and positive ingsaiphy to have to separate, but precisely becdubéesdhe
positive, now emerging in its complete independen@es able to oppose itself, as positive, to thesiyie
negative philosophy as the second side of philogasha whole. Kant began this process of separatidrthe
resultant process of transfiguration of philosopitg the positive. Kant's critique contributed ldstall the
more because it was in no whagstiletowards the positive. Whilst he demolishes the le/ledlifice of that
metaphysics, he always makes his view clear theéttarast analysis one mugantwhat it wanted, and that its
content would in fact finally be thteue metaphysics, if it were only possibleHP 95)
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1.1.2 Hegel: the defective demonstrations of thaeustanding

Like Schelling, Hegel takes the uncommon view ttheg most significant contribution of
Descartes to philosophy is his claim that the cphoé God contains its own existence; this
is, according to Hegel, ‘Descartes’ sublimest thdugf Despite Hegel's more unreserved
praise he nevertheless expresses ambivalence thigoomtological proof. Hegel criticises the
proofs of the existence of God (in its differentnfis, including the ontological) for their
abstract or formal method, but claims that theyisteg a genuine elevation to God, an
‘inward journey of the spirit>* What is more, he also aims to ‘restore the funddate
thoughts of these proofs to their worth and dighityThe problem with the proofs was not
that they occupied themselves with the supersensihlt that they were methodologically
inadequate and, as a result, falsify their objéctody. These points can be seen clearly in
Hegel's criticisms of the ‘metaphysics of the ursfl@nding’ in the preliminaries to the
Encyclopaedia Logié®

In these preliminaries Hegel presents three diffieogientations in philosophy, primarily
in terms of the scope and role they give to thoude calls them different ‘positions of
thought with respect to objectivity.” This is dotepave the way for the orientation found in
his philosophy. The first position is simply titléchetaphysics’, but is qualified in many

different ways; for clarity | borrow one of thesaadjfications and refer to this position as

5051705

51EL 850r; cf. G. W. F. Hegel,ectures on the Philosophy of Religion. Volumatrdduction and The Concept
of Religion ed. Peter C Hodgson, trans. R. F. Brown et @rk&8ey: University of California Press, 1984), 419
5251.708. It is interesting to point out how Hegel'ppapach to the proofs of God’s existence perfectly
exemplifies Adorno’s striking account of the natofeéhe metaphysical enterprise in the historyufgsophy.

In a twist on Heidegger's claim about metaphysgmesenting a ‘rationalistic decline from the anai
understanding of being’, Adorno says: ‘On the oarchmetaphysics is always, if you will, rationatisis a
critique of a conception of true, essential being-in-itgghich does not justify itself before reason; lmut,the
other, it is always also an attemptéscuesomething which the philosopher’s genius feelsadading and
vanishing. There is in fact no metaphysics, or Vigtle, which is not an attempt to save — andawesbe means
of concepts — what appeared at the time to betdmed precisely by concepts, and was in the praxfdssing
disintegrated’ MICP 19).

53 Hegel's dedicates a section titled ‘The Firstiftms of Thought with Respect to Objectivity: Metaysics’ at
§826-36, but | will also draw upon relevant diséosgrom the rest of the preliminaries.



25

‘naive metaphysics* Naive metaphysics is indexed to a historical ge@md school of
thought—namely, modern rationalism, especially asoaiated with Christian Wolff
(Spinoza, and likely Leibniz, is given the honodirbeing exempted from the metaphysics
criticised here§® Importantly, Hegel also notes that this is notrieigd to a school or period,
but is an ever present possibility. This is becatls® operation behind this type of
metaphysics is based in the misuse of the undelisianHegel credits Kant with the clear
separation of the understanding from reason, witheréormer has ‘the finite and conditioned
as the subject matter’ and the latter has ‘thenitgfiand unconditioned® The misuse comes
when the understanding tries to get to the infimtale sticking to its own finite mode of
comprehension; or, as Hegel puts it, the misusuad in ‘the way in which thenere
understanding viewshe objects of reasorp’ Although we have just said that the
understanding and reason have different ‘objeatsSubject matters’, they still move in the
same medium, namely, the determinations of thowgiitthey do so in different way8.The
understanding takes them up as they are found mscomusness and fixes them, whereas
reason critically interrogates them and allows rtHenitations (their ‘one-sidedness’ or
finitude) to be confronted, calling for more adefgudeterminations to take their place.

The uncritical or dogmatic attitude towards thoudéterminations — or categories, in the
more familiar Kantian language — not only meang tha content of these determinations

goes unquestioned. Also unquestioned is the veglipative procedure which assumes that

S4EL 826

55 On the issue of Spinoza’s and Leibniz's exemptiom naive metaphysics see the translators ndi to
851r. It is also clear that ancient metaphysie®isonly innocent of the charges brought againistena
metaphysics, but is indeed of the highest proxindgtilegel’s own philosophy5( 45).

S6EL §45a.

STEL 8§27

%81t may be misleading to talk as though there vieedifferent faculties, where the latter does tidvgob
than the former. They are more properly understothoments of all proper thinkingL{ §79r). The precise
status of the understanding in Hegel's systennimter of debate. See John Burbidge “Where is taechof
the Understanding” and Stephen Houlgate’s respdAseply to John Burbidge,” in George Di Giovarand
Hegel Society of America, ed&ssays on Hegel's Log{@lbany: State University of New York Press, 1990)
171-182, 183-189.
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we could know about the Absolute by ‘attaching’ cepts to it° Hegel argues that, if we
keep thought-determinations in their separatenessotation from one another in the way
that the understanding does, we will forever belsin the finite, struggling vainly to reach
the infinite from this limited point.

This clearly has implications for a philosophicangrehension of God. When the
understanding strives to prove the existence of iBodt only fails to reach the infinite, but
also has the further consequence of depriving Gadfiaitude %°

Thus, the older metaphysics was concerned wittcolgmition of whether predicates of
the kind here mentioned could be attached to itpeots. However, these predicates are
restricted determinations of the understanding Wwieixpress only a restriction, and not
what is true.—We must notice particularly, at th@int, that the metaphysical method
was to “attach” predicates to the ob-ject of cagnit e.g., to God. This then is an
external reflection about the ob-ject, since themheinations (the predicates) are found
ready-made in my representation, and are attaahebet ob-ject in a merely external
way. Genuine cognition of an ob-ject, on the otii@nd, has to bsuchthat the ob-ject
determines itself from within itself, and does @eoquire its predicates in this external
way. If we proceed by way of predication, the spgets the feeling that the predicates
cannot exhaust what they are attachett to.
Hegel’s intention, then, is not to reject the pebjef proving the existence of God, but merely
shed an inadequate approach to speculative phhgsadte tries to correct the approach to
God offered by the proofs of the understanding dyaacing a model of ‘genuine cognition’
in opposition to ‘external reflection’. This modaf cognition is precisely what is presented
in theLogic— it is the exposition of the self-determining cept Moreover, Hegel explicitly
claims that the_ogic is the exposition of Gotf.But at this point it might be wondered: once

God has been made coextensive with the self-dateérgniconcept (and thus no longer

“outside” us), in what sense are we talking aboatl @ any recognisable sense? A closely

S9EL §28

80EL §29, 31r, 36r

61 EL §28a. The translators distinguish betw&agenstanéndObjektthrough hyphenatioryegenstands
rendered as ‘ob-ject’ arfdbjektas ‘object.’

6251.50; cf.EL 885; G. W. F. Hegel,ectures on the Proofs of the Existence of Giahs. Peter C Hodgson,
The Hegel Lectures Series (Oxford: Clarendon P&&37), 99.
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related question is: since the determinations efdbncept in th&ogic do not establish the
existence of particular things (i.e. entities ojeaks), in what way could theogic prove the
existence of anything, let alone God? The answéoth these questions hinges on how we
understand the significance of ‘self-determinatian’Hegel’s system. Not only does this
inform our answer to these questions, but alsorm$ochow we understand the metaphysical

character of Hegel’'s philosophy more generally.

1.1.3. Metaphysical status of self-determinatiothmLogic

Three ways in which self-determination is signifitafor Hegel’s philosophy can be
specified. First, Hegel believes it secures thecatistatus of his enterprise because it allows
him to produce a metaphysical deduction of thegmates without any presuppositions. This
point is attractive to readers of Hegel who wansti@ss Hegel's Kantian heritage and save
Hegel from metaphysical exce$sRestricted to this methodological significancelf-se
determination becomes a harmless refinement ost¢eardental philosophy. Second, Hegel
further claims that the self-determination of thbugn his science of reason means that
thought is no longer contaminated by subjectiverfietence and is thus now ‘objective.’ This
point is attractive to readers of Hegel that wanstress that the categories are no longer
limited to conditions of intelligibility, but actlig tell us the way things really are in

themselve$? Third, self-determination is understood as a padpelling power or activity in

63 Many commentators have argued convincingly thatthnscendental reading, while amenable to some
contemporary persuasions, fails to be Hegelian (seexample, Ludwig Siep, “Hegel’s Idea of a Ceptual
Scheme,”]nquiry 34, no. 1 (1991): 63—-76). | take an indirect appfoto questioning the transcendental
reading in the next chapter (2.5). Instead of shgviow it conflicts with Hegel's explicit claims the
ontological status of thieogic (of which there are many; e §L 27, 39, 63EL §24), | show how it ends up
collapsing into the ontological reading under theght of trying to establish the specificaliggeliannature of
the transcendental philosophy they advance—narhgligking seriously Hegel’s core motivation of
overcoming Kant's dualism.

64| refer to these readers as promoting an ‘ontolginterpretation of théogic. There are still important
differences between the different ontological regdiof Hegel—differences | do not want to diminish.
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its own right. | argue that this activity is suppd€o have an independent existence, and that
the Logic attempts to prove this existence. This is Hegeltedification of the ontological
proof. | now elaborate on the second and third waysnderstand the significance of self-

determination.

1.1.3.1 Self-determination qua objectivity of tleegories

Use of the term objectivity is very precarious, axsglly in this context. Fortunately, there is
a helpful clarification of this in the second adlufitto §41 of theEncyclopaedia Logi€® An
account of three different ways objectivity canuralerstood is presented. First there is the
common sense use of the term — as we find it idirary language’ — which refers to what is
‘externally present’ and ‘come[s] to us from outsithrough perception.” The second is
attributed to Kant's reversal of the common sensdetstanding of objectivity. To be
objective here is to be universal and necessarpposed to what is contingent and
dependent upon individual circumstances of peroaptn this way it is actually our thoughts
that are objective and the sensibly perceptiblsuigjective. This reversal or inversion is
defended by Hegel against the charge of ‘linguisitmfusion’ and indeed praised for
drawing our attention to the fact that what waspaged to be registered in the term
objectivity is that something ‘subsists on its oaatount,’ is independent or self-standing. If
this is accepted, then it certainly is the case tha transitory nature of externality is not
objective, and universal thoughts are. But, acomydd Hegel, this too falls short of what
should be understood as objectivity. For Kant refstithese objective thoughts by claiming
that they are dnly our thoughts, and are cut off from what the thingingtself by an

impassable gulf.’ One of Hegel’s strategies forlidgawith this limitation of thought is well

However, for current purposes, it is not necestaspecify them. An example of the ontological iegdtan be
found in Frederick C. Beiselegel Routledge Philosophers (New York: Routledge, 2005
85 All quotes in this paragraph come frdth §41a2.
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known. This consists in showing that any attemptreaw such a restriction undermines itself
(this is largely what th®henomenology of Spirdims to show); more specifically, that limit-
concepts necessarily overstep their limits. This gis the primarily negative result that our
thoughts cannot in principle be barred from knogkeaf things in themselv&8With this
result Hegel can then give a more substantive atoafuwhat constitutes objective thought,
namely, self-determination (which thegic aims to show).

The basic claim Hegel makes is that though-deteatiwns remain merely ‘our thoughts’
when the investigation of thought itself fails tetgid of all presuppositions. According to
Hegel, Kant’s criticism of the ‘forms of the undensding’ was not thorough enoufhkant
showed that naive metaphysics did not investigdtether categories could yield knowledge
of things-in-themselves, but ‘this criticism didtremnsider these forms on their own merits
and according to their own peculiar content, botpdy took them as accepted starting points
from subjective logic: so that there was no questb an immanent deduction of them as
forms of subjective logic, still less of a dial@eti consideration of theni® The reason why
thought-determinations lack objectivity (in Hegedsnse) is not that there is an unbridgeable
gulf between thought and being, but because théy ltawve a subjective status when their
introduction into philosophical science dependsrupite unjustified choices made by an
individual philosopher (in this case, famously, Kajets the categories from the logical
functions of judgment — the so-called ‘metaphysidatiuction’ — which does not satisfy
Hegel's standard of an immanent, or presupposégs)ldeduction from pure thought). Pure
thought, without any interference from us or otli@ctors, needs to give itself its own

content.

56 It is this type of argument for the identity ofibg and thought which | show to be untenable via a
reconstruction of Adorno’s criticisms of Hegel inapter two. | do not challenge the ontologicalrasiHegel
makes here since Schelling subscribes to a sinigar regarding the identity of thought and beirfgp(ighnot
existence—see section 1.2). The tension betweenndtoand Schelling’s views here will be addresised
chapter three.

67SL46-47; cf.EL 841al

8347
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This point is made more explicit when Hegel is edesng the problem of how to begin
science in an introductory essay to ttmgic. If we are to avoid the influence of arbitrary
factors when determining the content of science (tlought-determinations) — and therefore
becoming subjective — then the starting point i@t science takes on an extreme importance.
Those that begin by presupposing a ‘concrete dbfeet something that already contains
determinations) and then proceed to analyse itseobmust guide the exposition in a way
that is external to the science itself and thuscatiegories of truth.

...with a concrete object, the analysis and the vilysghich it is determined are affected
by contingency and arbitrariness. Which determamettiare brought out depends on what
each person judinds in his own immediate, contingent idea. The relattontained in
something concrete, in a synthetic unitynécessarynly in so far as it is not just given
but is produced by the spontaneous return of thenemts back into this unity—a
movement which is the opposite of the analytic pcage, which is an activity belonging
to the subject-thinker and external to the subjeatter itselft®
It is only by this spontaneous movement that theter@t of thought is guaranteed to not be
contingent upon a specific thinker. Spontaneousemm@nt or self-determination is supposed
to be an objective process, independent of anydiorafluence, thus providing knowledge
which is not merely limited to us, but attains e tin-itself. Thus presuppositionlessness is
here not accorded only methodological significatee,also ontological significance.

More needs to be said, however, about what it measay that we have knowledge of the
in-itself of things. We already know the in-itsekinnot be considered something outside of
our thought: naive metaphysics was criticised ftagitimately pursuing knowledge of
transcendent entities. The strict immanence Hegsdrds philosophical science also means
that these categories cannot be said to be confyrthe existence of externally present

sensuous entities any more than they could be roonfi the existence of intelligible ones.

To this extent the ontological and Kantian or tcamlental readings of Hegel agree. But, as

69 SL74-75
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we have seen, Hegel does not think the categomgesrdy ‘ours’; they really grasp the truth
in-itself. What it means to say that the determaret demonstrated in theeogic are the
determinations of things also, is that the categograsps the structure of the world, provides
knowledge of the being of things. Here, Hegel iskstg within the limits of negative
philosophy, as Schelling conceives it: the categgoof theLogic are intended to sayhat
things are, nothat they are. In this way contemporary commentatds Krederick Beiser
and James Kreines are correct to reject the tefrtieealebate about the metaphysical status
of Hegel's philosophy® As Beiser puts it, we are presented with a ‘faldemma: either
Hegel is a dogmatic metaphysician or not really ataphysician at all. The crucial
assumption behind the dilemma is a very narrowonodf metaphysics as speculation about
transcendent entitie$” The metaphysical knowledge produced by ttogic is not of the

naive or pre-critical variety, but is metaphysicahetheless.

1.1.3.2 Self-determination qua activity of God

But if Hegel'sLogic is best understood ontologically, how does Hegdhsn to rehabilitate
the proofs of God’s existence fit in? It seemg tha most the exposition of the concept can
establish isvhat God is, nothat God is. Perhaps this is all Hegel had in mindeAéll, there
are many formulations which indicate that the kremigle of God found in a science of reason
is knowledge of the ‘content’ or the nature of Gondt{ God'’s existence as such. For instance,
in theEncyclopaedia Logitiegel claims that the logical determinations carubderstood as

‘definitions of the Absolute, as thetaphysical definitions of Gocf

" Frederick C. Beisetjlegel Routledge Philosophers (New York: Routledge, 2083-57; James Kreines,
“Hegel’'s Metaphysics: Changing the Debat®hjlosophy Compask, no. 5 (2006): 466—80.

"1 Beiser,Hegel 56

"2EL 885
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There is a problem with this, however. It overlodke central way in which Hegel
claimed to have overcome the deficiencies in then&é approach to the proofs of God’s
existence. The deficiency lay in the fact that pnedicates (or determinations) of God were
applied by external reflection to an assumed sahstr (the subject in the propositional
approach). The problem is not simply that the deiteations are uncritically taken up, but,
more importantly, that the determinations do nauhlefrom the concept’s own immanent
movement. To adequately describe God, these detatioms must be God’s own work—
they must be self-given.

God, as the living God, and still more as absosytiit, is known only in hisactivity,
man was early instructed to recognize God inNosks only from these can proceed the
determinationswhich are called his properties, and in whiclo, faisbeingis contained.
Thus the philosophical cognition of hastivity, that is, of himself, grasps tiNdotion of
God in hisbeingand his being in his Notiofd.
What has been gained by saying that God is botls¢hef determinationand the activity
which accumulates these determinations? Could wesayp that this has merely added a
further definition? In which case Hegel would dtié left with knowledge of what God is, but
not that God is.

At this point the distinction betweemhat and that, being and existence, is put under
strain. If the nature of God is self-determiningiaty, and the philosopher observes this
independent activity when doing logic, then thisivaty does indeed exist, albeit only as a
purely intelligible existence. In other words, véhilunfolding what God is through the
exposition of a series of determinations, we hda@w that God is in the fact that we could
only have produced a scientific derivation if therere an independent activiggtributed to
the concept itselfas distinct from an activity which merely belodge us, to our external or

subjective reflection. | take it that Quentin Lades something like this in mind when he

3SL706
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claims that Hegel's proof of God is unlike the datpcal proof insofar as the latter tries to
prove the existence of God by establishing a ttemsfrom reasonto God, whereas Hegel
simply shows that reasas the proof. As Lauer puts it, ‘the being of thoughtthe self-
manifestation of God"?

| think this suggestion is very illuminating. Oretlone hand, it makes sense of Hegel's
general, and repeated, claims to be offering a igenknowledge of God, and his more
specific claim to have restored the proofs to ithveorth and dignity.” On the other hand, it
resists making God a transcendent entity and thexefticks to the thorough immanence
demanded by Hegel’s project. But even if it is cded that Hegel really manages to prove
that there is an objective activity or process \Wwhilbe philosopher withnesses while doing
logic, can this activity really be called God? Omason to raise this question is that this
activity does not resemble what is usually undetoy God’> But we do not need to appeal
to an external standpoint to find this question peling. This is because some of Hegel's
most entrenched philosophical commitments speakisig@od’s existence being constrained
to the realm of pure thought. Perhaps most familkarHegel's professed Aristotelian
emphasis on the immanence of the form or univénsthlings.”®

Does this mean that Hegel cannot have proven tisteexe of God without proving

God’s existence in the world? It might be temptiiogmake a distinction between the

" Quentin LauerHegel's Concept of Go@SUNY Series in Hegelian Studies (Albany: Statéversity of New
York Press, 1982), 230.

> Many commentators highlight the fact that Heg&sd does not resemble traditional religious notions
order to defend him against theological or theistierpretations. See Robert C. Solomiorthe Spirit of
Hegel: A Study of G.W.F. Hegel's Phenomenologyoft§New York: Oxford University Press, 1983), 62;
Ludwig Siep, “Hegel’s Idea of a Conceptual Schenequiry 34, no. 1 (1991): 63—76, 76. Schelling also
claims that self-determination or ceaseless movémeart equivalent to God, but does so as a itigather
than a defenceHMP 159-60). | go into more detail on these issudaténnext section.

¢ Incidently, Alfredo Ferrarin has argued that, iftegel, the only real advance of Aristotle over @lat
actually to be found in the introduction @fiergeiaas what guarantees that the idea has the povaetualise
itself in things (against the mysterious thoughthef ‘participation’ of things in the idea). Alfred~errarin,
Hegel and AristotleModern European Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambrldgeersity Press, 2001), 106-8.
Unfortunately it is beyond the scope of the curreotk to follow this up, but it is interesting tote that this
way of understanding Hegel’s relation to Aristaténforces the minimal theological dimension of kg
Logic which | propose: ensuring that the idea is noy émimanent in things (in accordance with the orgalal
reading), but also the animating force which realigself in things.
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methodological status of a proof God and the sualistastatus of the existence of God. This
would mean that a proof of God in pure thought wlaubt preclude the possibility that God
cannot exist apart from the world. But Hegel canna@ke such a distinction precisely
because, as we have seen, the p&od—the existence of God cannot be detached from
the way reason “proves” God (this is in line witled¢l's characteristic commitment to the
inseparability of truth from the process of arriyiat truth). If Hegel is committed to the
inseparability of substantive and methodologicalies (and he surely is), then any proof of a
God that is immanent to the world must proceedudinothe world. Indeed, Hegel suggests
this is the case.
The basic content of reason is the divine Idea,ienéssence is the plan of God. In the
context of world history, the Idea is not equivadléo reason as encountered in the
subjective will, but to the activity of God alon@/e conceive of reason as a means of
perceiving the ldea, and even its etymology suggestt it is a means of perceiving of
something expressed, in other words, of the Logthee-true.The true acquires its truth

in the created worldGod expresses himself, and himself alone; heat gower whose
nature is self-expression and whose expressiobeaerceived by reasdéh.

In the realm of history then, just as with the nealf pure thought, it is reason (as opposed to
the understanding) that is equipped to perceiven&thing expressed’ or the true. But this
leaves us with a puzzle: how does the study otrie inLogic and the study of the true in
Realphilosophigelate to each other? If God is only genuinelyproin the latter, why did
we bother with the former? The question of theaysitic status of Hegel’s philosophy and
the relation of the various branches within it isu@e issue, which cannot be addressed here.
But, on the face of it, there are three possiblggsa@ construe the relation between the
different parts of Hegel's system, at least insdarthis relates to the different ways of
knowing God: (1) thé.ogic and theRealphilosophigresent equally valid alternatives (i.e. it
is up to the philosopher which route is taken towdedge of God’s existence); (2) only one

approach, either théogic or the Realphilosophigis the proper — or at least the more

TLPHI 67 (emphasis added).
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adequate — location of the proof of God; or (3) tlgic and theRealphilosophidorm a
continuous proof. If we go for (1) we cannot malense out of Hegel's (admittedly
enigmatic) formulations like the one above, namghg true acquires its truth in the created
world.” This indicates that we could not grasp thdl truth of God without the
Realphilosophie If the Realphilosophietakes this role, and we take into account Hegel's
insistence that thieogicis a rescue of the ontological proof, then (2s&enlikely. Thus (3)
looks to be the best bet. This is especially thee nce this is the only option that would
make sense of the talk of ‘the true’ (which is greper object of theogic), which then
undergoes further development in the world (thecabpfRealphilosophie
So, how can théogic and theRealphilosophidorm a continuous proof? One way Hegel
addresses this is by arguing for a kind of pas$amye one realm to the other; where God’s
activity in pure thought ends, God'’s activity irettvorld begins.
[...] logic as theformal sciencecannot and should not contain that reality whichhie
content of the further parts of philosophy, naméhg philosophical sciences of nature
and of spirit. These concrete sciences do, of epyesent themselves in a more real
form of the Idea than logic does; but this is ngttbrning back again to the reality
abandoned by the consciousness which has risereatsomode as Appearance to the
level of science, nor by reverting to the use ofrf® such as the categories and concepts
of reflection, whose finitude and untruth have beemonstrated in the logic. On the
contrary, logic exhibits the elevation of tlieeato that level from which it becomes the
creator of nature and passes over to the form adrereteimmediacywhose Notion,
however, breaks up this shape again in order lzesitself asconcrete spirit’®
Although the confirmation of the continuation oétkelf-determining process lies outside the
scope of logic, Hegel assures us that the contematmre and spirit is only the concept
developed in new ways. The real world of nature gidt, then, are not to be considered as
outside God, but as the further differentiatiorGafd.

The problem, however, is how this creation is sggploto have happened. The self-

determining activity in thé.ogic is driven by the immanent progression to highemfo of

851592
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the concept, but once the concept achieves completan the absolute idea, it appears that
there is no need to progress any further. This Iprobis one of the prime targets of
Schelling’s criticisms of HegéP If the difficulties of explaining an immanent tsition from

the Logic to the Realphilosophigprove insurmountable, then the realisation of Godhe
world is equally threatened. In Schelling’s teridggel’s attempt to get positive content into
his logical philosophy receives a blow if he canslbbw that the movement of the concept
necessarily brings about the transition to natiet, as argued above, Hegel already
manages to get positivity into the negative scighceugh the claim to have established the
self-determining activity of the concept. It hagbeeen that this is not sufficient to prove the
existence of God, insofar as God'’s existence tstbeself-expression in the world also. But, |
will argue, granting the existence of activity iarp thought already gives Hegel enough to be

confidentof God'’s existence, if ngirovethis existence.

1.2 Theological status of self-determination

At times it looks as though Schelling only findsittawith Hegel’s philosophy to the extent
that it has pretension to establish the existeridtieo concrete world (of nature and spirit)
from within logical thought. As noted, Schellingdats Hegel's attempts to show a transition
from the logical idea to nature (to show that theai is the ‘creator of nature’ and ‘freely
releases? itself into nature). If Hegel intends to explaimetexistence of the concrete or
external world through the logical understandindh&f idea, then this is a prime example of
the pretension to get a positive content (the emtst of a created world) from a merely
negative investigation (logical analysis of thoudbterminations). Schelling argues that, if

Hegel’'s Logic were to be honest and remain only as negative, tthe transition to nature

" HMP 153-59
8051843
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should be only hypothetic&t.l now offer an argument on Hegel’s behalf whichudoretain
certain core theological convictions (namely, thia¢ idea or God — as the freely self-
determining concept — is the substance of histasi{)out needing to attribute to him an a

priori proof of the creation of the world.

1.2.1 Self-determination qua guarantee of God’Bsa&#on in history

One of the key strategies used to defend HegehsigSichelling’s attack has been to claim
that Hegel is far more of a negative philosopheat tAchelling supposes. Alan White, for
instance, has argued that we should not intergretLbgic as providing a ‘creation
doctrine.®? Supposing we ignore those statements where Hedjebites a transition from the
idea to nature, how much has Hegel's metaphysictieological ambitions been thwarted?
Not that much. He could no longer claim to haveused the rational comprehension of
central parts of Christian doctrine, primarily thenity. As the above quote from thengic
indicates, the idea (God, the Father) is supposdxktthe ‘creator of nature’, thus revealing
divinity (the Son), only to return as spifitin more secular language, if the transition to
nature was only hypothetical, Hegel could not dsthlihat the emergence of a universe and
human life and freedom is necessary.

Even conceding these losses, Hegebsgic still lays claim to a great deal. The activity of
the concept may not yet be God in a fully revealedse, but it is still supposed to be an
independent process with an existence of its oiwHefel manages to keep this claim, then

he does not need to also provide an account dfdhsition to nature in order to be confident

81 HMP 158; cf.GPP 151

82 Alan White,Absolute Knowledge: Hegel and the Problem of Megsjais(Athens, Ohio: Ohio University
Press, 1983), 74.

83 Cf. G. W. F. Hegell_ectures on the Philosophy of Religion. Volumeairdduction and The Concept of
Religion ed. Peter C Hodgson, trans. R. F. Brown et @rk8ey: University of California Press, 1984), 126
27.
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that nature and spirit will follow the rational paset out in the_ogic (that God will be
revealed in the world). For this to be the casepwy need to assume two things: (1) that a
determinate world exists, and (2) that the deteations of this world are knowable in reason
(i.e. the being of determinations, not their exas®. If these are accepted and we grant that
the Logic proves the existence of an activity native to tle@cept, then we also commit
ourselves to the view that the concept will devalophe temporal realm of the real world
just as it developed in the atemporal realm ofdodihus Hegel would have warrant to his
claim — albeit in a more circuitous route than mkemded — that the self-determining activity
of the concept is the ‘life-pulse’ or animatingripof things3

Indeed, some of Hegel's most robust claims reggrgiogress still stand on this limited
foundation. For instance, when contrasting a meseligjective approach of interpreting
history (i.e. from the perspective of the underdiag or external reflection) to the properly
rational approach (i.e. from the perspective oboed, Hegel claims that philosophy has the
assurance that ‘a divine will rules supreme’ arat treason governs history...that the events
will match the concepf® Hegel can still have this claim, then, even whenaoencede two
major points to his defenders: first, that tleegyic does not establish the creation of the world;
second, that theogic does not claim to have knowledge of a transcendestipersensible
entity (cf. 1.1.2.). Without attributing a ‘metaigal theology’ to Hegel, we can see that his
thought retains a theological dimension which rezpiiadequate justificatidi.History is
guaranteed to follow a self-determining or free rseuvia the immanent dynamism of the
concept. Grounding our hope that the world is megini and free is not as fantastical as

grounding more specific Christian doctrines (a peas God, divine creation, etc.), but it is

845137, cf.SL43,EL §24a2
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86 White, Absolute Knowledge&Z4. White argues that his transcendental ontoldgeading of Hegel means that
theLogicis not a special or theological metaphysics i ithdoes not posit the absolute as a real gro863l (
As | have argued, the activity of the concept idaiely not an entity (1.1.3.2.), and need not besidered a

real ground in order to secure something more ¢harere account of the structure of being.
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only a wilful myopia that would want to deny theetthogical dimension of these less
fantastical claims.

Of course, not everyone will accept both assumpti®tiesumably the first assumption —
that there is a world — does not cause any probl@xsepting an extreme scepticism or
solipsism). The second, however, would not be d@ecepy everyone. Those that follow
Hegel qua ontologist (see 1.1.3.1) would accept, tiighere is a world, then it will be
immanently conceptual; that the determinations hed tvorld and the determinations of
thought form one and the same content. Of couxss & the interpretive part of this claim is
accepted (i.e. that Hegel claims the being, otseH, of things is conceptual), the substantive
part may not. But what is important here is thdteélling accepts the substantive part. | now

argue that this is the case.

1.2.2 Schelling’s criticism: personification of titea

Schelling’'s own negative philosophy is also supddsebe an ontology—to tell us about the
being of things. He has no problem with the clamattthings are conceptual; so long as we
realise the extent to which they are also noncaunedd’ Schelling is perhaps most explicit
on his stance in the 1841/42 Berlin lectuf&Shere he responds to those that believe his
distinction between negative and positive philogoplibetweerwhatis andthat something is

— entails the view that reason does not deal weihd$® Schelling claims that it would ‘be a
pathetic reason, which had nothing to do with beitngis only concerning itself with a
chimera.’ But this distinction was not meant to é&aéwvis result.

Reason is, properly speaking, concerned with ngtlotiher than just being and with
being according to itgmatter and content (exactly this is being in its in itself).

87 HMP 147
88 Hereafter referred to in text at tBerlin lectures
89 GPP 129-30
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Nevertheless, reason does not have to shawit is since this is no longer a matter of

reason, but rather of experience. Admittedly, hfave grasped the essence,\iliatness

of something, for example, of a plant, then | hgreesped something that is real [...] it is

true that what is real does not stand in oppositoour thinking as something foreign,

inaccessible, and unreachable, but that the corasepthe being are one: that the being

does not have the concept outside itself, but raths it within itself°
This highlights the fact that Schelling still thexkeason can tell us what things really are,
even if it cannot tell us that they are. And Sdhglicertainly can accept that there is a
world—even if this can only be known through expede, rather than through reason
alone¥! Thus, if he wants to reject Hegel's claims abdat necessary realisation of God, he
needs to refute the proof of the existence ofeadif activity in the concept. Although it is not
as ostensible as his objection to the transitiomatare, he does just that.

Schelling praises Hegel for fully bringing out tparely logical nature of the science of
reason, but says that it is nevertheless more ‘truus that preceding philosophy for the
fact that it then tried to give these logical relas the appearance of an ‘objective and real
process¥? Part of what Schelling means here is that Hegedl to show that the concept is
responsible for all creation. But Schelling alsgects to the way that the idea, before
creation (or, rather, considered independently wdatton), is illegitimately given the
appearance of existence through the way that digéc surreptitiously presents the concept as
developing via an objective process. In the Bddatures Schelling contrasts Hegel and Kant
on the ways that they attempted to get to the wle@od®® Whereas for Kant this was
assumed (or postulated), Hegel claimed to haveénattait objectively through the logical
movement of the concept. According to Schellings tbffort gave rise to ‘wrongful and

improper expressions of a self-movement of the,ideards through which the idea was

personified and ascribed an existence that it didamd could not have.n(iBbrauchlichen

O GPP 130

91 “That something exits at all, and particulariyattthis determinate thing exists in the world, namer be
realized a priori and claimed by reason withoutezignce.” GPP 129)

92HMP 136

% GPP 1395W13:73



41

und uneigentlichen Ausdricke von einer Selbstbengedear Idee, jene Worte, wodurch die
Idee personificirt, und ihr eine Existenz zugesslben wurde, die sie nicht hatte und nicht
haben konntg> This clearly indicates that the idea does not rteelde the creator of the
finite world in order to have been attributed amstnce; to be ascribed a self-movement
already does thi¥.

That Schelling thinks an immanent movement or idethe concept, were it to be so,
would provide a positive content (i.e. knowledgattiGod is, not just what it is) is also
revealed through the critical application of hisdarstanding of the nature of cognition or
knowledge Erkenntni}. Despite much of the terminological variance ich&ling’s
philosophy, the specific significance and role Bfkenntnild and erkennen remains
remarkably consistent in th®péatphilosophieln the Munich lectures Schelling states that
cognition Erkennenis only found in positive philosophy; in negatiphkilosophy it is ‘just a
question of thinking and of the concegildR von Denken und bloR vom Beg#dffwe find a
similar contrast in the Berlin lectures.

...in everything that is real there are two thingd#oknown: it is two entirely different
things to know that a being iguid sit and that it isquod sit The former—that answer
to the questionwhat it is—accords me insight into thressencef the thing Einsicht in
das Wesendes Dingg or it provides that | understand the thing, thahave an
understanding or a concept of it, or havéself within the concept. The other insight
however,that it is, does not accord me just the concept, bilerasomething that goes
beyond just the concept, which is existence. T$asdognition[ein Erkenne[?’

In thinking about a concept | grasp the essencéw(oat’) of a thing, but | do not cognise

anything® Cognition requires something that exists. Thistist is drawn in the very same

94 GPP 138-39

9% Admittedly, Schelling does not present this cosidn as precisely resulting from the kind of argutre
advance. At this point he simply claims that thedralto the self-movement of the idea resulted fthen
association of the idea with God and the connatatibat came with it, namely, of dynamic existerat. it is
clear that Schelling believes that the self-moven(and therefore existence) is also attributedhéodoncept
because of the supposed objective process foutte lrogic. This will be established presently.
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lecture in which Schelling compares Kant and Hegethe idea as God. And there Schelling
says that Hegel, ‘by virtue of an objective methgupvided it [the idea] with the semblance
of cognition Gchein eines ErkenngrisSince we can find in both this lecture and khenich
lectures the consistent claim that cognition hastemce or the positive as its object, it can be
seen that Schelling holds Hegel’s false attribubbself-movement to the idea to be the false
attribution of existence, since this is what allottegel a cognition rather than a mere
thought.

So, we have found independent arguments in Schallactures to support the claim that
the Logic intends to be cognising something existing—it ma® to showthat there is an
activity native to the concept (i.e. not reducitidean individual’s activity). This shows that
Hegel is still open to Schelling’s criticism evenhe drops the claim that the idea creates
nature. In the next section | argue thatltbgic can be shown — under pressure of Schelling’s

interrogation — to fail to prove that there is ati\aty or immanent movement in the concept.

1.3 Schelling’s attempt to expose the surreptitiousiovement of the concept

Schelling pursues two lines of criticism in the Nuim lectures in order to contest the
apparent self-generating or immanent movement ef dbncept: (1) he argues that the
concept is immobile and thus does not generatewis movement; and (2) advances two
accounts of how movement gets into tlogic. through (2a) the existential subject, and (2b)
Hegel’'s surreptitious analysis. Stephen Houlgagues that both strands make use of
unjustified premises drawn from Schelling’s matwiews regarding the nature and
relationship between negative philosophy and pasigphilosophy. | concede that the

argument Schelling advances for (1) makes use gqistified premises, but argue that

Wissen
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Houlgate runs together two different strands in (#)ly one of which makes use of an
argument with unjustified premises, namely (2axhéligh the strand | defend (2b) avoids
the question-begging change, | acknowledge it cetildbe found wanting in other respects.
The point, however, is to dispute Houlgate's sugigaesthat, ultimately, what Schelling’'s

critical reading of Hegel is little more than arpeassion of conflicting views and thus fails to
enter into a genuine dialogue. A proper understanpdf the non-question-begging argument
for (2) is instructive because it demonstrates mmanent or internal approach to the
criticism of Hegel’'sLogic and thus gives us reason to take seriously Sopg&lengagement

with Hegel.

1.3.1 Immobility of the concept

Houlgate frames his discussion of Schelling’s cistn of Hegel by calling attention to its
situation within Schelling’s philosophical developm. Schelling’s criticisms of Hegel,
found in the Munich lectures, belong to Schellin§gatphilosophigfrom the late 1820s
onwards). Houlgate reminds us that Schelling’'sqsaphy of this period revolves around the
elaboration of the distinction between negative pasitive philosophy. Houlgate dedicates
roughly a third of his article to spelling out thilistinction and what this tells us about
Schelling’s philosophical commitments in this pelfd At the centre of Houlgate’s article is
his direct exposition and evaluation of Schellingisticisms in the Munich lecture€?
Before looking at Schelling’s criticisms (and Hoailg's treatment thereof), a brief account of
what is actually supposed to be happening at tke opthelLogicis needed.

One of the primary tasks of tHeogic is to provide a critical account of the forms of

thought. This means showing how they arise in @&s&ary way within thought, as opposed

9 Stephen Houlgate, “Schelling’s Critique of HegéBgience of Logic”,"The Review of Metaphysi68, no. 1
(1999): 99-128, section II, 101-111.
100 Houlgate, “Schelling’s Critique,” 111-17
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to them being given in advance or taken up in &itrary way (say, as we find them
embedded in language or consciousness). As we kifmisvis to be achieved by letting the
concept generate the determinations itself. Batlliforms must be given to thought by its
own activity, there can be no features of thougith which we could explain the force or
efficacy of this activity in the first placé€! The challenge Hegel faces, then, is to begin with
the completely indeterminate being of thought —asrhe also calls it, pure being — and show
that something springs forth from out of this iretatinacy or emptiness; moreover, is
compelled to do so precisely in virtue of this iteteninacy itself.

The following presents how Hegel needs the tramsstito work if the above restrictions
and critical demands are to hold. The first movéoishow that, since the being which we
begin with is completely indeterminate, it has asaurces within itself to be able to maintain
its own identity as being; it therefore loses immcter as being and becomes nothing. The
next move is to show that, since this most abstrattting is not to be considered the absence
of any particular thing but rather is nothingness such, it is (exists) pxistier{’
immediately; so, it is the same kind of indeterrsiynavhich pure being is—i.e. an
indeterminacy whichs. Finally, it is because being and nothing do riay svhat they are —
but vanish into one another — that Hegel claimy tieve no self-subsistence upon which we
could ground what each term actually is. Rathe¥,tthth of each is found in their perpetual
vanishing into one another—what Hegel calls becgmBecoming is the first appearance of
a determinate concept in thegicl? since there are distinguishable moments within it,
whereas being and nothing had only indeterminads. ih this way that the occurrence of a
determinate thought (becoming) is necessitatechbynaiture of the abstract thought of the

indeterminacies of being and nothing. So, Hege$ getmovement, a becoming, into the

101 For an exploration of the various difficultiestinderstanding how the beginning of thegic relates to the
end of thePhenomenologyin terms of having a presuppositionless stascience, see William Maker ‘Hegel's
Phenomenologgs Introduction to Systematic Science,Pinilosophy without Foundations: Rethinking Hegel
SUNY Series in Hegelian Studies (Albany: State @rsity of New York Press, 1994), 67-82.

102E) 88a, p. 144.
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completely indeterminate starting point by showiingt pure being and nothing turn out to be
the same. It is because they effect this vanishaotgly of themselves that Hegel can claim to
have traced a genuinely immanent progress whengttas self-determining. Now, this is
little more than a brief restatement of how tlogyic shouldprogress, if it is to demonstrate
that indeterminacy, by being what it is, logicatiytails the emergence of determinacy.
Houlgate believes that theogic does follow this path, and that Schelling fails to
appreciate what is really happening in the thougtdure being. Before directly considering
Schelling’s two criticisms, Houlgate suggests thlakse criticisms rely upon a basic
conviction of Schelling’s, namely, that pure thoughnnot grasp being. This conviction is
said to come through in the claim that, in the bemig of theLogic, Hegel does not think
being, but actually failed to think anything at &lbr Houlgate, Schelling’s claim here (call it
the ‘vacuity claim’) is just an expression of Sdimgl's views about being and thougdt.
Schelling does not, however, offer the vacuity ralawith no attempt at support
whatsoever. The argument he gives in support efdlaiim, schematically presented, goes as
follows: (i) being is always determinate (here Sahg claims that begin either takes the
determination of ‘objective being’ or ‘essentialifg); (ii) the being at the beginning of the
Logic is indeterminate; therefore, (iii) no being (im@thing) is thought and thus the opening
thought of theLogic is actually an ‘un-thought® Although Houlgate does not address this
particular argument it is still vulnerable to theegtion-begging charge. The major premise
assumes the exhaustiveness of the distinction leativeo different modes of being that is by
no means self-evident. Thus Hegel could assertah&ary and say that the thought of pure

being shows that there is a mode of being diffetenthat Schelling specifies. So, although

103:As far as Schelling is concerned, however, thigjelian thought of pure being is definitely not fusitive
thought ofdas Seiende selbst existence as such which lies outside thougittjsit the puré/orstellungof
such existence.’ Houlgate, “Schelling’s Critiqu& '3

104 HMP 139-140
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the vacuity claim is not simply imported withoutrthher commentary, the argument offered
still requires crucial assumptions to be made.

Now, Schelling’s failure to make a convincing cdsethe vacuity claim already casts
doubt on his interrogation of Hegel. More specificaHoulgate argues that Schelling’s
criticism that the pure concept is a lifeless pdof thought, which is unable to generate
movement from out of itself, makes use of the uifjed vacuity claim and thus falls with it.
Before presenting Houlgate’s account of Schellimygument in detail some background is
needed. The strategy Schelling takes here is nptaade independent reasons for thinking
that the concept is necessarily immobile; ratherchallenges the means by which Hegel
attempts to demonstrate that the concept is selingo Hegel aims to demonstrate this
movement through an analysis of a proposition. Hegkeves the proposition ‘pure being is
nothing,” properly understood, shows that being aoithing are simultaneously the same and
yet also different. In short, such a unity in diffece is supposed to yield an oscillation, a
constant movement of one into the other. In thig, i@ Hegel, pure being has generated the
category of becoming. Schelling has a different waynderstanding this proposition. ‘Pure
being is nothing’ does not contain two distinct yedeparable terms; rather, it is nothing
more than a tautology which merely ‘contains a co@iion of words, and therefore nothing
can follow from it.20°

So, we appear to have a stand-off: Hegel and Sayeihterpret this proposition is
contrary ways; one interprets it as demonstratirgginherent dynamism of the concept, the
other interprets it as demonstrating the inhenégiessness of the concept. Houlgate attempts
to undermine Schelling’s alternative interpretation presenting Schelling’s argument for
this interpretation as resting on the vacuity ctaiftom Schelling’s point of view, indeed,

the Hegelian thought of pure being is one in whmolthing is actually thought; it is an “un-

195 HMP 140
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thought.” The proposition advanced by Hegel himt&t “pure being is nothing” is thus for
Schelling really a tautology, because what it dbtusays is “nothing is nothing.**® This is
not quite how Schelling’'s argument goes at thisnpan the Munich lectures, but the
argument he does advance is nevertheless guiligsafming the validity of premises which
beg the question against Hegel. Rather than callipgn the vacuity claim, Schelling
proceeds on the basis of a specific understandirtigeonature of the proposition. Schelling
ruminates on the forms that the proposition care takd claims that it must either be a
judgment or a tautology. He then rules out the ipdag that Hegel could mean the
proposition ‘pure being is nothing’ to be a judgmdrefore concluding that it must therefore
be a tautology. This is different to Houlgate’'s @aat, but, again, Schelling nevertheless fails
to come off any bettef’ Much like the argument which was first discussedhis section,
Schelling assumes a dichotomy which excludes Hegxgdtion from the start. This time it is
the dichotomy of the forms of proposition (judgmemnt tautology). For Hegel, the
proposition is speculative and Schelling offers ngs reason to prefer his account over
Hegel’s. Having presented Schelling’s argument(iyrand identified the unjustified premise

at work within it, we can proceed to the analys$i§2).

1.3.2 The non-immanent source of the concept’'s mev

The next way Schelling tries to reveal the lacknomanent movement is by exposing how
movement gets into thé&ogic. Unfortunately, Schelling’s attempt to expose tteal

animating force of thé&ogic is not as clearly presented as it might be. Tiggdst problem

106 Houlgate, “Schelling’s Critique,” 113

107 Houlgate actually discusses the argument | recoctsid here iThe Opening of Hegel's Logic: From Being
to Infinity, (Indiana, Ind: Purdue University Press, 2006}985Houlgate rightly points out that Schelling has
failed to consider another option: the speculapiraposition. Houlgate also addresses the differantee

views of Hegel and Schelling on the question ofititd and judgment in “Schelling’s Critique,” 119;21ut is
presented as a separate, general issue.
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posed by Schelling’s presentation is that he alstadilers two distinct accounts of the source
of the movement in theogic,1°® but does not do enough to draw our attention i fet.
Before going on to consider Houlgate’s discussibien, | will untangle Schelling’s two
accounts through a reconstruction. With this dleaitfon in place | proceed to show how
Houlgate confuses these different accounts andecuesitly conflates different aspects of
Schelling’s arguments.

Both of Schelling’s alternative accounts of the mment of the_ogic offer the activity of
the thinking subject as an explanation. Howeves, dpecific type of movement they aim to
explain is different in each case, as is the natfitbe intervention of the thinking subject. In
other words, the object of explanation (#veplanandunand the explanation offered (the

explanan¥ changes in Schelling’s two accounts of the moveméthelLogic.

1.3.2.1 The ‘proto-existentialist’ argument

In the first account the explanandum is the comyeldorce with which a completely
indeterminate thought moves to a determinate ‘8h&Vhen thinking about what this
compulsive force is, it is important to recall héegel thinks of thd.ogic in relation to its
subject matter. The subject matter of tmgic is just thought itself. But this is pure thought,
not the thought of any particular person. As Hegmask it, the thought which is the object of
logic ‘is to be taken simply in the absolute seasfinite thought untainted by the finitude
of consciousness, in shothought as such'® The Logic qua text is not the immanent

movement of pure thought itself, but only a chrémior record of the self-generating

108 The first appearing at 138, the second at 140-1.
09HMP 138
1105163
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progression of pure thought This is not to say that Hegel neglects how moverappears
in the text; thelLogic is supposed to be a demonstration of this moverattat all. What
should be kept in mind is that, while the movemanthe subject matter and the movement
of the demonstration are supposed to match umahee of the cogency of each is different.
The former is supposed to impress upon any mindiveiner not they have Hegel's book in
front of them, provided they genuinely start withhaught without any presuppositions (in
this way Hegel takes up Fichte’s strategy of clagnthat the philosopher’'s job is not to
fashion an artefact, but to observe the objectc@nge)!!? The latter can act as a guide to
that activity, but it also aims to provide a prdof those unwilling or incapable of such an
activity.!*3 | bring up this distinction to highlight that weeadealing with the universal nature
of thought which appears to any individual whenngyto think an indeterminate thought. As
we will see, Schelling challenges Hegel's undeditam of this experience of thought. But
the important point is that Schelling — in his fiesecount at least — accepts Hegel’'s demand to
just observe what happens when anyone tries t& timdeterminacy and, further, even
accepts that there is indeed a necessary movenigen vaking up this activity. Where
Schelling departs from Hegel is in his explanawdnvhy this movement occurs—that is, he
offers an alternative explanans.

As we know, for Hegel, the explanation for this rament is that the concept generates
its own movement when left to its own devices (Wg&hout any subjective interference).

Schelling argues that this movement only happersause anyone who tries to think

111 One language may be more or less adequate tesegprepecific thought determinatior®.32), but the
self-movement itself only occurs in pure thougkefof any external clothing, not in the mediumasfduage
itself.

112 See Fichte's ‘Second Introduction to the scierfdérmwledge: For readers who already have a
philosophical system,’ iScience of Knowledge: With the First and Secondiutctions(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1982), 29-85.

113 That there is such a distance between the moveofigie subject matter and the movement of the
demonstration or exposition of thegic is indicated by many of Hegel’'s comments on thapasition of the
Logic — for instance, the issue of language noted abameluding his remark that what makes an expasitio
scientific is that it ‘conforms to its [the subjenhtter] simple rhythm,’§L 54) indicating that there is a
separation of the movement — or rhythm — of puoaigint and its exposition in thegic.
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indeterminacy willfeel dissatisfied with such a ‘meagre diet of pure peand thus it is the
existing subject which drives the compulsion to @rendeterminate thought, not the concept
itself.114 This feeling of dissatisfaction in turn is expkghby Schelling as resulting from
other aspects of the subject’'s existence. It i;abge thinking subjects have always already
had richer, more determinate experiences which irema our memory that the
indeterminacy of the first thought of thevgic shows up as deficient. In other words, the
existential subject’s experience yields a norrmdaad, or goal which reveals the poverty of
an indeterminate or abstract thought. So, in otdeexplain the compulsion to leave an

indeterminate thought (explanandum) Schelling sftee existential subject (explanans).

1.3.2.2 The diagnostic argument

With the second account Schelling shifts gearsh&ahan considering the compulsive thrust
of thought as such, it is Hegel’'s analysis whictumer scrutiny. More specifically, it is
Hegel's analysis of the notion of beginning thath&@tng now tackles!'® In the
Encyclopaedia Logitiegel responds to those that would claim the wfityeing and nothing
incomprehensible by saying that everyone has adcesstions which prove they already
make use of such a unity—one of which is the nobtbibeginning. Hegel claims that we
could begin logic with the notion of beginning asglmning and see that this contains the
representation of something to come. Hegel's exgtian of this point is difficult and
compressed. If we use an illustration that he mifof using in other contexts we can get a
better grasp of it. The seed is the beginning efglant, but the plant is not already there in
the beginning. Yet we cannot say that the plastraight-forwardly not there in the way that

an animal or an emotion is not there in the seedndve back to more abstract language, we

H4HMP 138
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start with being which is also nothing since in theginning we are dealing with a being
which it is not yet what it is to become; neveréssl, it is not simply nothing — without any
being— since it is the beginning of something.\8®have a unity of being and nothing which
indicates a progression or movement. That this mmeve is demonstrated through an
analysis undertaken by the philosopher, and not though dimeple witnessing of the
unfolding of pure thought, is significant. When 8ltimg challenged the latter he needed to
offer an alternative account of the experienceavhpulsion. With the former he can simply
challenge the validity of Hegel’'s analysis. Scimgllidoes challenge the validity of Hegel’'s
analysis and the explanation he offers for the egpauccess of Hegel's argument will now
be addressed.

Schelling argues that the reason Hegel seems t@angetmanent emergence of becoming
from an analysis of beginning is because Hegel ken@a a content into the supposedly
indeterminate beginning. For Hegel, if this movemisngoing to be immanent, then the
philosopher cannot introduce any external contentnfluence the process in any way.
Unlike Schelling’s previous explanation he is nlatiming that the external influence comes
from the nature and activity of the existential jsgbas such. Rather, he now points to how a
specific individual — namely, Hegel — has brough&imovement. An important consequence
of this is that, whereas Schelling’s previous actaiwncovers a necessary influence, he now
claims to only expose an avoidable influence. Sbatwis the nature of this avoidable
influence? Essentially, this influence is introddidey Hegel’'s use of illicit or surreptitious
moves.

Schelling argues that the only reason Hegel maneggst a movement here is because
he snuck in a determination through the use ofwbi@ ‘yet’ when he describes beginning by
saying that ‘the matter is not yet in its beginnirdegel wants this notion of beginning to

reveal the unity of being and nothing that neceysgenerates a becoming. Schelling
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suggests unity is guaranteed by this ‘yet’ sinae ghoposition ‘pure being is nothing’ now
becomes ‘being is here — from this point of viewtif nothing.” Implicitly, through a subtle
use of language, Hegel has slipped a potentialbetng, the potential to become something
more. If Hegel had not determined being as ‘solhing’ or ‘not yet real being’ he would not
have been able to demonstrate the immanent gemerafi becoming. We can see that
Schelling locates the movement in an illicit movada by an individual thinker and exposes
this source of movement through a close readirtdegfel’s text.

This explanation is thus very different to the poerg one. Most notably, Schelling no
longer appeals to general features of our existdeog. experience of concrete being,
memory, desire, and dissatisfaction) to explain emeent and thus avoids taking on the
burden of a theory of the subject. Thus, not omlythe object of explanation and the
explanation advanced different in each case, muatgumentative strategy is also different.
The first is an external criticism and the secondraernal criticism. The external criticism
utilises what might be called — following Houlgatelesignation — a ‘proto-existentialist’
argument; whereas the internal criticism only séi8 what can be called a ‘diagnostic’

argument.

1.3.3 Houlgate’s conflation of Schelling’s arguneent

As noted at the beginning of this exposition, Skamgldoes little to alert us to these crucial
differences. Before looking at how Houlgate fails distinguish between these two
explanations | want to briefly consider some gehiatarpretive issues that might lead us to
overlook this distinction. The first has alreadyebetouched upon, namely, the flaws in
Schelling’'s presentation such as the lack of sigtipg. Not only does the reader have to

make their own way through much of these lectubes, the terrain itself is difficult to
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navigate. In particular, the two explanations sHarelamental characteristics which could
throw the reader of the sent. The explanandum th bases is movement, but in one it is the
compulsion experienced by thought as such wherdfad indeterminacy, and in the other
it is the becoming which is supposed to be dematestrin Hegel's analysis of the notion of
beginning. The explanans looks to be the same th bases also because both cite the
activity of the thinker. But, as we have seenhim first explanation this activity is of thinking
or subjectivity as such (and thus unavoidable), iarttie second this is the activity of only a
specific thinker (and thus avoidable). These alelswand easily missed distinctions, but they
are important to observe if we are to properly eatd the strength and significance of
Schelling’s critical engagement with Hegel’s didies.

Finally, a contemporary reader can easily subsimaeécond explanation under the first
because the latter resonates so strongly with uhsegjuent tradition of Hegel criticism in
European philosophy. Much like Schelling’s firstpéanation, existentialist and materialist
criticisms of Hegel advanced from the@entury onwards point to the practical (whether
individual or social) conditions of theoretical iadly. Houlgate correctly identifies Schelling
as an early exponent of this kind of criticism. thtdénately he goes one step further and
subsumes the entirety of Schelling’s objectionslégel under the rubric ‘proto-existentialist’
(i.e. the first type of account of intervention the thinker). | now show in more detail how
Houlgate subsumes the second explanation unddirgheand thus neglects the internal or
diagnostic element of Schelling’s criticism.

In the following passage Houlgate starts by sumsmagi Schelling’s first — proto-
existentialist — account.

First of all, the Hegelian philosopher anticipates goal of full being (as concept, idea,

and ultimately nature) and judges that the meagneept of pure being, with which the
Logic begins, falls short of that goal.
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Houlgate then continues by presenting Schelling&ling of Hegel's text as though it were
premised on the above (indicated by ‘...is thus riagka’):
The proposition “Pure being is nothing” is thuseaked as saying that “Pure being is
still (noch nothing” or that “it isnot yet(noch nichj real being.” By being recast as not
yet real being in this way, pure being is underdtoot just as nothing but as harboring
the possibility for real being which is yet to hdfifled, that is, as beingn potentia
With the interpolation of the word yemndch, Schelling maintains, pure being is thus
understood as lacking, but also as promising, somgtvhich has yet to be. That is to
say, pure being is thought as pointing beyondfitsadl as heralding real being which is
to come. In this way, Schelling claims, the transitis made by the Hegelian
philosopher from the thought of pure being to th@ught of coming to be or becoming.
One moves from pure being to becoming, therefarepg understanding pure being as
pure being, but by understanding it as not yet beattg and so as pointing forward to
the future coming of that real being its&f.
This exposition is inaccurate and misleads throaugission and equivocation. Houlgate here
omits Schelling’s close reading of Hegel's analysdishe notion of beginning. This omission
is problematic because in Schelling’s reading heashhow Hegel is the one that illicitly
determines being as ‘not yet real being’ througb &nalysis of beginning. In place of
Schelling’s legitimate critical approach Houlgatesinuates the illegitimate use of the
perspective of a subject familiar with lived exee&ige which finds pure being wanting and
then apparently judges that being also has thenpakéo be something more. As the earlier
reconstruction has shown, Schelling does not ckaiat being attains an implicit potential
because it falls short of our other experience lirdause Hegel sneaks it in through his
analysis.
It should be noted that, although Houlgate omitbeBimg’'s close reading from his
central exposition, he does address it later indttiele. There he claims that Schelling’s

attribution of the determination of being as beimgpotentia to Hegel is a misrepresentation

fuelled by a blinkered refusal to entertain theutjiat that pure being can generate its own

116 Houlgate, “Schelling’s Critique,” 114-15
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movement!!’ But to call Schelling’s interpretation a misrepmestion is an abuse of
language. Houlgate claims it is a misrepresentdterause it does not accurately represent
Hegel’'s view of pure being. But Schelling is notirig to represent Hegel’s view of being;
instead he aims to uncover the mechanisms or pplosal artifices Hegehctually uses in

his texts in order to get the result needed to ioonhis view of being and its supposed
immanent transformation.

Houlgate compounds the impression that there iy amle continuous account in
Schelling’s attempts to reveal the real animatiogcé of thelLogic when he fails to
distinguish between the subject who finds pure dpewanting (in comparison to the
anticipated ‘goal of full being’) and the subjechavmanages to get a transition from the
category of being to becoming by understanding deiis ‘harboring’ or ‘promising’
something yet to be—that is, by determining beisd@ing in potentid. Houlgate equivocates
between these two different subjects by giving thHeath the same ambiguous designation
‘the Hegelian philosopher.” Again, as was showthim reconstruction, the subject in the first
case is subjectivity or thought as such; the stlijethe second case is a specific individual
author, namely, Hegel. When we remember this aspleSchelling’s criticism it becomes
clear that the designation ‘the Hegelian philosopl®einadequate to accurately represent
what is going on: it is both too specific — to aaptthe sense of subjectivity as such — and too
general — to capture the sense of a surreptitioagemmade by a specific author. Each
explanation works on fundamentally different regjist

It is surprising that Houlgate would run togethieede two different explanations since
they are not even strictly compatible. The ‘goalpiosed by subjectivity can only be said to
drive the movement when faced with a genuinely teaeinate starting point (this is the

whole point of Schelling’s first explanation); attte ‘promise’ found in Hegel's being can

17 Houlgate, “Schelling’s Critique,” 124-125
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only be doing the work if the starting point is modeterminate at all, but in fact determined
by the philosopher (in this case, Hegel). Now, igim be wondered, if these explanations are
in competition with each other, Schelling’s crigigi at least has serious internal tensions and
that he must promote just one of these explanatiBasthey are not really in competition
with each other since they are explaining diffetéirgs.

Now that we have seen how Houlgate’'s expositioncofes aspects of Schelling’s
account of movement in theogic it becomes clear how he could miss that Schelling
provides an internal criticism which is not questioegging. But just because Schelling’s
criticism of Hegel's analysis of beginning does nedt upon assumptions about subjectivity
does not mean that it necessarily hits the markra@blem with Schelling’s argument that
being is determined as being in potentia is thiatitlierpretation is based on Hegel’s analysis
of the notion of beginning that Hegel claims isyoalrepresentation or notioN@rstellung
which everyday knowledge is familiar and is distiferm philosophical knowing. Hegel
does not use this analysis of beginning in thensiéie exposition of pure being, only in
remarks. As Houlgate points out, these remarksoahg intended to aid communication of
the material and not direct the deduction of theegaries in theLogic.l'®If we take it that
Hegel’'s remarks do not guide the deduction in tierge itself, then Schelling’s diagnostic
reading can be deflected by the Hegelian.

With this result the question might be asked: i§ thrgument cannot provide the silver
bullet against Hegel'kogic, why go to the effort to disentangle it from theegtion-begging
argument? The reason is that Houlgate’s conflatioinonly leads him to overlook some of
Schelling’s arguments, but, more importantly, déssxds him to promote the pernicious view
that Schelling’s lectures are of no worth to thader wanting to learn something about

Hegel's Logic, that the most that can be gotten from consultingm is a record of

18 Of course, that Hegel wants these remarks to teered to the science itself does not mean thaeHeg
succeeds in so neatly separating out the dedutiamthe communication. | will not take up thisdinf inquiry
here, however.
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disagreements. With this Houlgate can then redtnetreader’s options to an affirmation of
one philosopher over the other.
Now it is, of course, possible that Schelling ghti about the relation between thought
and being and that as a result tmgic cannot proceed immanently, as Hegel claims it
does, from the thought of being as such. But tier@Eso another possibility: that the
Logic does proceed immanently from the thought of basmguch and that Schelling is
incapable of grasping this because he has simglynasd from the outset that thought
by itself cannot bring being as such before thedmhih
This is a stifling prescription because it makesdem as though anyone wanting to test
Schelling’s suspicion that the movement of tlagic is not immanent must first settle the
guestion of the nature of being and thought—ont@imost perennial and challenging tasks
in philosophy. Thus Houlgate’s apparently modegippsal — to weigh up the merits of
Schelling’'s and Hegel's philosophy in lieu of aidéive conclusion — conceals the bolder
injunction to resolve huge philosophical issuesobefooking to how Schelling can expose
problems in Hegel's.ogic. It is this tacitly excluded option that | now wan pursue. That
is, I want to read Schelling’s lectures carefutlymine resources that reveal thegic to be
driven by a non-immanent source of movemetthout needing to first establish that the

concept immecessarilyimmobile (i.e. assume Schelling’s views about g&nd thought) but,

rather, only show that is immobile in Hegel’'s treatment of it.

1.4 Schellingian immanent criticism

| now explore the potential of another objectiorh&lng levels at Hegel'd.ogic which
Houlgate does not consider and would be overloake@ followed Houlgate’s prescription
for how to approach Schelling’s engagement with élelip the following passage Schelling

again entertains the role of the thinking subjéct, this time does not import assumptions

119 Houlgate, “Schelling’s Critique,” 125
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about the nature of thinking or of how our exisi@ntonditions influence our theoretical
activity. Rather, Schelling turns out attentiontte minimal fact that someone is doing the
thinking, rather than being thinking itself anonyusty.
...after | have posited pure being, | look for sonrgghin it and find nothing, because |
have forbidden myself to find anything in it presisby the fact that | have posited it as
pure being, as mere being in general. Therefore ot at all being itself that finds
itself, but ratherd find it as nothing, and say this in the propositi6Pure being is
nothing"1%°
This passage seems to be suggesting that thetimarfsom being to nothing occurs because
there is a drive of theto find something in being and that it matterd thare is nothing for
thel there. This would imply that Schelling has in mambther account of the subject which
he is using in order to locate a non-immanent fadfothis is what is happening in this
passage then Schelling would again be tasked witviging further arguments for why this

IS more persuasive than Hegel's immanent accouut.l Bhink an insight can be gleaned

from Schelling’s comments here without taking oy afthis extra burden.

1.4.1 Exposing the split within pure thought

What is highlighted in the above passage is thiecdify involved in saying that the concept
somehow investigates itself—i.e. that the conchpukl ‘find itself’ as nothing. As we have
seen, Hegel places a high importance on the pbat the concept should only get its
determinations from itself, the philosopher shouidt be the one to discover the
determinations, but should ‘simply let the inheheriving determinations take their own
course’'?! To see more precisely what Hegel has in mind litlvé helpful to reconsider his

criticism of Kant. Previously we saw that Hegelirlad Kant was not critical enough in his

120 5chelling,On the History of Modern Philosophy. 139-140.
121E| §24a2; cfSL63
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estimation of naive metaphysics. Kant certainlystjoeed how categories could be used to
yield knowledge, but did not sufficiently ask ababe ‘content’ of these categories in
themselves, nor how philosophy comes across themmdnfirst place (see 1.1.3.1). The
problem was, according to Hegel, that the way thieopopher chooses the categories is still
coloured by arbitrariness and contingency. Thia igery severe criticism, but Hegel has an
even more fundamental objection.
Even before we get to the problem of the conterithefcategories, Hegel thinks that the
minimal distinction between what is known (thougdeterminations) and the knower (the
transcendental inquirer) in transcendental philbgoalready presupposes too much. Kant
forgets that the investigation of thought-formsailseady a kind of knowing which also
requires a critical grounding. But if the investiga itself is then subjected to critical inquiry,
this inquiry in turn needs to be justified, whiclowid then need a further investigation, and
so on. Hegel's proposal avoids this infinite regrbyg rejecting the separation of the object of
investigation from the investigation itself. Hegedvisits this criticism, which he had
famously elaborated in the introduction to Bteenomenologyin theEncyclopaedia Logic
The activity of the forms of thinking, and the aite of them, must be united within the
process of cognition. The forms of thinking mustdoasidered in and for themselves;
they are the object and the activity of the objtsglf; they investigate themselves, they
must determine their own limits and point out th@ivn defects. ... [This activity of
thinking] is not brought to bear on the thoughtedetination from outside; on the
contrary, it must be considered as dwelling witiiem22

So, the critique needs to come from the thougherdehations themselves, rather than from

an external investigator. As suggested, the exiigyridegel objects to here in transcendental

inquiry is not that of empirical consciousness. élegan allow that Kant has raised the

inquiry to the point where it is ‘the ego common aty (i.e. not a specific, empirical,

122F) 841al
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individual consciousness) which is related to tagegories?® There is, then, a separation of
this ego common to all from the categories, andidhmer investigates the latter, rather than
the categories investigating themselves.

Schelling’s passage quoted above suggests that Hagdallen into the very separation
which Kant had done. Even within a realm of puieking a subtle gap has been opened up
between the subject-matter (the categories or thtedeterminations) and the knowing or
investigating of that subject-matter. But this ¢dadje is not in the service of merely pointing
out that Hegel left something outside of his inigegton. What | take this challenge to show
is that Hegel needs to exploit this gap within diauin order to get movement in thegic.
That is, there needs to be a gap between thoughswjaject-matter of thieogic (the concept)
and thought qua what actually thinks this subjeatter (thel) in order for there to be a
generation of a new content. If an interpretatibrine beginning of thd.ogic along these
lines can be convincingly made, Hegel can no lormgg@m that the unfolding of content is
purely the immanent self-determination of the chd®it must banimated by a perspective
external to the strict subject-mattef the Logic. In short, he would have returned to the
opposition of consciousness — supposedly overcantbeaend of thePhenomenology-
where the transition or movement would be generbiethe tension between the observer

and what is observed.

1.4.2 Rereading the beginning of thegic

The description of the opening moves of thagic given earlier aimed to represent what
shouldbe happening if the movement is to remain immafkBtl). What | argue now is that

if we hold Hegel to his own standard of scientdi&rivation — that the development from one

12335163
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category to another should be self-evident — thevem@nt from being to nothing is
inexplicable without appeal to an external pergpecSpecifically, that Schelling’s insight —
that being only becomes nothing through our owreolaion ordiscoveryof it as nothing —
points us in the direction of understanding how élegets movement into thengic.

Hegel has no problem showing the identity of beamgl nothing. Pure being and pure
nothing are both characterised as pure indetermintdegel is right to reject assertions of
their absolute difference by pointing out that odBterminate being is opposed to nothing,
but being in its purity has no features with whitchould be distinguished from nothing. But
if there is no distinguishing features in beingseparate it from nothing it looks as though
there are no immanent reasons to resist simplygsilhg them into one. And, as we know,
this would be an unwelcome result for Hegel becaugebeing and nothing are
straightforwardly the same, he would not have go#tey further in the science since no new
content would have showed up—we would just have ways to describe the same thing.
Conversely, Hegel cannot get around this problengimranteeing the difference of being
and nothing through specifying distinct determioas for each because then the first object
of philosophy would be merely given or presupposed.

So, how can Hegel get being and nothing to be #mesin the relevant sense? The
official story is that being, independent of ourggeective on it, effects this transition. But the
details of this transition are thin in Hegel’s dgsiton. The only explanation Hegel offers in
the first section is that, since there is nothiagoe thought in pure being (or being is just
empty thinking), being is in fact nothing. But wthys is a movement from being to nothing
and not a straightforward sameness is left mystsridhe only marker of a transition is when
Hegel claims that there is ‘nothing to be intuitedit’. Thus it is only when being is
considered from the perspective of intuition (dnking) that it can show up as nothing. In

other words, Hegel needs a momentdigcoveryin order for being and nothing to be
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distinguished (the content must be the exact sadeterminacy). Any Hegelian will quickly
respond that this cannot be what is happening Isectis implies a temporality — an actual
duration in the mind of a concrete thinker — andlt tiine vanishing of both terms into one
another is not a transition from ot®the other, but should be understood asnamediate
vanishing (...‘does not pass over, but has passed)okeen if we could make sense out of
what a vanishing without temporality is and, furthé we accept the Hegelians bare
assurance that this is what is happening in ltogic, this still leaves our question
unanswered. If the concept is supposed to gendratmovement by itself, why does being
only show up as nothing in Hegel's demonstratiothatpoint where he enlists the help of the
perspective of thinking or intuition?

If Hegel does enlist the perspective of thoughtgemerate the movement, does this
establish that the movement of thegic is not immanent? After all, Hegel claims that the
object of theLogicis just as suitably understood as pure knowinguoe thinking as much as
it is considered the concept. Is it not the case thinking or knowing in their pure form is
just another name for the concept? Even if thisken into account, this is not sufficient to
explain the manner in which Hegel appears to usep#rspective of thinking to generate
movement. The problem is not the presence of thiplas such. Theogic claims that it
begins with the collapse of the subject-objectinitsion since thought is at once the subject
and the object. But the problem posed here isthi@se is ayap between subject and object—
not that the same thing can now be considered dheept, now be considered thought. If
Schelling’s suggestion is correct, the transitioonf being to nothing occurs because that
which is conceptualized is taken to be distinctrirtihe process of conceptualization. In this
way the Logic would not have collapsed the distinction betweghjext and object, but

mobilise the opposition between them (albeit witthia realm of pure thought).



63

The demand for immanence and presuppositionlessimessappear not to have been met
in the opening of théogic. Although Hegel would not welcome this conclusiore find
support for it from Hegel himself in the equivaleseiction of theEncyclopaedia LogicThis
time Hegel actually emphasises the role that thigigcof thinking plays in the development
of a content in th&.ogic. Moreover, he even posits a specific kind of amtiof thinking,
namely, a drive. Hegel claims that those emptyrabsons that we begin with only attain
further determination because we try to pin dowanrtteaning of these terms.

[...] the drive to find in being or in both [being and nothingktable meaning is this
very necessitywhich leads being and nothing further along ando&s them with a
true, i.e., concrete meaning. This progressioréslbgical exposition and course [of
thought] that presents itself in what follows. Tienking them ovethat finds deeper
determinations for them is the logical thinking Wwiich these determinations produce
themselves, not in a contingent but in a necessay/?*
At first it might not be clear how this speaks taor @roblem of how Hegel intends to get
being to be equated with nothing without simplylaje$ing them into one another. It should
be recalled what is actually entailed in the depeient of further determinations at the
beginning of thd_ogic. Becoming is the first determinate content of lthgic because it has
distinguishable moments which pure being and pothing do not have when addressed as
pure abstractions. To develop deeper determinatdndis first stage, then, requires the
transition from being to nothing. If, as Hegel otaj the indeterminate thought of pure being
would not become determinate were it not for ouwedthen this implies that the attempt to
pin down a meaning of pure being is responsibldHertransition to nothing. So, in order to
make sense out of the unity of being and nothingcar reread the opening moves of the

Logicin light of the gap Hegel opens up between wh#tasight (being and nothing) and the

way in which we think it.
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After noting that pure being is completely indetarate, the first step Hegel takes in
demonstrating a movement out of pure being is fatpmut the difficulty faced in trying to
think this being. The attempt to think the contehpure being — in other words, the attempt
to find a stable meaning for pure being — failsisTiailure is due to the fact that there is
nothing within it which would allow us to distingh it from anything else (except its very
indistinguishability). Our attempt to find a stalsieaning, then, is what reveals being to be
nothing. Faced with this disconcerting instabilitywhat was believed to be the most certain
and basic thought, we now attempt to pin down tleammg of nothing. But when thought
tries to keep nothing distinct from being by searghor a meaning peculiar to it, it gives an
existence to it in this very détand thus nothing turns out to have the same adfine
indeterminacy as pure being. Thus, to borrow Stigedl terms, being does not find itself as
nothing, but theé which needs to understand the meaning of beirts fito be nothing.

Schelling’s hint, alongside Hegel's suggestionhieEncyclopaedia Logicproves to be a
powerful aid in interpreting the movement of thegic. that is, it makes sense of an
otherwise obscure movement from being to nothindie@gel's exposition. Although this
interpretation provides an explanation of how Hetelt gets movement into logic, it
obviously conflicts with the scientific demand ththe derivation of the categories by the
result of the concept only. Neither the distinctlmtween thought and that which thinks this
thought, nor the characterisation of this thinkexg a drive for stable meaning appear to
receive a deduction in tHeogic. Not only does this mean that there are presupposiin
Hegel's science but, more importantly for Schellitigis means that the life or spiritual
movement is not inherent to the logical realm; eatih is animated by Hegel's surreptitious

use of the perspective of the subject that thihkscbncept.

125 5eeSL 101 ‘Nothing is thought of, imagined, spoken afgddherefore its; in the thinking, imagining,
speaking and so on, nothing has its being.’
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1.5 Houlgate’s defence of the beginning of theogic

Although Houlgate does not consider the possibdityeading the_ogic in this way in his
article on Schelling, he does in his more recemtkbbhe Opening of Hegel's Logic: From
Being to Infinity'2® However, he only gives serious consideration i® iading as it is found
in authors other than Schelling.

In a section of his book addressing the problemmoo¥ being and nothing move, Houlgate
rehashes his rejection of Schelling, this time e tcompany of Trendelenburg and
Kierkegaard-?’ These thinkers are said to have originated the that being isn’t the source
of its own movement into nothing, and that, instead the philosopher’s attempt to render
each term intelligible that generates a movementth/s stage, however, Houlgate is still
limiting his investigation of the problem of movenmteto his curtailed understanding of
Schelling. Schelling’s objection is said to stadn the assumption that movement does not
belong in the logical realm and presupposes a yhebthe subject which accounts for how
we inevitablymove from the thought of being to nothit§In support of this way of framing
the objection Houlgate regurgitates a compresseduat of his take on Schelling’s criticism
of Hegel from his earlier article. Schelling’s @ism is supposed to be boiled down to this:
he first presupposes that the subject must onlgmapce being a posteriori; the memory of
this experience is what impels us to be dissatisfieh pure being; and thus is the source of
movement (the concept is immobile). As mentionefordee this is only one aspect of
Schelling’s criticism. What | have argued is thath&lling has resources to question the
source of the movement in thegic without making these kinds of assumptions. The typ

interpretation of thelLogic elaborated on the basis of Schelling’s alternasuggestion

126 Stephen Houlgatdhe Opening of Hegel's Logic: From Being to Infin®Purdue University Press Series in
the History of Philosophy (Indiana, Ind: Purdue \msity Press, 2006).

27wWhy do Being and Nothing “Move”?in The Opening of Hegel's Logi272-74.

128 Houlgate,The Opening of Hegel's Logit03-04
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manages to propose an understanding of the moveafidht Logic as dependent on the
experience of a thinking subject purely throughramanent criticism of Hegel’s text.

Once Houlgate has dismissed the originators of tiesv he goes on admit that the
general view that theogic is moved by the activity of the philosopher hamediasis. He
cites one of several passages where Hegel bringsperspective external to the concept in
order equate or unify being and nothing. To adé®gsbhe apparently more respectable
version of this worry Houlgate considers contemppraiticism of theLogic which is much
more closely related to the one | have been admgneia Schelling than the caricature
Houlgate offers. Wolfgang Wieland claims that tlagegory of nothing only emerges due to
the effort we make to thematize or determine pwi@d As a result, the category of pure
being would forever remain pure being if it werefot our activity in trying to render it
intelligible. Since Houlgate does not address tbleeflingian criticism advanced here — and
Wieland's criticisms is broadly in agreement with-il will investigate Houlgate’s response
to the latter.

In response to this challenge Houlgate — refashgrm point from Dieter Henrich —
reminds the potential critic of the professed ainthe Logic and Hegel's intentions for this
science.

...any reading that understands the move from be&ingpthing to be prompted by the
activity of the philosopher must be mistaken beeatisurns speculative logic into a
phenomenologicalogic—an account of what happens when pure bentpoughtby

us not an account of the logical character of pwaditself. Hegel states clearly in the
Encyclopaedia Logidhat the categories “investigate themselves” drat tlialectic
dwells “within” them ... If this is the case, they siube understood to develop or
“move” because of their owlngical character, not because of the way we think of them
or experience therdt?

The argument here is slightly odd. The force of ‘thast’ in his claim that the alternative

interpretation ‘must be mistaken’ is ambiguous. ¥8a understand an interpretation of a text

129 Houlgate,The Opening of Hegel's Logi273-4
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to aim to either: represent the declared aims efauthor of the text or represent what is
actually going on in the text. In the above pasddgelgate appeals to the declared aims of
the Logic and what Hegel would like to achieve. And, of ayrthe interpretation advanced
by Wieland (and the reconstruction of SchellinglVance) do indeed fails to match up with
Hegel’s intentions. But this is not a convincingeaion. Houlgate has simply missed the
point of acritical interpretation: precisely the purpose of a criticgerpretation is not to
represent how the argumesttould go if the author is going to be as good as thairdy
rather, the point is to show how the author acpuddles support their claims. In other words,
a critical interpretation is diagnostic. In thisseathen, Houlgate has not managed to prove
that this interpretation is mistaken (only thadidn’t lovingly repeat Hegel's own claims).

If Houlgate wanted to avoid this conclusion, thdéyasther option is to say that he really
has established that those interpretations areakeist (and do not merely misrepresent
Hegel’s intentions). But this route leads to evesrse problems. In this case he would have
rejected the interpretation which uncovers the afléhe subject in the movement of the
Logic merely by citing Hegel’'s claim that the movemestall the work of the categories
themselves. And this would be to beg the question.

| have argued that the movement in togjic is made possible by Hegel's employment of
a particular activity of the philosopher and th@lekation of a gap between the concept and
the I. One reason to interpret thegic in this way is because of Hegel's account of theed
of the subject to find stable meaning in the catiegan theEncyclopaedia LogicHowever,
this conflicts with Hegel’s official account in thegic itself and thus it would be justifiable
to ask why we should take up the explanation faariehcyclopaedia Logiand not inLogic.
The main reason is because Hegel's official stops iound to leave the nature of the
movement obscure. That is, the motivation to tgkehis alternative account lies in the need

to make sense of the movement in tlogiic. Now, although Houlgate fails convincingly to
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demonstrate the failure of the alternative inteigdren, he does offer his own account which
tries to maintain the claim to immanence. | willmn@onsider Houlgate’s defence of the
Logic’s claim that the concept determines itself withaut external perspective.

Houlgate admits that when Hegel says that beingstout to be nothing because there
isn't anything to be thought in it, this leaveswigh the impression that it is only because we
think the concept that a transition takes placeerEthough Houlgate dispenses with a few
commentators that take this line, they are rejettechuse of specific weaknesses in their
reconstruction rather than the plausibility of thjgroach as such. When it comes to facing
this issue head on Houlgate once again contentseffito remind us that such an approach
would fall short of the ambitions of tHengic. As pointed out, though, this in itself does not
constitute a refutation.

Houlgate does finally offer his way of understamgihe transition from being to nothing
in an immanent manner. He cannot find resourcelinvthe opening of théogic itself to
elucidate this movement; instead he quotes fronthing remark: ‘because being is devoid of
all determination whatsoever, it is not the (affatiae) determinateness which it is; it is not
being but nothing!®® This baffling claim to the effect thait‘is due to what being actually is
that it turns out tanot be what it is”does not add anything to the bare assurance dag,b
by itself, turns into nothing—it is merely a difeait way to describe the same mysterious
occurrence. But Houlgate simply reaffirms this dgdgon over and over again without
further explanationt3 Thus, without a convincing counter-interpretatitme diagnosis

presented here holds up. And in this way | thinkhage grounds to take Schelling’s worry

1305199

BLlE.g. ‘...logically it is not even the pure beingttitds’ (277); ‘Being vanishes immediately intothing
because the very indeterminacy of being itself rmehat logically being is not even the being it(78); ‘...it
is too indeterminate even to be being and so imatelyi vanishes’ (279); ‘...it is so indeterminatdtself that
logically it is not actually being at all.” (279);.logically it is not even the very being it is280); ‘Moreover,
sheer being and nothing both prove themselves tadre than they immediately are, through what they
immediately are.’ (281).
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seriously and reject Hegel's claim to have proveat the concept has its source of activity

within itself.
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2 Adorno’s criticism of Hegel: hypostatization of he concept

The previous chapter investigated Schelling’s @dth of Hegel's attempt in thieogic to
yield a positive result from a merely negative phdphy; that is, to have a logical
investigation of the concept tell us something aledastence. Adorno is also concerned to
curb the pretensions of the concept in Hegel'sgslbhy. Moreover, in both cases it is a
matter of diagnosing illicit philosophical moves iglin give the appearance of cognition
without anything but pure thought. As we shall seleat it is that Hegel is supposed to have
gained knowledge of within pure thought is diffaréar both. And with this the nature of the
metaphysical excess is different also.

Much like Schelling’s encounter with Hegel, Adoracvaluation is not the most sober;
frequently oscillating between the extremes ofggaind invective. For this reason it may be
hard to take Adorno’s criticisms seriously. | viily to present what | take to be the insightful
and well-considered core of Adorno’s criticisms andue that he gets Hegel's measure right.
Even before the substance of Adorno’s argumentdeagvaluated, however, the first hurdle
is to clarify the nature of Adorno’s accusationiagaHegel. Adorno finds as many faults in
Hegel’s philosophy as he does virtues, but one objection he has is the identity of being
and thought which Hegel’s idealist dialectic claitosestablish (I will refer to this as the
‘identity thesis’).

It should first be pointed out that the identigferred to here is not supposed to indicate
an identity between representational thought orscimusness and an externally present
object. Adorno does not need to ascribe this kihgbre-critical or naive metaphysics to
Hegel in order to find his approach to the condepibling. The concept is made to yield a
content of its own, independent of anything elseis-gelf-determining. This content is then
said to be the truth of things (see 1.1.3.1), seqguthe fundamental intelligibility and

rationality of the world. Even once we have seeat the identity invoked by the identity
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thesis is not a representational one, there allegsiestions as to the appropriateness of
calling a claim about the intelligibility of beirgn identity thesis. Just because — in its basic
principles or structures — being is fully knowabtges not mean that all the concrete
manifestations of being can be run-off of reasodeed, even while affirming the a priori
character of being, Hegel acknowledges that thexre@ntingencies, the content of which can
be known only a posterioft? Defenders of Hegel are right to cite this agathsise that
would find Hegel’s idealism guilty of positing tlexhaustivadentity of mind andworld—an
identity which engenders an egregious metaphysitser as the denial of the existence of a
mind-independent, external world, or else the faition of existence with mentality (e.g.
panpsychism). The defenders are wrong howeverimkitig that, once they have disabused
us of such pernicious interpretations, no objectid@ metaphysics remain.

In fact, it is once we stop restlessly pointing that Hegel does not subscribe to an
exhaustive identity (and its corresponding fantastmetaphysical views), | argue, that we
can see he is guilty of holding the kind of idenitdicated by the identity thesis. What is
involved in this kind of identity is not the rediart of all the contingencies of the world to
thought, but that what isignificantin the world (the basic principles of being) isdeao
coincide with thought. Although this identity isthaf the exhaustive kind, it still results in
the affirmation of the essential rationality of twerld 133 This metaphysical result might not

be as obviously objectionable as those outlined/@blout this does not mean it is justifiable.

13251 682. For some time it has been popular to highligh sophistication of Hegel’s idealism by poigtiout
that there is a systematic place for contingendbimvit. But, as the central argument of this ckaptms to
establish, this move does not curb the pretendidtegel’s idealism; rather, the placing of contingg within
the system is only one example of the strategy Heggs to surreptitiously confirm the identity tises
133Incidentally, this already indicates why the comtagors that point out that Hegel's famous claitwkat is
rational is actual; and what is actual is ratioratloes not commit Hegel to the view that everyghmmas it
ought to be, misses the mark. Adorno does nothikeriticism to be against a view that everythisigs it
ought to be, but against the view that the sigaiftcelements of the world are in accordance witlsoa. Hegel
lets the cat out of the bag when he states thatldments of the world which aren’t as they ougtté are the
merely ‘trivial...conditions’ or the worldEL 86a), which, by implication, means that the nawidt conditions
(i.e. the significant aspects) are as they ougbetd elaborate on these issues in chapter 3.
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Failure to consider Adorno’s critique of the wayddés idealist philosophy sets up the
identity thesis leaves a blind spot in the evabratf Hegel's thought.

| focus on two works in which Adorno aims to underen Hegel's identity thesis:
Negative Dialecticand thelectures orNegative Dialecticgiven in 1965/66. In the relevant
passages found here Adorno is not content to sirapfyose the identity thesis with his
alternative, in a dogmatic fashidff Rather than claim directly that the identity tisess
wrong, Adorno aims to uncover a fallacious movéleggel's manner of attaining the identity
thesis, thereby providing an immanent criticism Hégel's idealism. Of course, Hegel
believes he establishes the intelligibility of kgilegitimately: first, according to Hegel's
system, if we simply test the coherence of standpavhich reject the identity thesis (i.e. that
assume the correctness of the standpoint of camnswass) we will necessarily be led to the
standpoint of science (i.e. the collapse of thejesithbbject opposition); second, once
elevated to the standpoint of science, we needloonk/on at being to see that it turns out to
be fully intelligible. PaceHegel, Adorno argues that being does not simpbwsitself to be
intelligible to the speculative philosopher’'s garather, being masquerades as intelligible
because that aspect of being which is not the samehought (the nonidentical) is
surreptitiously expelled so that the philosophen cast assured that they have hold of
something that is completely accessible and traesgp#o thought.

Adorno often refers to this operation — wherebyutfld annuls its other — as an act of
identification or hypostatization. | first distingh this form of Adorno’s criticism of identity
from other forms in his thought. This lays the grddor understanding Adorno’s criticism of
Hegel's idealism and, | argue, also sheds light ereglected aspect of Adorno’s criticism of
identity which is crucial to understanding his tela to the philosophical tradition (2.1).

Once | have isolated the aspect of Adorno’s caftrciof identity which is most pertinent for

134ND 172/174;LND 59-60/91



73

his critical response to idealism, | further charthis through a comparison with Kant's
account of hypostatization and transcendentalidiusnore generally (2.2). Then | put this to
work by seeing if Hegel can be charged with hypasiton in Adorno’s sense. Insofar as
this criticism is levelled at the beginning of thegic, | argue that it cannot meet Adorno’s
demand for an immanent criticism because Hegelalraady established the standpoint of
science by this point and therefore assumes tHapsa of the distinction between subject
and object or thought and being (2.3). But insafait is targeted at Hegel's very attempt to
prove that the opposition of subject and objacistcollapse (i.e. establish the standpoint of
science), | argue that Adorno can provide an immbaeticism (2.4). Finally, | consider one
of the most prominent approaches in""2@entury scholarship to save Hegel from
metaphysical excess; namely, to read him “non-nmtsipally” as a transcendental
philosopher or a category theorist (2.5). | dodaispute the claim that Hegel is not doing pre-
critical metaphysics—indeed, as highlighted, Adoateady read Hegel in much the same
way. Rather, | argue that this approach still stibss to the metaphysical view Adorno
targets (the identity thesis). Moreover, | point that the arguments commentators use to
defend their reading of Hegel (Klaus Hartmann aedyl Pinkard) actually succumb to the
same surreptitious moves found in Hegel's hypasdsion and thus are open to Adorno’s

criticism themselves.

2.1 Adorno on identity-philosophy

Identity is one of the most prevalent and yet memsibiguous terms in Adorno’s critical

thought!*® As with most of Adorno’s terminological practicdse does not aid the reader

135 For an account of the diversity of the varioussusiidentity in Adorno see Herbert Schnadelbadhg"
Dialectical Critiqgue of Reason: Adorno’s constraatiof rationality,” inTheodor W. Adorno: Critical
Evaluations in Cultural Theorned. Simon Jarvis (London: Routledge, 2007), V@um155-177; 159-160.
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with any schematised account of his usage of time.¥¥ For convenience | distinguish three
different levels at which Adorno uses the term.nidg can refer to: (1) a condition (the
existence of identity), (2) a discourse (which &ldentity as its principle or theoretic goal),
or (3) a practice (of identificatiord$’ In this chapter | focus on the relation betweeanldvel

of discourse and the level of practice. Specificafiow an illicit operation (a practice of
identification) within theLogic underwrites Hegel's identity thesis (a discoursédentity).
Part of what is meant by identity at the level afcdurse has been clarified in the gloss on
the identity thesis in the introduction. Thus tkisction needs to give an account of the
practice of identification before we can see if Auwis correct to say that this lies behind

Hegel’s identity thesis.

2.1.1 Two forms of identification: ‘identity-thinkg’ and ‘hypostatization’

For the purposes of investigating Adorno’s criticiof Hegel’'s identity thesis | need to
further distinguish two different modes of identétion: (3a) ‘identity-thinking’ and (3b)
‘hypostatization® Identity-thinking refers to a set of practices efhido an injustice to the
particularity or uniqueness of things in the pracesdealingwith objects Hypostatization,
on the other hand, refers primarily to a set oflqduphical practices whicbanish the
nonidentical in the mistreatment @bncepts In other words, whereas identity-thinking

behavesas though thinking were boundless, hypostatizaigorhe route through which

136 This is a matter of principle for Adorno. SEB 33/43-44

137 do not claim this schema to be exhaustive. hi@aar, there are many crucial distinctions torbade
within each level; to provide a detailed accounulddake us beyond the scope of the current stddgther
word of caution: the pedagogical presentation ghaot lead one to think that the levels are digcfietm one
another. For instance, Adorno claims that the f@igseof the identity of concept and thing is ingécably
intertwined with the structure of reality itselfLND 20/37). Here, the level of discourse (‘the assartf the
identity...”) and the level of conditions (‘the sttuce of reality itself’) are connected. The preais¢ure in
which the different levels are connected, for Adpris complex. | focus on one such connection ii; ¢hapter
(the grounding of discourse through a practice)amather in chapter 5 (the relation between comdiéind
discourse).

138 justify and explain these labels in turn asehtrthem.
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philosophy tries t@rovethat thinking is boundless. Due to the sharedgsatti each strand it
is easy to run them together. To bring into rdief strand | examine in this chapter | need to
give a brief sketch of identity-thinking (and theoblems of privileging this strand when
reading Adorno) and hypostatization so that theyhlmaclearly contrasted.

Identity-thinking entails the use of concepts ittsa way as to subsume thindg®. This
can happen in the more primitive context of predgind controlling nature for the purpose
of self-preservation. Or it can happen in the nsarelimated context of epistemic experience
where particulars are classified by universéiAlthough the former is more orientated to
practical interests and the latter to theoretiog&rests, both are essentially concerned with
knowledge. Thus, in our knowing relation to the Mpwe reduce objects to our conceptual
scheme and strip them of their particularity.

Hypostatization entails the use of concepts in suelay as to purge the concept of the
trace of what is not the concept. This does noplaghrough the use of concepts on things
that are not concepts; it happens through the tiserwepts on themselves. For this reason
hypostatization usually takes place in philosophiipse business it is to deal in concepts.
This also indicates why Kant is the most importaierence for Adorno on this issue. The
transcendental dialectic of ti@&itique of Pure Reasois a relentless attack on philosophical
attempts to yield knowledge with the use of congegone. The force and scope of this is
registered in Moses Mendelssohn’s epithet:alverushing Kant. Adorno similarly saw his
criticisms of philosophy as trying to correct osist the tendency for philosophy to believe

that it possesses something secure in conceptgandent of their use in experieriéé.

139t is slightly puzzling that this should have bewothe usual term of art used by commentators.
‘Identitatsdenkerappears only four times iNegative Dialecticand not at all iDialectic of Enlightenment
Due to its resonance with commentary | nevertheketssn it to designate the first strand of ideatifion |
specify here.

140 As Adorno puts it, ‘identitarian thinking says vils@mething comes under, what it exemplifies oresents,
and what, accordingly, it is not itselfND 149/152)

141E g.ND 33/43-44
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A crucial difference between identity-thinking ahglpostatization is that the normative
status of each differs. The damage done to thepkat in identity-thinking, though ‘wrong,’
is a ‘necessary moment in the stage of dialectfésThis is because cognition of objects
requires universals. Though universals fail to grésat part of the object which is not
exhausted by classificatory or identificatory thimk the answer is not to eschew concepts
altogether. Rather, we need to use concepts iardiit ways to reveal what insistence upon
their universal power does nde The damage done to concepts through hypostatizéio
not an unavoidable casualty of cognition, but amidable illusion of philosophical hubris. In
fact, as noted above, Adorno’s engagement with ghigosophical tradition is largely
concerned to expose and resist hypostatizatfon.

Unfortunately, hypostatization has been largely relh@dowed by commentator’s
emphasis identity-thinkingf® That said, even if the one-sided emphasis on iigethinking
is regrettable, it is not itself philosophicallyspect. There are many legitimate reasons for
such a focus. For instance, the topics of intetestontemporary philosophy may dictate
where a commentator looks in Adorno’s work. Adom@oncern to show the limits of
identity-thinking — that experience is deprived time case of the suppression of the

nonidentical — is an obvious source of interest dstablished academic fields such as

142ND 173/175

143ND 162f./164f.

144t should be noted that, although the illusionsigdostatization are not accorded any cognitiviistéor
Adorno, the illusory characteB¢heincharaktgrof art does lay claim to such a status. Adorneneslaims that
his account of art resists Kant’'s judgment abdusibn: ‘Artworks are semblance in that they extédiae their
interior, spirit, and they are only known insofar aontrary to the prohibition laid down by the jotea on the
amphibolies, their interior is know,” Theodor W. éwho, Aesthetic Theoryed. Gretel Adorno and Rolf
Tiedemann, trans. Robert Hullot-Kentor (London: latte, 1997), 109/166. | cannot go into Adorno’sipos
assessment of illusion here; but it is sufficiemtthis chapter to point out that the illusion ifwexd in
philosophy grounding itself has no positive valaeAdorno.

145 Deborah Cook, “Adorno, Ideology and Ideology @iitim ,” Philosophy and Social Criticisi®7, no. 1
(2001): 1-20; Peter Dews, “Adorno, Post-Structsraland the Critique of IdentityNew Left Review, no.
157 (June 1986): 28—44; Jirgen Haberniag, Theory of Communicative Action: Reason and the
Rationalization of Societyrans. Thomas MaCarthy (Boston: Beacon Pres§)188ction IV.
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epistemology*“® And, although the detection of illicit moves isuetly, if not more
established (informal logic), this is not an arelaicl is likely to appropriate — or, indeed,
even bother to appraise — Adorno’s analysis ofddlesions which make philosophy believe
it is sovereigrt?” So, whatever the reason for overlooking the probté identification qua
hypostatization, it is not necessarily the casetthia is damaging to this issue as such.

What we do need to be wary of is the confusiorhegé two strands. In both strands, the
object of Adorno’s criticism is the over inflatiaf the power of the concept. But, as noted,
the operations in each strand of identification diféerent: identity-thinking performs a
subsumption of particulars, whereas hypostatizapieriorms illicit moves in order to give
the concept an illusory existence or substantialitywill be noticed, however, that this
differentiation of operations also allots differemsults: the former type of identification
results in the reduction of objects (usually in eardo make things more manageable or
controllable), while the latter functions to grouptilosophy by showing that the concept
needs no basis in anything but itself. When exp@pAdorno’s contribution to the criticism
of philosophy in particular | think it is importatd keep these distinctions in mind. But this is
not to suggest that Adorno believes that each resugxclusive to each operation; each
operation can generate a different result. For Adpsubsumption (operation of identity-
thinking) can work to ground philosophy (the primaresult of hypostatization) and,
conversely, the positing of the identity of subjantl object via illicit moves (the operation of
hypostatization) can work to break down experiemt®@ more manageable chunks (the

primary result of identity-thinking). But this palsgity for realignment should not detract

146 3, M. Bernstein, “Mimetic Rationality and Materlaference Adorno and BrandomRevue Internationale
de Philosophidl (2004): 7-23. Brian O’Connofdorno’s Negative Dialectic: Philosophy and the §tbgity of
Critical Rationality, Studies in Contemporary German Social Thoughini@&lge, Mass: MIT Press, 2004).
1471n this respect the reception of Adorno finds rteiiesting parallel in the reception of Kant if"2@ntury
Anglophone scholarship. The Transcendental Aestlasiil the Transcendental Analytic have receivedsim
exclusive attention, with the Transcendental Didtdueing relatively neglected. A recent excepi®Michelle
Grier'sKant's Doctrine of Transcendental lllusiopklodern European Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001). Following his studentadeHenry E. Allison’s updated canonical work sfigaintly
expands discussion of the Transcendental Dialddgary E. AllisonKant's Transcendental IdealisrRev.
and enl. ed (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2004
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from the point that each result is primarily esisti®d by the appropriate operation (as
specified above).

The reason | stress this point is because the dorhiapproach to Adorno not only
neglects the issue of hypostatization in favourdehtity-thinking , but also frequently falls
into the trap of assuming that subsumption is mdy ¢he prime operation for identifying
objects in experience but also the prime operaiomphilosophy’s attempt to prove its
sovereignty. In particular, Adorno’s criticisms bfegel are still frequently presented as
though the identification going on in Hegel’s ideal is an issue of identity-thinking® To
focus on one example, Alison Stone has arguedhledaiundamental worry Adorno has with
Hegel’s dialectics is the way that the latter fumes as a ‘mechanism for expanding thought
to cover objects'*® This mechanism is said to proceed through a psostereby a concept
(the first moment of the dialectic) confronts aneab (the second moment of the dialectic),
resulting in a supposed reconciliation (the thirdnment of the dialectic), which is in fact
nothing but the subsumption of the object underdtwecept®® Stone is correct to say that
Adorno objects to this function of Hegel's dialectbut wrong to suggest that this exhausts
Adorno’s critical appraisal: ‘This shows that whatlorno finds problematic in Hegel's
dialectic is — as we saw earlier apropos of Ehalectic of Enlightenment the way that
Hegel conceives the dialectic’s third, speculativeament. For Adorno, that third moment as
Hegel conceives it is not genuinely conciliatory kepresents merely the first moment of the
dialectic expanding to dominate the secol¥¥As | will show in this chapter, Adorno’s

criticism of Hegel goes beyond this regularly répdaccount of Adorno’s strategy.

148 Espen HammeAdorno and the PoliticalThinking the Political (Abingdon: Routledge, 200600-101;

Brian O’Connor, ‘Adorno’s Reconception of the Dietie’, in A Companion to Hegeéd. Stephen Houlgate and
Michael Baur (Wiley-Blackwell, 2011), 537-55, 54dison Stone, “Adorno, Hegel, and Dialecti@titish
Journal for the History of Philosophg22:6 (2014):1118-1141, 1133f.

149 Alison Stone, ‘Adorno, Hegel, and Dialectic,’ 1133

1501hid., 1133-34

1511bid., 1134
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2.1.2 Further clarification of hypostatization

The term hypostatization does not have a fixed mgain Adorno’s thought. Sometimes he
talks generally of hypostatization as making oatireg something as invariable, immutable,
or unmediated®? Hypostatization is then found in a large arraypbEnomena: affective
dispositions>3 practices:>* socio-historical situation'$? or even specific opinion'$® wWhen
Adorno does indicate why these forms of hypostatmaake hold, he often points to certain
damaged or reified forms of consciousness mandesteanything from straightforward
cognitive incapacity to psychological conditioh¥. Despite this diversity and scope,
hypostatization also has a more specific meaniigio anticipate the more detailed
discussion below (2.2), the basic features of timeaning can be sketched. Firstly,
hypostatization involves the purification of contepo that the traces of what they refer to —
what is not the same as the concept — are eradjdatbuing the concept with an illusory
substantiality or being of its own. Secondly, hyyatigation is found primarily in certain

types of sophistical or fallacious reasoning. Thirdt is the very nature of thought or

152ND 80-81, 96/88, 103;ND 64/97.

153:The extreme innerworldly fear of this situatidigcause there is nothing discernible that might eyond
it, is hypostatized as an existential or indeeaadcendental anxiety.” Adorno, ‘Reason and Reigglatin
Critical models interventions and catchwoyrdigins. Pickford (New York: Columbia Universityed3s, 2005),
135-142, 139.

154 Adorno claims that Marx’s insistence that labauiniot the sole source of social wealth’ shows talabur is
not to be hypostatizedND 177-8/179).

155The separation of subject and object is both asal semblance. True, because in the realm of toxii
lends expression to the real separation, the riessiof the human condition, the result of a coerhigtorical
process; untrue, because the historical sepanatitat not be hypostatized, not magically transforiméal an
invariant.” T. W. Adorno ‘On Subject and Objecti,Critical Models: Interventions and Catchwordsans.
Henry W. Pickford (Columbia University Press, 200%)5-58, 246.

156 the individual can reflect upon his opinion aglard against hypostatizing it. Yet the very catggd
opinion, as an objective state of mind, is shieldgdinst such reflection. This is first of all deesimple facts
of individual psychology. Whoever has an opinioonaha question that is still relatively open andecided
[...] tends to cling to that opinion or, in the lamme of psychoanalysis, to invest it with affectvétuld be
foolish for anyone to claim to be innocent of ttéadency. This tendency is basednancissisn...]' T. W.
Adorno, ‘Opinion Delusion Society’, i@ritical models interventions and catchwortians. Pickford (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 105-1227.10

157 See notes 22 and 25, respectively.

158 Hereafter ‘hypostatization’ will be reserved fbetform which is the focus of this chapter, anchigral
hypostatization’ will be used to indicate the breadense just outlined.



80

conceptuality that leads us into thinking that @pts must be primary, which then
predisposes us into accepting those philosophicaitse

This final point is not meant to suggest that finscess goes on in a vacuum. Historically
specific social forms (e.g. capital) and associdi@uns of consciousness do influence
philosophical practices. Indeed, a prevalent sgsa#&dorno utilises in his engagement with
philosophy is to show the social or objective robttensions or flaws in the edifice of
philosopher’s texts. For instance, antinomies foumnphilosophical theories are often said to
repeat or reflect antagonisms in soci€But, no matter how prevalent this strategy, this
does not give us warrant to say Adorno always pedssophical problems or errors in this
light. The significant differences in types of msbphical problem Adorno typically focuses
on — between hypostatization and antinomical tlesor should already warn against too
quickly uniting them under one explanatory frameut Reven where social forms of
explanation figure in Adorno’s account of hypostation, they are only supplementary to the
main explanation.

There is not only a danger of reducing theplanation of hypostatization to the
explanation of general hypostatization—there is alslanger of so reducing tresult Some
commentators have distinguished the problem of stgtzation from the problem of
identity-thinking, only to then lump it into a mogeneral issue of the way that static and
inflexible thought cuts us off from the worléf The type of hypostatization | want to focus
on does indeed result in static or invariant cots;elput the problem is far more troubling
than this. For instance, in his lecture courseditMetaphysics: Concept and Probléms
Adorno discusses the way that philosophy has palyngiven concepts a false

substantiality or positivity and thus bestowed adependent existence upon th&This

1S9E.g.ND 261/258.

160 Hauke BrunkhorstAdorno and Critical TheoryCardiff: University of Wales Press, 1999), 3;dri
O’Connor,Adorng Routledge Philosophers (Abingdon: Routledge, 209B-93.

161MCP 70-73



81

does make concepts appear imperishable or invardmutt what is distinctive about this
‘universal problematic’ — which is ‘the crucial @ty in traditional philosophy as a whole’ —
is that it gives philosophy the pretence to know truth of things from within concepts
alone; indeed, to know concepés the truth, bestowing concepts with a fundamental
existence®? Adorno hammers the point home by considering tioas attempt — by the
‘so-called philosopher named Maximilian Beck’ -tase the existence, and the immortality,
of the soul on the possession of the concept oésisence of the soul. This is mocked for the
lack of comfort it would provide those expecting mortality. The invariance or
imperishability of the concept of the soul certgirdistorts reality. But unlike reified
consciousness, it is the fallacies of philosophat #xcel at convincing us our concepts have
an existence of their own.

This can be further clarified through Adorno’s eaatlon of Kant on this issue. Brian
O’Connor questions the pertinence of Adorno’s @stns of philosophical or metaphysical
hypostatization by showing that the invariance bé& ta priori categories in Kant's
transcendental philosophy does not get in the wiagt proper — ‘historical materialist’ —
appreciation of the social worl& If Adorno’s concern with philosophical hypostatipa
was only about the invariance of concepts, thisldi@hhow a significant limit to Adorno’s
criticism of hypostatization. But, in the same leetconsidered in the previous paragraph, we
can see that the concern cannot be so limited:t'Mas the first to avoid this hypostasis, but
even for him the concept has a moment of autonahkypostasis, since his work contains
pure forms of an almost pre-Aristotelian kind, whiare not required to be the forms of a

possible content®* If hypostatization were just a matter of invarianbow could Kant have

162 0’Connor actually notes that hypostatization dstdientifying essences which are treated as thogh
‘existed — or subsisted — more fundamentally oetsiiet conditions of historical reality.” (O’Conndydorng
91). However, the full ramifications of this aregfexted in favour of focusing on the problem of hiowariant
concepts cut us off from the world.

163 O’Connor,Adorng 93

184MCP 73
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been the first to avoid hypostatization? Where Kdogs succumb to hypostatization it is not
found in invariance as such, but when a form orcephcan function without that which they
are the form of.

This can be seen more clearly in Adorno’s lecture&ant’s “Critique of Pure Reason”.
Kant is accused of hypostatizing the ‘I think’ oariscendental consciousness by giving it a
meaning independent from the actual individual mpiical consciousness where synthesis
actually takes plac¥® Even though transcendental consciousness is amtarihe problem
from theperspective of hypostatizatianly occurs when it is taken to have an independen
being. Adorno sometimes speaks as though the cmtisin of the transcendental itself were
the problem. For instance, Adorno claims that Wwhele doctrine of subjective constitution’
commits Kant to the same error he diagnosed immalism, namely, ‘an amphiboly of the
concepts of reflectiont® But, as Adorno well knows, specifying a constitsiemly becomes
an amphiboly when it is made to yield knowledgehaitt the constitutum.

The entire proof of the antinomies, of the paradogs as well as the amphibolies, all the
things that Kant has criticized, that he has ‘sred5hall say the one thing, again and
again. This is that something subjective, namdig, form — which possesses validity
only in relation to a matching content, and fulisy sort of objectivizing function only
in relation to this content — that this subjectelement claims to be objective. We might
say that this is the pattern of the amphibolies, ghttern of the confusion on which all
the fallacies of reason are baséd.
The a priori categories are not guilty of any afglr problems so long as they are not claimed
to yield knowledge independentl§2 None of this should be taken to mean that Adomwmesd
not also find invariance problematic. Invariant structuiean falsify historical reality and

potentially curtail our experience. But we shouldt det Adorno’s concern with this

overshadow his attempt to draw out other probldiypostatization not only cuts us off from

185K C 253; cf.KC 247 passim

166 ND 195-96/195-96

167KC 202.

168 |t may be worried that | have changed the topafthypostatization to amphibolies etc. That thisasthe
case will be seen from the exploration of theseassn the following section.
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the world in certain ways, but algostifies the world. This is done by bestowing concepts
with an existence independent of what they shoeflerto, and thus making existence of the

nature of the concept or reason.

2.2 Kant and Adorno on transcendental illusion anchypostatization

Now that some potential ambiguities have been addck and a clearer idea of what is
philosophically at stake in the issue of hypostdion, for Adorno, a little more detail of the
nature of this form of identification can be givétere Adorno has in mind something similar
to how Kant uses the term hypostatization when ribamg the illusions which reason
necessarily succumbs to when it believes itseligdwee gotten hold of a transcendent object
through ‘dialectical inference$®® Three key features of Kant's account of illusican doe
specified which are echoed in Adorno’s account.sehtree features regard: (i) the source of
illusion, (ii) the means through which this illusidakes hold in philosophy, and (iii) the
hypostatized result of the illusid? On each point there is overlap in Adorno’s and tKan
account: (i) Both hold the source of the illusian éntail that it is inevitable; that it is

thought’s own tendency to succumb to illusion, inghosed by something alien to thoudt.

169 Immanuel KantCritique of Pure Reasgnrans. Norman Kemp-Smith, New ed (Palgrave Mdemil2007),
‘Transcendental Dialectic’. For Kant's use of ‘hypatization’ see A384, A386, A392, A395, A582-3/Bell1
10 There are two drawbacks to this schematized prasen: first, it might lead us to see each feaase
discrete; second, it does an injustice to Kant.araigg the first point, it should be stressed that form of
presentation is not meant to indicate that eactufeaan be clearly separated from each otherajt lne that
they are actually simultaneous, but for the purpaeexplication, | present them separately—in tiny, it
might be better to call them aspects or momentiserahan features. Regarding the second poi, thi
presentation undoubtedly oversimplifies Kant's agtaand covers over many ambiguities and problems i
understanding transcendental illusion as Kant pitssein the transcendental dialectic. Howevercsimy
purpose is not to weigh-in on interpretive deb#tesch less offer an evaluation of Kant's accounbtonly
to use as a backdrop to bring Adorno’s thought ietief — this is not an issue. There is still ees dispute
among commentators as to how, for instance, diaddliusion relates to the errors that metaphysic
perpetrates (See Michelle Gri&mant’'s Doctrine of Transcendental lllusipModern European Philosophy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001) aand ®/. FranksAll or Nothing: Systematicity,
Transcendental Arguments,and Skepticism in Germealism(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press,
2005), 68).

171 For Kant, see A298/B354, A382. For Adorno, B®11-12, 20-21, 148-9, 175, 181.
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(i) Kant!’?and Adornd’®claim that illusion is ordained by philosophy \daset of errors.
(i) They both hold that the result is that somethwhich is dependent upon something else
for knowledge is made self-subsistent. Kant aréitad this in the following way: ‘Aillusion
may be said to consist in treating thebjectivecondition of thinking as being knowledge of
the object’ 1’4 The subjective condition is dependent upon somgtlgiven in order to
produce knowledge. But transcendent metaphysian€linowledge through this condition
alone and therefore treats it as independent dissbkistent. Adorno echoes this early in
Negative Dialecticavhen he warns against being seduced into confusiaghecessity of
conceptualization as a condition for knowledge witthat it is in itself’ and thereby
bestowing an ‘illusion of being-in-itselSghein des Ansichseiendlenpon the concept’
With this shared ground in view we can now furtileminate Adorno’s position by looking

to the parts where he diverges from Kant.

2.2.1 Source of illusion

For Kant, the inevitability of illusion is due the faculty of reason. The vocation of reason —

as the ‘faculty of inferring’ — necessarily leatioi think of the unconditioned and eventually

72 Kant frequently talks of errors or fallacies plidgphy succumbs to in the process of hypostatizingeshing
that should only have a subjective or regulative {e.g. the unity of apperception or transcendedéas) and
therefore believing themselves of having hold ahsthing objective or constitutive. Perhaps the nmostmon
error is one of ‘substitution’ or ‘subreption’ (e 4402, A582-3/B610-11, A619-20/B647-8), but Kalgca
identifies specific fallacies, for instansephisma figurae dictioni@allacy of a figure of speech or of
equivocation; usually understood as the fallacthef“ambiguous middle”). It should be noted that, Kant, it
is uncertain if the illusion results directly frammason or if philosophy must also enlist sophigorsthe one
hand Kant claims that illusion arises from the nanf reason alone (A298/B354, A382) and that aphsms
involved are not artificially imposed by philosopbdut belong to reason itself (A351, A339/B397 244
2/B449-50). On the other hand, Kant suggests thatigh reason inevitably produces ideas of which no
experience can match, we can avoid the trap okithgrwe do have an experience to match them pigcise
because there are sophisms located in ‘theoried8@Mor a defective ‘judgment’ (as opposed to hgithreir
seat in understanding or reason) (A643/B671). Thdbis issue need not be decided here, it is wdrillevio
bear both possible interpretations in mind sine@valar tension is found in Adorno’s account.

1731n the lectures oNegative Dialecticidorno refers to the way that Hegel'sgic established the identity
thesis through a ‘subreptior.\{D 61/94); and then iNegative Dialectics\dorno again refers to Hegel's
idealist procedure of substituting the conceptliiamng (i.e. hypostatization) through an ‘amphibofyreflexive
concepts’ D 173/175). Adorno also talks of paralogisms in reffiee to what he talks to be one of the most
persistent problems in the history of philosopRhCP 70ff). See also Adorno’s lectures on Kak€(202).

174 A396

SND 11/23 (translation modified). Although Adorno does mention hypostatization in this passage, lesdo
elsewhere to signify precisely what he is talkibgat here D 154/156).
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to form ‘transcendental ideas’ or ‘pure conceptseafsont’® These ideas do not contribute
to knowledge, but they do allow us tbink (or conceive) beyond the limits of our
knowledge!’’ Because we necessarily have these ideas, wenaited’ to put them to use
for knowledge. For Adorno, on the other hand, tampulsion to identify part of ourselves
(for Kant, our ideas of the unconditioned; for Adoy any thinking not directed at the
heterogeneous) with the whole is not due to therreabf a specific faculty. Rather, it is
because of the nature of the subject as such. Asnaduts it:
Still transparent, however, is the reason for tiusion that is transcendental far beyond
Kant: why our thinking in théntentio obliquawill inescapably keep coming back to its
own primacy, to the hypostasis of the subject. Whbile in the history of nominalism
ever since Aristotle’s critique of Plato the sulbjpas been rebuked for its mistake of
reifying abstraction, abstraction itself is thengiple whereby the subject comes to be a
subject at all. Abstraction is the subject’s eseeflis is why going back to what it is
not must impress the subject as external and uiolenthe subject, what convicts it of
its own arbitrariness—and convicts ifgius of aposteriority—will sound like a
transcendent dogni&®
For Kant, it is primarily the seduction to gain + @aim — knowledge about transcendent
objects which impels us to hypostatize concepts Gubjective conditions). For Adorno,
there is a more basic force underlying this seductit is the compulsion to reject anything
outside our reach. Although the modality of thesdrio illusion is the same (it has necessity
in both Kant and Adorno), its scope is larger beeaeven those that have inoculated
themselves against doing transcendent metaphyaitsstdl be seduced into affirming the

illusion on Adorno’s account. The subject is ledlligsion not because it wants to go beyond

itself, but because it wants to make sure thengtising beyond it.

176 A330/B386ff
177 A311
178ND 181/182-83
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2.2.2 Philosophical ordination of illusion

Regarding the way philosophy ordains illusions, Adofollows Kant's critical procedure of
uncovering certain errors. Where he departs fromtk&aon the question of what the critical
philosopher must do to guard against such erroeghBr thinker believes these errors are of
the kind which could simply be dissolved throughespecially vigilant eye for missteps in
reasoning. The errors rest upon a more fundamblaness. This is Adorno’s account:
To think means to think something. By itself, thegitally abstract form of
“something,” something that is meant or judged,sdoet claim to posit a being; and
yet, surviving in it—indelible for a thinking thatould delete it—is that which is not
identical with thinking, which is not thinking ali.aThe ratio becomes irrational where
it forgets this, where it runs counter to the magnof thought by hypostatizing its
products, the abstractions. The commandment ofutsrky condemns thinking to
emptiness, and finally to stupidity and primitivity
For Adorno, then, it is through negligence of thetfthat thought or the concept requires
reference to its other (the heterogeneous or naticd) in order to be genuine thought that
errors can take hold of philosophy unnotic€lThe task of battling this negligence is
thematized inNegative Dialecticsas ‘self-reflection’ Selbstreflexion'®! Kant prescribes a
similar activity, but instead of the nonconceptunalure of the concept as such, it is the
properlocation of the conceptual and nonconceptual respectivéiighvKant claims is the
object of the critical philosopher’s vigilance—ndgmehe allocation of representations to the

faculties to which they properly belodf.In short, without the insight of transcendental

idealism, for Kant, the philosopher is always spsbée to errors, no matter how

19ND 34/44

180 Adorno links the specific errors of ‘equivocatipfsubstitution’, and ‘the amphiboly of reflexivercepts’ —
and the hypostatization which follows (the condsptleanse[d] of all that resists’ it) — with tiattentiveness
to the constitution of the concept by the noncoheamt D 173-4) when he argues that Hegel fails to see that
to think “something”, no matter how indeterminaifyays indicates that there is more than mere ingth(i.e.
more than our activity of thinking). CND 135/137.

18IND 12, 23, 31, 148-51, 176, 180

182 |t should be noted here that this claim is mopprly to be located in the Amphiboly section, vhic
belongs to the analytic in the firf€ritique, rather than the dialectic. An interesting furtpesject would be to
provide a fuller comparison of Adorno and Kant anaw out the importance of distinctions like theser
current purposes | need not elaborate on this.
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sophisticated their reasoning. It is important dterthat both Adorno and Kant thus elaborate
a theory of proper cognition as a standpoint fronclv illusions can be perceived. As will be
shown later, Adorno needs to assume this accourgraber cognition in order for his
criticism of theLogic to work—thus undermining his claim to immanencewsdver, it will
also be shown that Adorno need not assume thisuatdo order to provide a successful
immanent diagnosis when his criticism is aimed #iteo aspects of Hegel's philosophy
(namely, Hegel's attempt to secure the standpofnsaence through an argument for
complete conceptual mediation).

So, the difference between Kant and Adorno heseligle. But whether the philosophical
errors rest on forgetting the nonconceptual or onigmorance of the proper location of

representations is significant.

2.2.3 Hypostatized result of illusion

Finally, with regards to the hypostatized resulinKand Adorno place a different accent on
the way in which a thought or concept is made athing. As noted above, where Kant and
Adorno overlap is in their characterisation of hgfadization as self-sufficiency. Where they
differ is in what precisely is entailed by becomiseglf-sufficient. For Kant an important
aspect of this transformation of a thought into sthimg self-sufficient is that it has the
character of being ‘outside’ the transcendentajesui®® Adorno places no such emphasis
upon the externality of the hypostatized thougbt. Adorno the illusion which philosophers
succumb to when they believe themselves to havedheept purified of any reference to

nonconceptuality does not necessarily involve fansng such a concept into an object—

183 A384, A386, A392. For clarity it should be pointedt that, although the existence of the soullfasobject
of the paralogisms) is not outside the human bEingommon consciousness (“my soul is in me”)sit i
certainly outside constitutive or transcendentajectivity. Thanks to Pavel Reichl for alerting toethe
potential confusion.



88

which would be known in opposition to our thoughitoln fact, one of Adorno’s favourite
examples of hypostatization is the attempt of maoyh century philosophers to know
something which is neither an object outside us, merely the subjective contribution to
knowledge'®* Adorno actually agrees that we cannot reduce éviery to either subject or
object, but he objects to the way this insighteésated. But rather than the mistreatment being
due to transforming it into an object, it is dughmking that the excess of the subject-object
relation is independent of that relation (makingpib a ‘third’, as he often puts it).

To see what Adorno has in mind here, we can lo@¥lprto a particular example of this
form of hypostatization in Heidegger account ofnigef® Heidegger’'s ‘being’ is neither the
subject nor the object. Adorno praises this mughne@ng that neither the subject nor the
object can be the ultimate. If the subject were sbarce of being then we would have
subjective idealism; if the object were the souotebeing we would have positivist®
Philosophy can indeed reflect on this fact andwara that there is something “more” to the
subject-object relation, but, for Adorno, we ardyoable to say that this more is a result of
the entwinement of subject and object. We are btd 8 say that this more forms its own
moment independent and beyond the subject-objtiae.

Because “is” is neither a merely subjective funttimr a thing, an entity—because to
our traditional way of thinking it is no objectiyt—Heidegger calls it “Being,” that
nonsubjective, nonobjective third. [...] The insightat “is” can be neither a mere

thought nor a mere entity does not permit its fiigosation into something
transcendent in relation to those two definitiéifs.

184 Targets include: BergsohlD 8), Husserl (Theodor W. Adornégainst Epistemology: Studies in Husser!
and the Phenomenological Antinomigans. Wills Domingo (MIT Press, 1984), 66ff), iHlegger \D 76).

18 For current purposes it is not necessary to deghtiither Adorno’s criticism is fair to Heideggermmt; |
cite it to illustrate that hypostatization, for Ato, need not entail objectification (in the seabbeing ‘outside’
the subject, as outline above).

186 Adorno applauds Heidegger’s ‘anti-positivistic’ipbthat begin cannot be merely ‘the totality dfthkre is,
of all that is the case.ND 106)

187ND 104
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Being is here not an object outside us; rathag & kind of condition of the subject-object
relation, but one not located in the subject (adgsitfor Kant). Thus, on Adorno’s
reconstruction of Heidegger’'s account of being,attain knowledge of something which is
not an entity (or an ultimately large set of ea8)i, nor merely our contribution, but a “third”
beyond this relation. Thus the excess of the stHojeect relation is hypostatized in the
sense of being made into an independent momentpydieing made into an object or
entity 188

So, there are three core point which differentiagdel®rno’s account of illusion from
Kant’s: (1) the drive to illusion is found in thatare of subjectivity itself rather than simply
the faculty of reason; (2) philosophical errorst i@s the purification of the concept as such
rather than only being due to the misuse of themd; (8) the hypostatized product need not
be assumed to be an object outside us (transcetalast in Kant’'s terms), but anything that
is made independent of its nonconceptual condititingill be noticed that Adorno’s points
of departure from Kant on these issues are clasddyed. They all come down to Adorno’s
extension of the criticism of illusion beyond thergets of ‘pre-critical’ or transcendent
metaphysics. Whether Adorno can make a criticignilusion work in this way will only be
seen through an extended discussion of one patiexiample (to be seen in this chapter).

But what this does establish is that, unlike Kamtsount, this has a warrant to criticism

philosophies which self-consciously avoid fallimgd the trap of pre-critical metaphysics.

2.3 The charge of hypostatization I: Hegel's ogic

Of the three features of hypostatization outlinbdwe, it is the second which is the focus of

Adorno’s criticism of the beginning of theogic—namely, the errors which facilitate

188 ‘Because, in the best Hegelian manner, it [betaginot be reduced to either a subject or an obiigitbut
leaving a remainder, it is regarded as beyond stibjed object—although, independently of them,atia
indeed not be at all. ND 105)
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hypostatization. There is an important reason fos:tin principle, exposing an error
undermines a claim without needing to take on thelén of proof required to overturn a
claim with an opposing oné€? In the lectures Adorno emphasises this by stdtiatghe does

not want to oppose idealism with materialism, butprovide an immanent criticism of
idealism!®® The purpose of this section is to see if Adorna saccessfully undermine

Hegel’s idealism in an immanent fashion.

2.3.1 The ‘linguistic slippage’

Adorno focuses his critical attention on the verystf moment of thelogic the
characterisation of pure being. Hegel's more detiadccount of pure being offered in the
third remark, following the exposition of the trams from being to nothing to becoming, is
the main object of Adorno’s analysis. Adorno quadtes following passage from the third
remark.
They [i.e. the thoughts of pure space, pure tinoge gonsciousness, or pure being] are
the results of abstraction; they are expresslyrdeted asndeterminateand this — to
go back to its simplest form — is being. But ittlés veryindeterminatenessvhich
constitutes its determinateness; for indetermireseris opposed to determinateness;

hence, as so opposed, it is itself determinatbe@negative, and the pure, quite abstract
negative. It is this indeterminateness or abstmagation which thus has being present

189 Kant's following remark is helpful in this regard:

All objectionscan be divided intdogmatic critical, andsceptical A dogmatic objection is directed
against groposition a critical against thproof of a proposition. The former requires an insigi ithe
nature of the object such that we can maintairofigosite of what the proposition has alleged irarég
to this object. It is therefore itself dogmaticaiahing acquaintance with the constitution of thgeob
fuller than that of the counter-assertion. A catiobjection, since it leaves the validity or indél of the
proposition unchallenged, and assails only thefpames not presuppose fuller acquaintance with the
object or oblige us to claim superior knowledgé®hature; it shows only that the assertion is
unsupported, not that it is wrong. [...] A criticaddjection, on the other hand, confines itself tontiog
out that in the making of the assertion somethismg heen presupposed that is void and merely diatti
and it thus overthrows the theory by removing litsgeed foundation without claiming to establish
anything that bears directly upon the constitutibthe object. (A388-9)

Adorno wants to take the critical path in the leetufor the reasons Kant offers here.
1901 ND 59-60; cf.LND 50
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within it, which reflection, both outer and innemunciates when it equates it with

nothing, declares it to be an empty product of gipto be nothing®*
Adorno draws our attention to the subtle differeniceHegel’s characterisation of pure being
here. First, being is said to be ‘indeterminatail{estimmt this is then replaced by the term
‘indeterminateness’Unbestimmthejt This change in the characterisation of beingdde
easily missed. Even if noticed, it would be underdable to dismiss the inconsistency as
nothing more than a mere accident or laxness afesspn:®? Adorno claims that the change
in terminology — or ‘linguistic slippage’ — is dfiie highest significance.

Adorno points out the contrary meanings of eacimieWwhen being is said to be
indeterminate there is reference to something anbat Gachhaltig¢—a something that is
described as being indeterminate; whereas whenawehat being is indeterminatess we
elevate the lack of determinations into a self-ditag quality so that we are now referring to
this hypostatised quality in itself, independentaafthing which might be so predicated. As
Adorno puts it:

when Hegel substitutes 'indeterminateness’ for [this indeterminate], the concept,
namely, the absence of determinaterasssuchtakes the place afhatis undetermined

— through what Kant would have called a 'subreptitat is, a misrepresentation. The
purely linguistic slippage from ‘'the indeterminatdie term that denotes what is
underlying Bubstratausdrugk to indeterminateessis itself the turn to the concept.
And it is only this conceptual abstraction thateiguated with being through this
manoeuvre — that is, basically we have here a praetaof identification that eliminates

the element of being thas, that is to say, that is not indeterminatenessnhetely
something that has not been determifiéd

19151 98-9, quoted in.ND 60-61

192\Whether or not the change in terminology is atiiiéol to an intentional replacement on Hegel's Hehal
however, is not the significant point. The poinsiisiply that there is a change. If Adorno is cariedocating
the source of the establishment of the concept

193] ND 61/94



92

Here we find a specific analysis of the hypostaiirawhich was outlined in its general
features in the previous sectibi Adorno uncovers an error and shows how this l¢ads
hypostatization. The error is an illicit substitsti of one term for another—or, following
Kant, Adorno calls this a ‘subreption.” Throughstlsubstitution Hegel manages to advance a
thought of being cleansed of any reference to seimgtoutside of this thought® In other
words, Hegel has forgotten the trace of the noneptual in the concept and has thus

unknowingly perpetrated a subreption which affitims purity of the concept.

2.3.2 Externality of Adorno’s criticism of tHeogic

Now, Adorno faces a difficulty in making this chargtick. As noted, in the lectures Adorno
does not want to take on the burden of proving Hedel’s claim to yield knowledge in the
realm of pure thought (in Adorno’s terms, to haweddiof the hypostatized concept) is wrong
by positing the opposed claim that knowledge muasup outside of pure thinking (i.e. that
knowledge proper requires the nonconceptual asasethe conceptual). Rather, he wants to
show how Hegel's method of attaining that claim iliegitimate and thus force the
abandonment of that claim. But the Hegelian camathey have not attained this claim by
illegitimate means and further that the only thAdprno’s detailed linguistic analysis shows
is that Hegel was not as attentive to nuances f@iation as he might have been. A central

reason this line of defence is plausible is becadegel is not attempting to offer an

194 Although the first of the three features is migshere (i.e. the source of the illusion), for thegoses of
evaluating whether Adorno can immanently show Hegel succumbs to illusion, it is not necessangetfend
this aspect.

195 The above quote is somewhat misleading in thgtiears to set up an opposition between the coaoelpt
something completely divorced from the concepthi§ were the case then Adorno would be saying that
existent being itself were being annulled in thpdstatization, rather than saying that tbferenceto existent
beingin the conceptvere being annulled. | do not suggest that latterpretation over the first, more fantastic,
interpretation simply in accordance with the chagptinciple, but because Adorno explicitly advantess latter
interpretation iflNegative Dialecticsvhen discussing this issue and, moreover, advahedatter reading
precisely in opposition to the firddD 135). Thus, when Adorno says in the passage frentetctures that the
linguistic slippage is what incites ‘the turn t@tboncept’, we should read: the turn to ligpostatizedoncept.
That is, a turn to the concept deprived of noncptaaity rather than to the concept as such.
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argumentfor the move from being qua indeterminate somethm being qua concept of
indeterminateness; rather, thegic begins with the claim that pure being cannot be
conceived as a ‘something’ which is indeterminateppposed to indeterminateness as such.
In the first remark to the opening section on thevenfrom being to becoming Hegel argues
that ‘the being of something is already determinatel is distinguished from another
something®®; the implication is that, if being were a somethiit could not be truly
indeterminate and therefore not meet Hegel’'s dentarmkgin with a completely immediate
and indeterminate poift! Without a commitment to a distinction between stiimg and
concept in pure being the beginning of ttagic leaves no room for an immanent diagnosis
of hypostatization.

Adorno seems to be aware of this difficulty. Hecereful to note that pure being is
indeterminate and, as such, cannot contain anyndisins within it. To say that pure being is
a concept or a things@chg at this stage would be to forget that it is irdetinate. Adorno
follows this concession with the apparently conttmly claim that pure being ‘in this
absence of differentiation appropriate to it...doessess both: both the concept and the thing
that is undetermined® This is a perplexing claim. What would it meanbtath admit that
pure being is indeterminate and assert that it diodact ‘possess’ the determinations of
concept and thingSachg? This is certainly not something Hegel would asde; nor does
Adorno give us sufficient reasons in the lectumswhy Hegel must be committed to this

view.19°

193] 83

197 Adorno even seems to recognise this poiMN@gative Dialecticsvhen he objects to precisely the fact that
the Logic begins with being rather than with ‘the abstrashsthing’ ND 135; cf.ND 120).

198] ND 61/93-4

199 Adorno offers an unconvincing justification foishilaim that pure being should be considered te hav
reference to being qua thing by pointing to thgiordbf Hegel's term ‘the indeterminate’ in F.H. dac Adorno
claims that, for Jacobi, the term still had refeeto ‘underlying reality’ $ubstra} (LND 62/94). Unfortunately,
Adorno does not give sufficient reasons for whyolbaeneant to refer to an underlying reality witle tierm ‘the
indeterminate’. It is only Adorno’s reflections bnguistic connotation which support this claim. Mover,
there are important reasons to think that Jacabndt mean the designation of pure being as ‘tbetarminate’
to indicate an underlying reality. Jacobi is reqting to the prominent attempts of his contemposatdeget
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So, how does Adorno justify this claim? I thinlcén be clarified by reminding ourselves
of what Adorno believes is the philosopher’s rote guarding against hypostatization
(detailed in the comparison with Kant on the iseti@ow philosophy ordains illusions with
fallacies, 2.2.2). Through a reconstruction fromrisias fragments | showed that Adorno
elaborates a theory of what constitutes genuinadghio— namely, that the concept requires
reference to the nonconceptual in order to prodmosviedge — and that this often informs —
albeit usually implicitly — his critical claims tancover illicit philosophical moves. Although
Adorno does not inform his audience in the lectutethink this background to Adorno’s
criticism of hypostatization shows that the claiboat the thought of pure being (i.e. that it
possesses both concept and thing) performs the &amgon as the claim about genuine
knowledge: to provide a perspective from whichdeikks can be exposed. In this particular
case, without supposing that pure being did ‘passistinct determinations, the terms ‘the
indeterminate’ and ‘indeterminateness’ would notdide to pick out either a thing or a
concept and thus a slippage between the terms vibeutcirmless.

So, Adorno cannot provide an immanent criticismtieé identity thesis found in the
beginning of thd_ogic. If Adorno is to specifically target the beginniogtheLogic then he
either needs to find an argument that can be tdstddllacious reasoning which Hegel does
use to set us the identity thesis or else abanu®mimanent approach and instead advance
independent argumentation for an opposed thesmriadentity thesis, as it were—i.e. that
being is a something which exceeds thought). Tlseamother option available, however. As
noted, Adorno diagnoses hypostatization in a midttg of places. Unsurprisingly, then,
Adorno does not claim to find hypostatization omty the beginning of thd.ogic, but

throughout Hegel's work. | now argue that Adornan aanly succeed in an immanent

some determinate content from out of absolute ard@hacies like pure consciousness or pure time.piint
is that when purity is taken consistently it makedifference what it is that is supposed to befarg. pure
consciousness, pure time, etc) since the purityagitees that we are dealing with abstractions. And,
importantly, this holds as much for ‘the indeteratai as it does for ‘indeterminateness’.
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criticism if he targets Hegel's philosophical stgy for establishing the collapse of the
subject-object distinction (what Hegel calls th@position of consciousness’) rather than
targeting Hegel’s treatment of being after he Hasned to achieve this. In this way Adorno
does not need to presuppose a theory of propeitmogor of what constitutes the thought of
being because Hegel is committed to provisionattgept the nonidentity of being and
thought in his attempt to show that any positionclvhsubscribes to this nonidentity will

necessarily collapse and yield the standpoint iehse.

2.4 The charge of hypostatization Il: Hegel's argurant for mediation

There is no shortage of examples to be fountegative Dialecticof the accusation that
Hegel establishes idealism through hypostatizatidnfortunately, we have already seen
Adorno’s most substantial textual support for higiagsm. Elsewhere Adorno makes only
passing hints as to where we can find these eoasrring in Hegel’s texts. What makes this
even more difficult is that those passing textedémrences usually only illustrate one aspect
of the hypostatization process (namely, (iii) frohe outline offered in 2.1). For example,
Adorno claims that Hegel hypostatizes the particldg substituting for it ‘the general
concept of particularization pure and simple—of i#&nz,” for instance, in which the
particular is not particular any moré® We see the same structure here as in the critiofsm
the beginning of the.ogic. a concepibf something (e.g. the concept of something that is
indeterminate or particular) is replaced with a d¢statized concept of that something (e.g.
the concept of the quality of indeterminatenespanticularization, independent of anything
that might have these qualities). In these casemridfails to specify a passage in Hegel

which convincingly shows that this movement fromeoterm to another is performed

200ND 173/174
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fallaciously. In the case of thengic Adorno simply imposes the distinction between emc
and thing onto Hegel's text through an insufficidimguistic analysis; in the case of
‘particularization’ an attempt to show that Hegelcommitted to this distinction is omitted
entirely. This is not to say that Adorno avoids Wk of analysing an argument to show that
he is correct in diagnosing a fallacy. It is ordysay that he does not clearly indicateerein
Hegel this argument is to be found.

Instead, Adorno presents a reconstructed accouwant afealist argument which he claims
Hegel utilises. In short, this idealist argumenpilissented by Adorno as follows: the use of
concepts entails mediatidh* cognition of immediacy results in its mediationetefore, both
mediation and immediacy are within the concept asdsuch, nothing lies outside conceptual
mediation?%? Adorno does not dispute either of the premfSésVhat is disputed is the
conclusion. Adorno argues that there is an equiatd®etween the meaning of mediation in
the first and second premise; and that it is omganse of this equivocation that conceptual
mediation can be claimed to be total and theredstablish the idealist claim that nothing is
out of the reach of the conceptual. Mediation ia fhist premise refers to the mediation
which is essential to the concept in virtue of thet that concepts imply other concepts in
attaining meaning and thus mediation is “total’tms sphere. Mediation in the second
premise refers to a mediation which is not essetttithe immediate in the way that it is for

the concept. The immediate is not mediated in #mesway as the concept since mediation

201 The most obvious sense in which this is the casel&gel is that the thought-determinations of the
understanding (which Hegel sees as akin to Kaatsgories) are finite and conditioned and, sineg to not
have the ground of their being within themselves,thus mediatedEl §44a).

202 This is a compressed account of part of Adornet®nstruction atND 171)

203 Even though Adorno resists reducing immediacy édliacy, he nevertheless remains Hegelian in theesen
that appeals tpureimmediacy are completely rejected¥ 181-3). The philosophical attempts to break out of
idealism through such appeals — by Bergson, Hudsienkegaard — are rejected, as is positivisntsmapt to
ground scientific knowledge in the immediate parac. Adorno responds to the accusation that heskiye
sweeps up all immediacy (e.qg. affect, experiermetsf etc) into the tide of mediation by arguinatitBy
referring something back to the conditions thatprinmediacy to have been conditioned, you do iddseke

a blow against immediacy, but that immediacy swsinevertheless. For we can speak of mediationibnly
immediate reality, only if primary experience sues. [...] So the point about dialectics is not tgate the
concept of fact in favour of mediation, or to exagde that of mediation; it is simply to say thatriediacy is
itself mediated but that the concept of the immiediaust still be retained.HF 20-21).
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does not exhaust immediacy in the same way thaoés the concept. For immediacy
mediation is only one way immediacy can be dedilh\&s opposed to its very nature. This is
only an abstract sketch of how Adorno understatds dlements of an equivocation in
Hegel’'s argument for idealism; more detail will nbe provided by locating and analysing a

specific argument in Hegel’s texts which illustsaedorno’s criticism.

2.4.1 Hegel's argument against Kant’s ‘thing-ireits

One of the most distinctive arguments Hegel praviide his idealism is generated in his
answer to Kant’s dualism—or any position that sdtisnate limitations to thought or reason.
This argument is of the same form as the one @adl@mbove. In its most general form this
argument goes something like this: The moment wetdr reach outside the sphere of
conceptual mediation to grasp something which gesedly exempt from this sphere (i.e. is
immediate) we necessarily bring it into the sph&freonceptual mediation (or else banish it
into empty meaninglessnes8y. This argument, in one form or another, is penasiv
Hegel's opug® from his earliest published works, suchFasth and Knowledgé®to his
most mature, like the€Encyclopaedia Logicé®’ | start by considering a version of this

argument in thé.ogic before considering its analogue in tecyclopaedia Logic

204 For Hegel, mediation and immediacy are only opgasehis way from the perspective of the underdiiag
‘It is only the ordinary abstract understanding tiakes the determinations of immediacy and memtat be
absolute, each on its own account, and thinksitthais an example offam distinction in them; in this way, it
engenders for itself the unsurmountable difficafyuniting them—a difficulty which, as we have shgvs not
present in théactum[the mediation implicit in the unity of idea andibg in Jacobi’s ‘immediate
knowing’],while within the speculative Concept &nishes too.’EL §70). This point about Hegel’s claims for
the speculative concept does not invalidate Adarneconstruction. This is because the argumenhstaated
here is precisely of Hegel's attempt at an immaeititism of philosophies of the understanding.

205 |ncidentally, like many central Hegelian argumetttss is anticipated in Schelling’s early workeJe W. J.
Schelling,System of Transcendental Idealjgdniversity Press of Virginia, 1978), 38f.

206 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegekaith and Knowledgerans. Walter Cerf, and H. S. Harris, (SUNY 1977)
89-90.

07EL 844r
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The section of thé.ogic which | focus upon is chapter 2, determinate bdDgseir),
specifically the section on ‘Something and Otheithi ‘B. Finitude.” Here Hegel unfolds
the determination of ‘something’, eventually reachthe claim that it is the unity of being-
in-itself and being-for-other. This is an importambment in the_ogic since establishing that
what is ‘in-itself’ is not divorced from what isdf-other we already have the seed of the
overcoming of all limitation—i.e. that there is hotg that can outreach our grasp. Hegel
himself hints at the decisiveness of this point mhe points out that this identity (of being-
in-itself and being-for-other), though already @msin determinate being, is shown ‘more
expressly in the consideration e$senceand of the relation oinner and outer, and most
precisely in the consideration of the Idea as thigywf the Notion anchctuality.’2°® Now
that the general context of this specific momentthe dialectic in theLogic has been
outlined, we can go into more detail.

Hegel takes the opportunity to criticise Kant (tgbthe does not mention him by name).
Hegel claims that his account of finitude as ‘sdmmg’ undermines a certain conception of
the ‘thing-in-itself.’

Things are called ‘in themselves’ in so far as @esion is made from all being-for-
other, which means simply, in so far as they aoeight devoid of all determination, as
nothings. In this sense, it is of course imposdiblknowwhat thething-in-itselfis. For
the questionwhat? demands thadeterminationsbe assigned; but since the things of
which they are to be assigned are at the samestumgosed to bthings in-themselves
which means, in effect, to be without any determam the question is thoughtlessly
made impossible to answer, or else only an abswsder is given. The thing-in-itself is
the same as thabsoluteof which we know nothing except that in it allase. What is
in these things-in-themselves, therefore, we knowequell; they are as such nothing
but truthless, empty abstractions. What, howevss, thing-in-itself is in truth, what
truly is in itself, of this logic is the expositiom which however something better than
an abstraction is understood by ‘in-itself’, namelyrat something is in its concept; but

the concept is concrete within itself, is compredilgle simply as concept, and as
determined within itself and the connected wholé@tleterminations, is cognizasfe.

208351 120
09g] 121
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The first point Hegel makes here is that the thmgself is specifically the thought of
something which is “abstracted” from conceptual iragon. For Hegel, determination is only
brought about through the concept; so, we cannpiveat determination the thing-in-itself
has since it designates what is outside concepteiation (or, as Hegel puts it, it is
abstracted ‘from all being-for-other’). Neverthedgeblegel proceeds to tell us what the thing-
in-itself is for conceptual mediation (indicated by askinghat? the thing-in-itself is): an
empty abstractioR’ Moreover, Hegel claims that his logic aims to jevan exposition of
the ‘in-itself’. But with this announcement Hegelshdone little more than changed the topic.
We are told that this exposition is of the concapd its concrete determinations and that, in
virtue of this nature of the concept, it is bettkan the in-itself which lacks conceptual
determinations within itself. But to say that timeitself conceived as the concept meets the
standard of conceptual determination, whereas rhieself conceived as marking what is
outside conceptual determination does not meetsthisdard, begs the question and tells us
nothing about whether there is an in-itself outsideceptual mediation.

Now, Adorno signs up to the Hegelian idea that meitgacy only comes about through
conceptualization. He also takes Hegel to be filgat the thing-in-itself, as the placeholder
for what is outside conceptual mediation (detertnamg, can bedefined that is, can be given
the determination of being abstract, by concepirali it. But this does not mean that we
have thereby successfully reassured ourselveghban-itself really is equal to thought. All
that has been established is that the in-itsetf be defined as what is abstract—that is,
mediated by the concept in a specific sense. Wasatlot been shown — but needs to be, if
Hegel is to get the result he wants — is thatwiay of mediating the in-itself is the same as

the mediation which is native to the concept.

2101t should be remembered that, for Hegel, the mtisittn between abstract and concrete takes a &pecif
meaning—one contrary to the usual connotation whggociates concrete with the empirical and akstritic
thought-products. For Hegel, there is something #ik abstract-concrete scale which indicates the tf
mediatedness or richness of conceptual differeotiat
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It could be objected that Hegel does not have te@cthat things-in-themselves indicate
something beyond the concept in the first placett@ncontrary, it could be maintained that
the thought of a thing-in-itself is nothing moreatha concept and therefore Hegel has no
duty to provide an explanation why mediation oétisi the same as mediation of the concept,
since, on Hegel's terms, it is self-evident thadragon is the same in both cases. In this way
it seems that we have again run into the roadbldakh the criticism of the beginning of the
Logic faced: there is no room for an immanent criticisetause the diagnosis of an illicit
move (e.g. an equivocation or subreption) only wafkHegel subscribes to the same terms.
But there are reasons to think that Hegel doespadbat the thing-in-itself is more than a

determination of the concept.

2.4.2 Hegel's argument against Jacobi’s ‘immediat@ving’

It is the case that Hegel introduces the ‘in-itselfthe Logic explicitly as a determination of
the concept, specifically, as a form of finitudeacggomething. But Hegel also recognises that
it has a meaning outside his science that neebls slnown to be wrong in order for tisgic

to take the status of the authoritative accounthefin-itself. Although the quote above is
from the body of the.ogic (i.e. where scientific exposition is to take pladehas the tenor

of a remark (i.e. an historical aside not strigtiyt of the deduction). More specifically, it has
the same aim and target as a passage in the prafigs to théencyclopaedia LogicThere,
Hegel is trying to argue that the different ‘pamits of thought with respect to objectivity’,
which ultimately uphold the opposition of thouglimdabeing, are incoherent and necessarily
lead to a more advanced position—eventually endinghe standpoint of science where

concrete content is reducible to thought-deternionat*! But before Hegel can get to this

2111n this sense the preliminaries to thecyclopaedia Logiaim to lead the reader to the standpoint of seienc
in a similar manner that tHighenomenology of Spidgtimed to lead to the standpoint of science. Thdiy
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standpoint (and therefore his account of the ieHithe needs to show that the position which
does hold things-in-themselves to be opposed toutside, thought-determinations is wrong
to do so. In this way Hegel is committed to deahwith the thing-in-itself qua immediacy
(i.e. outside conceptual mediation) in a way he m@scommitted to dealing with being qua
thing in the beginning of thieogic.

This point becomes more explicit when Hegel adeé®ss similar issue in Jacobi. For
Hegel, Jacobi’'s ‘immediate knowing’ represents @hbr stage than Kant's in the
development of the positions of thought in relationobjectivity. This is because Jacobi
restores our relationship to the absolute which Wased by Kant. What this means in
Hegel’s narrative — which leads towards the stamdpd science — is that it is one step closer
to realising that thought is the truth of being—ie the collapse of the opposition between
consciousness and objectivity. Nevertheless, Jasadtll chided for limiting our access to
the absolute to immediacy, rather than throughnlediations of reason. Jacobi’s immediate
knowing of the absolute (or God) leaves this owatgite concept and therefore — much like
Kant's think-in-itself — as deprived of conceptdatermination.

Finally, the immediate knowing of God is only suppd to extend tthat God is, not
what God is fal3 Gott ist, nichtwas Gott ist]; for the latter would be a cognition and
would lead to mediated knowing. Hence God, as thect of religion, is expressly
restricted toGod in general to the indeterminate supersensible, and the norue
religion is reduced to a minimufk?
So, Hegel recognises that thinking the thing-iedtss initially a thought of what is outside
‘mediated knowing'—the thought of thbat, as opposed to thehat as Hegel puts it. This
means that to mediate this immediacy involves sbmgtdifferent than it does to mediate

what is intrinsically the concept already. It ig etear that Hegel realises the implications of

deducing the necessity of arriving at the collapfshe subject-object opposition which is the starpoint of
doing a science of logic. §25 of teacyclopaediaand Hegel's accompanying remark to this sectoldress
this issue. Hegel states that thlieenomenologgnd the presentation of the different ‘positiohthought’ have
the same aim: to lead to the standpoint of Logic.

212F) 8§73
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this point. If he did, he would surely have to atithat, although the ‘content’ or thhat of
something immediate (e.g. thing-in-itself or imnadi knowing of God) can be given, this
still does not exhaust thbat of the immediate.

Of course, Hegel has a category up his sleevettagaan reabsorb this remainder. But to
offer this answer to the problem is to move toockiy. Hegel thinks he can show that the
Kantian — or Jacobian — attempt to think the thmgself (or the immediate) will have to
admit its conceptuality, even by their own lighliswill not do, then, for Hegel to merely
assert his category as a replacement. The poititatsthe way Hegel attempts to reduce
immediacy to mediacy in his argument against Kamd dacobi exploits an equivocation
between different forms of mediation. Thus Adormso correct to point out that Hegel
hypostatizes the nonconceptual as conceptual threugreptitious meard3 As Adorno

summarises:

As long as philosophers employ the concepts “imatediand “mediate”—concepts
they cannot forgo for the time being—their languag# bear witness to the facts
denied by the idealist version of dialectics. Thas version ignores the seemingly
minimal difference serves to make it plausible. Tinemphant finding that immediacy
is wholly mediated rides roughshod over the mediated blithely ends up with the
totality of the concept, which nothing nonconceptiam stop any more. It ends up with
the absolute rule of the subject. In dialecticsyénwer, it is not total identification that

has the last word, because dialectics lets us neweghe difference that has been

213 Although Adorno did not seem to be aware of thfiadilty of proving this from within the expositioof the
Logic as such. From the reconstruction provided hersegethat Adorno should have focused his attacloan h
Hegel attempts to prove the collapse of the opjoosdf consciousness rather than target the moveafen
Hegel's dialectic once he has already gotten tckwarthe development of the concept within the dipaint of
science.
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spirited away. Dialectics can break the spell @nitfication without dogmatically,

from without, contrasting it with an allegedly ristic thesis!4

This immanent (i.e. non-dogmatic) criticism is pbks because Hegel accepts a contrast
between immediate and mediate before trying to stiatvimmediacy is only a moment of
mediation?!®

There are two significant defences a Hegelian migdnit to take at this point. The first is
in response to the force of Adorno’s criticism. TVery strategy of disputing a claim by
exposing the illegitimacy of the argument offered it has the limitation that the claim itself
is not necessarily defeated—another argument ctaldd the place of the one exposed as
illegitimate?® Although | have not provided an exhaustive analgéiHegel's arguments for
the identity thesis, the one which was analysedshasvn to be just one instance of a general
idealist strategy utilised by Hegel. Due to thevpsiveness of this strategy in Hegel's
thought — noted above — | think there are strommuiggds to take Adorno’s diagnosis of
hypostatization seriously. If a Hegelian wanted awoid the attack by producing an
alternative strategy to back up the identity thethisy would still need to do substantial work
to (i) show that such a strategy is distinctivelggdlian (as the one discussed here is), and (ii)
say why Hegel put so much stock in a surreptitiapgroach if a legitimate alternative was
available.

The second defence would consist not in finding@acement argumentative strategy for

Hegel's idealism, but in deflating Hegel’'s philosgpso as to avoid the critical attentions of

214ND 172/174 (translation modified)

215 As noted above, for Hegel, immediacy and mediaeyathin thespeculative concepbut not within the
concept of the understanding.

218 It might be thought that Hegel's analysis of pbeing in theLogic would precisely do this job since we were
not able to successfully perform an immanent ésiticthere. But this thought would be mistaken. fégsson an
immanent criticism was not possible was becauseHwey already presupposed the identity thesihdty t
point—thus Adorno was foolish to try to target thipect of Hegel's philosophical project and noerehhe
explicitly tries to argue for establishing the itignthesis.
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thinkers antagonistic to the apparent metaphysgaesses of Hegel’'s thought. If such an
interpretation of Hegel's philosophy is plausibleen it would seem to make Adorno’s

criticism redundant. | turn to this now in the fisaction of this chapter.

2.5 The ‘non-metaphysical’ defence of Hegel

There is a prominent strand of 2@entury Hegel-interpretation which attempts tocues
Hegel from obscurity or straightforward dismissg daiming that his philosophy is not
objectionably metaphysical’ This approach downplays the metaphysical commitsneh
Hegel’'s philosophy whilst emphasising the Kantiantranscendental aspects. Rather than
dispute these interpreters, | argue that the “netaphysical” Hegel is still guilty of holding
the identity thesis. Thus, despite the admirablerdz of Hegel against some of the more
extravagant perceptions of his philosophy, theresti§ an objectionable metaphysical
commitment — in short, that being is rational — ethiAdorno exposes and reveals to be
illegitimate.

Non-metaphysical interpretations rightly point dbat Hegel’'s philosophy cannot be
accused of the following metaphysical enterprig@gre-critical speculation of transcendent
objects (i.e. ‘special metaphysics’), (ii) reduciegistence to the mental (either in the sense
of positing the mind-dependence of existence oringakxistence a mental substance, e.g.
panpsychism), (iii) yielding exhaustive knowledge emtities through reason alone (what
Klaus Hartmann refers to as making ‘existence @9ift® As mentioned at the beginning of

this chapter, Adorno does not actually think Heggdd any of those fantastical views. Thus

217 There are many representatives of this trendekample: J. N. Findlayegel: A Re-Examinatign
(Aldershot, England: Gregg Revivals, 1993 [1958|) &laus Hartmann, “Hegel: A Non-Metaphysical Viéw,
in Hegel: A Collection of Critical Essaysds. A. Maclintyre (London: University of Notre iDa Press,
1976). This trend perhaps reaches its pinnaclemyTP. PinkardHegel’s Dialectic: The Explanation of
Possibility (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1988) Riothert B. PippinHegel's Idealism: The
Satisfactions of Self-ConsciousnéSambridge New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989).

218 See Hartmann, “Hegel: A Non-Metaphysical View, 8109, 110, 117; Pinkardjegel’s Dialectic: The
Explanation of Possibilityl2, 14.
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the non-metaphysical reading does not in prinagxempt Hegel from Adorno’s criticism. It
might be thought, however, that, since the non-ptetsical reading stresses the
transcendental aspect of Hegel's thought — thatLbigic, for example, is a ‘theory of
categories'® — this would also ensure that Hegel is not opeAdorno’s criticism of the
identity thesis. After all, if Hegel’'s philosophg primarily about displaying the categorial
structure of thought, surely he is not committedhizking claims beyond this sphere.

But the difficulty which the transcendental or noretaphysical interpreters face is that, if
they are to promote a distinctiveegeliantranscendental philosophy, they need to address
its difference from Kant’'s transcendental philosppim particular, they must make sense of
Hegel's frequent claims to have overcome Kant'spsspd subjectivism—that is, to
overcome the sceptical worry that we do not knoWaht's categories actually meet up with
the real. Hegel's argumentative strategy for dgalwnth the limit on truth which Kant’s
thing-in-itself posed was outlined above (2.4.h}etestingly, we find the non-metaphysical
interpreters make use of this very same strategyder to retain the distinctively Hegelian
twist to transcendental (or ‘speculative’) philoegpFor instance, Klaus Hartmann promotes
Hegel’s practice of ‘placing’ nonconceptualitiesh@t Hartmann refers to as ‘irreducibles’)
within categories and claims that Hegel has therablyieved the identity of being and
thought (even if he remains silent on knowledgénafividual items’).

Hegel does not “know” more than Kant when he “p#icthe thing-in-itself in a
hermeneutical context while Kant denies knowingthaimg about it and yet talks about
it. There need be no anchorage in existences Isifqgascategorization or
understanding, in order to make ontology possiBle.there need be no metaphysics;

and if we are correct, there is a defensible readihHegel’s philosophy as a non-
metaphysical philosophd#°

2% Hartmann, “Hegel: A Non-Metaphysical View,” 104
220 Hartmann, “Hegel: A Non-Metaphysical View,” 117.
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Or, we can note Terry Pinkard’s rendition of a &mipoint; namely, that what concepts
grasp is not ‘things in the cosmos’ (Hartmann'diundual items’), but ‘the true natures of
things’ (Hartmann’s ‘ontology’):

In our experience, whether it be in the laboratryf what Husserl call the life-world,

we encounter conceptual unities, configurationghef world produced by adopting

certain descriptive schemes. Behind or beyondwbidd is nothing (even the idea of a

thing-in-itself functions as a limiting concept iaur conceptual apparatus). To

paraphrase Hegel himself, one can no more jumpbohe’s system of descriptions

than one can jump out of one’s skf.
Both suggest that Hegel overcomes Kant’s dualismaléiyning that, since the thing-in-itself
can be absorbed into our thought, we thereby bypassmbrries about whether or not our
conceptual schemes really do capture being or Hattmann claims that Hegel does not
“know” more than Kant. And this is true insofarthge object of this knowledge is supposed
to be ‘individual items.” But Hegel clearly doesaich to know more than Kant in another
sense: he knows the structure of being itself. &uhlsimilarly endorses this ‘ontological’
status of Hegel's dialecti®? | have argued above that the faith in this Hegetieocedure is
misplaced; constituting a serious error, a hypasttion. In this way | think so-called non-
metaphysical readings are still guilty of surreptisly advancing the — still quite
metaphysical! — claim that being is truly captutgdcategories and therefore that being is
rational.

The non-metaphysical reading, then, may save Higel the accusation of holding

some of the more fantastical metaphysical claims,they still endorse a non-trivial, and
certainly not self-evident, metaphysical claim melyag the identity of being and thought.

Moreover, if Adorno is right to claim that Hegeltgehis identity via hypostatization of the

concept, then we have also revealed one of the sigsificant and influential trends in the

221 pinkard,Hegel’s Dialectic: The Explanation of Possibiliti2.

222 pinkard points out that Hegel's philosophy musiveer Kantian doubts ‘that it is possible at alb&y that
this is the way th&vorld is, as opposed to the way we must experiencehankl about that world.’Hlegel’s
Dialectic: The Explanation of Possibilit1-2).
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20" century Hegel-scholarship — which precisely aimssave Hegel from metaphysical

excess — as succumbing to a serious metaphysagal fl
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3 Conclusion to part | and introduction to part Il

| have argued that Schelling and Adorno have pexvidowerful and incisive criticisms of
Hegel's ambitions for the concept. | claim this qu$t in the sense that | believe | have
shown their arguments to be philosophically morgec than they are usually given credit
for; but also in the sense that shed new light egéfls philosophy. In the case of Schelling,
this was located in his uncovering of a differeypet of metaphysics in Hegellsogic. The
debate around Hegel's metaphysics in th& @ntury was mostly animated by the question
of whether Hegel had lapsed into a pre-critical apbysics or not. Commentators from
Hartmann to Pippin attempted to save Hegel fromsdheharges by stressing the
transcendental dimension of Hegel's philosophyeesly in theLogic. More recently an
intervention in this debate, most notably by Beises brought attention to the ontological
nature of thd_ogic — especially as it relates to Hegel’'s proximityAostotle — and shown
how this cuts through the opposition of ‘metaphgbior ‘non-metaphysical’ readings. This
is certainly a welcome corrective, but it does wapture the whole story. Schelling’s
exposure of the illicit animation of the conceptealed how Hegel had attempted a new kind
of critical metaphysics which, while not a transcendent mgtips, was still more robust
than the ontological reading since it claims knalgke not just of the structure of being, but
also of an existent activity (albeit one immanenthtought).

In the case of Adorno, the new light brought to ig®ue of the metaphysical nature of
Hegel’s thought was located in the uncovering ef Way that Hegel's idealistic account of
dialectics establishes the intelligibility and cetality of being. This is a somewhat more
familiar issue in the criticism of Hegel than thelplem of — what | have called — a critical
metaphysics. But, unlike the more common worry thegjel’s identification of actuality and
rationality results in the complete rationalitytbé world, Adorno is fully aware that actuality

is a specific category for Hegel which does notectaverything that just happens to be the
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case in the world. Adorno’s criticism of hypostatibn in Hegel's use of the concept was
aimed at the way that Hegel can assure us of thie bational structure of things. This brings
nuance into our understanding of Adorno’s criticgsmof identity philosophy (which |
elaborate on below). The type of metaphysics Addra® exposed in Hegel's fallacious use
of the concept is different to Schelling; but againis located somewhere between the
ontological reading and the transcendent metaphlysieading. The object of Hegel's
metaphysics for Adorno is not a structure (whetbieintelligibility or of being—i.e. the
transcendental or ontological reading), nor anter{as in the transcendent metaphysical
reading), nor an immanent activity (as in SchelBngeading). Rather, the object is an
assurance—the assurance that the concept canrmirgec any resistance from something
nonconceptual.

It may sound odd to call an assurance a metaphydpact, but | think that we can see
why it makes sense to say that this assurance tkedeast, a metaphysical aim of Hegel's
account of the concept. Hegel's argument for cotephaediation attempts to show that
anything that appears as nonconceptual, turnsoobe ttundamentally conceptual. The way
this argument goes looks to be closer to a tramsseal argument than an account of being
or of an entity (e.g. an existent supersensoryabjeat least in the minimal sense that it says
whatmustbe the case, rather than wisthe case. Hegel's argument for complete mediation
tries to say that what must be the case, is thatemce is of the nature of the concept. Since
existence itself is not the object here (only wlastencemustbe) it is not a transcendent
metaphysics. And since it is not the necessarygtsire of things which is the object (rather, it
is the necessary quality of things—to be essentialof the concept), it is not a
straightforward ontology.

The type of metaphysics Schelling and Adorno discam Hegel's philosophy may be

unfamiliar, but in both cases the worry is with theer inflation of the concept; that is, with
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the nature of Hegel's idealism. The preceding aliapbhave hopefully clarified the nature of
Schelling’s and Adorno’s objection to Hegel—bothterms of their similarities and their
differences. But the differences in the type of apélysical object they find in Hegel's
philosophy only goes so far in revealing importalfferences between Schelling and
Adorno. We not only want to know how they think tbencept can overextend itself, but
exactly what it is that is thereby threatened bghsan overextension. In short, for Schelling
this is pure existence (the meaning of this willgoevided below), and for Adorno this is the
nonconceptual (that which is supposed to be brougfiat philosophy through negative
dialectics). This abstract statement does notutelinuch. For this reason | now unpack this
indirectly by defending Schelling’s and Adorno’sticisms against the possible worry that
their concern with what is outside the conceptitisee unwarranted or beside the point—at
least from the perspective of Hegel's philosophaais. In the course of defending Schelling
and Adorno on this score the details of their reBpe accounts of what should be outside the

concept will be provided.

3.1 How extensive is the pretention of Hegel's coept?

Adorno and Schelling often put their objection tegdl in terms of the idealist dialectic
disallowing anything outside the concept. But weddo be careful with these kinds of
formulations. If we take them very literally therewill miss the point. Moreover, Hegelians
can easily respond that there is something outsideconcept and even point out that the
Hegelian system requires there to be somethinghwikinot conceptu&f® When Adorno and
Schelling claim that Hegel has extended the concepson, or thought to engulf everything,

we should add the qualification, ‘ieffect’: Hegel has extended the conceptitogeffect

223 William Maker, ‘The Very Idea of the Idea of Nadgyior Why Hegel Is Not an Idealist’, Hegel and the
Philosophy of Natureed. Stephen Houlgate (Suny Press, 1998), 1-27.
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engulf everything. Both Adorno’s and Schelling’siticrsms are not diminished by
acknowledging that Hegel's system does not pretere exhaustive in its knowledge of the
world, and thus does not absorb the nonconcepthalesale; the crucial point is exactly

what role the nonconceptual plays in Hegel's thdugh

3.1.1 Schelling’s account

‘Hegel is so little inclined to recognise his plsitgpphyas the merely negative philosophy that
he asserts instead that it is the philosophy whdelres absolutely nothing outside itséfft’
Alan White has taken this kind of objection to eeg® the worry that Hegel's sciences stop
short before the rich empirical detail of the world
...Hegel’s doctrine of truth teaches that judgmeafrting only what happens to be are
at best merely correct; they cannot express theh twith which the philosopher is
concerned. The philosopher therefore does not fonushat is or what happens as such.
[...] In Hegel's view, those who value the knowledtfevhat merely takes place as the
most important philosophical knowledge remain fedatat the standpoint that should
have been overcome through Kant’s “Copernican teiasi”: they continue to view the
object, rather than the determinations of thougist,the ground of truth. For Hegel,
philosophy tests reality to determine the extenwlhich it is true; reality is incapable of
testing truths of philosoph?>
Schelling’s complaint is not that Hegel has failéd achieve a ‘quantitative all-
inclusiveness??® The reason why White can present Schelling’s wanrysuch a way is
because of an assumed dichotomy regarding knowlemgéhe one hand, ‘what is or what
happens’ is said to be the exclusive concern oficapjudgments, and, on the other hand,

the truth that the philosopher is concerned witkaisl to be purely occupied with the truth of

thought-determinations. This dichotomy does notltiol Schelling. Moreover, his criticism

224HMP 135

225 Alan White,Absolute Knowledge: Hegel and the Problem of Megajais(Athens, Ohio: Ohio University
Press, 1983), 145-46.

226 \White, Absolute Knowledgel 47
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of Hegel precisely involves the rejection of suctieéhotomy. Schelling does not think that
freedom is the kind of thing that can be provedtigh concepts—this was seen in his
criticism of the Logic. But neither does he think freedom can be proyedugh the
empirical. More detail regarding how Schelling dt@sk philosophy can grasp freedom will
be the focus of chapter 4. Here | would like tstfinote an important aspect in the history of
philosophy which already indicates why Schellingeces the limitation of philosophy to
either purely conceptual analysis or empirical juegts.

An important part of the development of German giduafter Kant was indebted to a
basic insight, usually said to begin with J. C.Hélderlin — who attended the Tubingen
seminary where Hegel and Schelling also studiechd teaced through the work of the
‘German romantics,” including Schellirt§’ The basic thought goes as follows. The knowing
relation between subject and object could not exigtout a ground of that relation (i.e. if
there was nothing shared between them it would beystery as to how they come into a
genuine relation in the first place). Such a grogadnot already contain a split between
subject and object otherwise it would not be theugd of such a split (Holderlin calls this
the ground ‘absolute Being,” which cannot be eqliatih the ‘Identity’ between subject and
object?®). Any attempt to make this ground an object of rétign treats it as an object
opposed to the subject and thus must falsify itlloleng Holderlin’s lead, the young
Schelling thought that we could find a way pass ioblem through intellectual intuitiG#’
The extent to which the later Schelling’s answethis problem is continuous with his earlier

answer is debatable; in any case, Schelling sidktthis to require an answer of some

227 See, for instance, Dieter Henridetween Kant and Hegel: Lectures on German IdeaksmDavid S.
Pacini (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Prég83), ‘The Place of Holderlin’s “Judgment and Rgih
279-95; Frederick C. Beisggerman Idealism: The Struggle against Subjectivisi®1-1801(Cambridge,
Mass: Harvard University Press, 2002), 467.

228 3. C. F. Holderlin, ‘Uber Urtheil Und Seyn’, legel's Development: Toward the Sunlight 1770-1&§1H.
S. Harris (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), 515-16.

223 For a helpful account of how Schelling’s accouinintellectual intuition develops from the receptiof
Fichte, see Rolf-Peter Horstmann, ‘The Early Plojidg/ of Fichte and Schelling’, ithe Cambridge
Companion to German Idealisrad. Karl Ameriks (Cambridge University Press, @0017-40.
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kind.2°We will see that this ground is understood in & wat anticipated by Hdélderlin's
path breaking remarks, but that it nevertheledsoetes on the basic insight found the¥e.

It is strange that White should take Schellingiti@sm of Hegel to run along the lines of
the distinction between empirical judgments andolmgiical enquiry, given this well
established background to Schelling’s intellectimtelopment. Holderlin’s ‘absolute Being’
is clearly neither accessible through reflectiontib@ concept or on empirical beings. The
issue does get more complicated in Schelling’s reattought, however. The importance of
the ground of separation for philosophy becomesenwdran ethical and theological issue
than a straightforwardly metaphysical or epistergimial one. To briefly indicate how this
shift can occur we can consider the issue of h@nstparation arises in the first place. If the
separation results of necessity, if being origynaplits in an unfree manner, then the
formation of a determinate world looks to be hestd our hopes for freedom and meaning.
But if a free act was behind the original spligrthour hopes for the hospitality of this world
might be more secure. The way that a quite abstnataphysical issue, with seemingly little
ethical significance, can be imbued with such pcatimportance might strike us as rather
idiosyncratic. But something homologous is at tlearhof Hegel's system. The question of
the self-determination of the concept can be undeds in plainly metaphysical or
epistemological terms, but — as | have argued enctiepter 1 — becomes central to Hegel's
ethical and theological ambitions, namely the foeadof historical development and the

knowledge of God. For Schelling, knowledge regagdimese ethical and theological matters

230\We will see some of the difficulties Schelling ésdn trying to turn philosophy towards somethirtjoh is
neither empirically know, nor simply a self-knowirgason in 4.1.3. Perhaps Schelling’s most powerful
investigation into the issue raised by Holderlin b& found in his 1821 Erlangen lecture ‘On theukabf
Philosophy as Science’, Berman ldealist Philosophyed. Ridiger Bubner (Penguin Books Ltd, 1997)-210
43.

231 ndeed, Manfred Frank claims that it is only omeeget to Schelling’s late philosophy that this
understanding of being, as what precedes the duippect relation, ‘first win[s] some ground.” Maefl Frank,
The Philosophical Foundations of Early German Rotitgsm trans. Elizabeth Millan-Zaibert, (Albany, NY:
SUNY Press, 2008), 56.
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is not to be found in an enquiry into the concepts-t is for Hegel — but neither is it to be
found in empirical judgments.
It is important to point out that the investigatittmat Schelling has in mind does not
neglect the negative part of philosophy complet8ighelling thinks that reason, of itself, can
tell us about this ground. As we saw in Schellingisicism of Descartes’ ontological proof
of the existence of God (1.1.1), Schelling argined this argument establishes the modality
of God, but not the existence of God. Later Schellivould argue more explicitly that this
provides us with the proof of the existence of tiisund of relation as that which necessarily
exists?3? But this is not yet to prove the existence of Gddcannot...proceed from the
concept of God to prove the existence of God, beanl proceed from the concept of that
which indubitably exists and conversely prove theinity of that which indubitably
exists.23 Ultimately, for Schelling, to prove that the graluaf the subject-object relation is
God amounts to proving that the world is fundamiénfeee or purposeful (i.e. divingj?
Thus we see that Hegel and Schelling are both econedewith the problem of whether the
world is fundamentally free, purposely, or divifdut whereas Hegel thinks philosophy can
pursue this concern from within pure thought, Slamglthinks that we need to leave pure
thought and investigate that ‘absolute Being’ whitkiderlin brought to our attention.
...positive philosophy starts out just as little frasomething that occurs merely in
thought (for then it would fall back into the negatphilosophy) as it starts out from
some being that is present éxperience If it does not start out from something that
occurs in thought, and, thus, in no way from pilaeught, then it will start out from that
which is before and external to all thought, consedly from being, not from an
empirical being>®

In the first chapter the distinction between Wasand theDald was drawn where the former

referred to conceptual content and the latter tstemce. At that point it was not necessary to

22GPP 1995W13:156-57
ZB3GPP2015W13:159

ZB4GPP168-69, 1773W13:113-14, 124-25
B5GPP17885W13:126-7
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further specify that existence can mean either @kistence of empirical things or the
existence of the being which is the ground befdreseparation of concept and object, the
being which is ‘before and external to all thougl8chelling uses a variety of terms to
designate this: ‘that which purely istdqs rein Seyendle ‘that which just exists’ o3
Existirend®, purethatnesgreine Daf}.2*® It is this non-empirical being — which | will rafe
to as pure existence — that Schelling claims Héajlsl to considef®” So, his complaint to
Hegel cannot be that thegic fails to be acquainted with the multiplicity of pmcal things;
or, as White puts it, with an abundance of ‘megayrect’ judgments.

Now, it could be the case that one reason Whiteimaierstands the target of Schelling’s
criticism of Hegel is that Schelling frequently sathat positive philosophy has ‘actual
happening Geschehénas its object® Schelling’s emphasis on what happens could lead to
the suspicion that it is what happens in the emglimealm only which Schelling believes
Hegel to be crucially ignorant of. Moreover, it mighot be clear how the concern with the
ground could be a matter of seeing what happeimstrtie that, if the ground turns out not to
be fundamentally free (divine), then nothing wouldappen’ there in Schelling’s
understanding of that term. Happening is assocwttdact, will, and freedom for Schelling.

If the ground does turn out to be divine, thendbeelopment of a world of differences from
that ground will have been the result ofat?3° By attributing an act to the concept, Hegel
had absorbed that ground into the play of dialattitovement in théogic.

It is in this way that the concept effectengulfs everything. The concept does not pretend
to contain the wealth of empirical content, budaes pretend to contain knowledge about the
freedom or divinity of existence. Insofar as thencunceptual is considered only as the

wealth of empirical material available for makingigements reporting the existence of this

Z5HMP 88/SW10:65,GPP 199, 2118W13:157, 173
BTGPP2045W13:164
B8GPP1695W13:114
BIGPP1778W13:125
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or that finite object, Hegel's concept does not whgverything. But insofar as the
nonconceptual is considered as the realm of freddegel does engulf everything. It should
be pointed out that in a certain sense this is inéoerestate the conflict between Hegel and
Schelling. For Hegel, the philosopher should noklto the nonconceptual here because free
development precisely is characterised as theds¢éfrmination of the concef However, |
argued in the first chapter that Schelling hasrdsmurces to show this view to be mistaken.
Thus now we can see that this gives us groundtabm ¢hat Hegel has in fact illegitimately
excluded the nonconceptual. And by doing so heallawed the science of reason to take on
the task of justifying existence.

At this point | need to note an issue regardinge8icty’s intellectual development. The
criticism of Hegel presented here is found in 8péitphilosophieAs noted, at this final stage
in Schelling’s development he is concerned to fout whether pure existence can be
understood as free or not. In tReeiheitsschriftthe rough equivalent to pure existence is
presented in the terms ‘indifference’ or the ‘ungrd.?*! These play a relatively minor role
in the Freiheitsschriff but what Schelling there refers to as the ungiocarries the same
theological and ethical importance: it is suppogeduarantee the meaningful unity of the
separations in the world (which Schelling charasesr as ‘love’¥*? If this unground were to
be swallowed up in the play of dialectical relaspaccording to Schelling, then it would also
be deprived of this role.

The main difference between theeiheitsschriftand theSpéatphilosophies the emphasis
on human freedom as what a science of reason cgresyt within itself. Human freedom is

akin to the ground insofar as it is also propedgrsas an act or deed. But the fact of human

240 Hegel frequently equates freedom with the selédeining concept. For example: [...] theind, whose
absolute determination is efficacious reasonthe self-determining and self-realizing conceplfts-
freedom.” G.W.F. Hegeklegel's Philosophy of Mindrans. W. Wallace and A.V. Miller (Oxford: Claim,
2007); cf.SL816-17.

21 ES276f.

22ES278
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freedom does not itself already justify the meamdhgurposefulness of the world in itself
(whereas, if the ground were found to be free,terize would be meaningful). This is partly
because human freedom can bring evil into the wodd this account, then, Hegel's
limitation to the concept not only means he cammasp the justifiability of the world (i.e. its
divinity), but he also could not grasp if the womdés unjustifiable. These issues will be
important for the following chapter. For now, westjuneed to note that the threat which the

concept poses to pure existence is also posediarméreedom.

3.1.2 Adorno’s account

When Adorno accuses Hegel of promoting the ‘primaicihe subject’ or of establishing the
world as a ‘mental totality’ we can be forgiven finking that the charge being made is
something like Hegel's philosophy ends up as arreex¢ subjective idealism where
everything is dissolved into consciousn&Ssut this is not what Adorno has in mind. As we
saw, hypostatization does its work on concepts,onothings—the entities of the world are
outside the scope of this operation. It is not taxgsthings, then, that are supposed to have
been consumed by the concept. So what kind of itgerdn hypostatization have set up? To
answer this question we need to return to the d&8oun of the nature of hypostatization.

First of all, it will be remembered that the contsewhich Adorno tries to defend from
hypostatization are quite general and abstract:amesediacy, indeterminacy, particularity,
and so on. These concepts pick out precious tftkhe concrete detail of specific entities in
the world; so we know that the concern is not theth concepts might be further deprived of
empirical detail. What these concepts do pick guthie very fact that there is something

substantial $achhaltig, or a substrateSubstra}, which our concepts refer tégr example,

23ND 7, 10
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somethingwhich isindeterminate or somethinghich isparticular. This might seem like an
obvious or trivial point, but it is a point whichdarno thinks philosophers frequently
overlook to damaging effect. It is just this verynimal recognition of a substrate — rather
than specific objects — which needs to be securéhis instance.
There is no Being without entities. “Something”—as cogitatively indispensable
substratedenknotwendiges Subsfraf any concept, including the concept of Being—is
the utmost abstraction of the subject-matteadhhaltigep that is not identical with
thinking, an abstraction not to be abolished by amyher thought process. Without
“something” there is no thinkable logic, and theseno way to cleanse this logic of its
metalogical rudiment. The supposition of an absofatm, of “something at large” that
might enable our thinking to shake off that subjaettter, is illusionary. Constitutive for
the form of “subject-matter at large’S@chhaltiges uberhauptis the substantive
experience of subject-matt&f.
The real problem comes, however, not with ignoran€ethe substrate, but with the
transfiguration of the concept of this substratg.(#he concept ‘something’ which is the most
abstract reference to there being a substrate) satnething wholly conceptual, thereby
eliminating the part that is not identical to trencept. This abstract and high-altitude sketch
can perhaps be clarified if we return to one of Adds specific engagements.

Adorno is not the most sensitive reader of Heidegioet the reflections that result from
his critical engagements often allow insight irfte tletails of Adorno’s thought. Heidegger’s
‘Dasein’ is treated by Adorno as another exampla ebncept of a substrate — or, in other
words, a concept that necessarily refers to theomeeptua*® — which, like the concept of
‘something,’ can easily be mistreated by the ploijber.

The concept of the ontological cannot be attached tsubstrate Jubstral, as if

ontological were its predicate. To be a fact ispnedicate which can attach itself to a
concept; and, since Kant'’s criticism of the ontatadyproof of the existence of God, any
philosophy should be careful not to affirm this.eT$éame holds true for the nonfacticity

of concepts, their essentiality. This essentiasitiocalized in the relation of the concept
to the facticity that is synthesized in it—and nelselongs to it, as Heidegger suggests,

244ND 135/139
245 Cf. ND 11/23, 149/150
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as a quality of it itself. To say that Dasein “rgtio or ontological,” can, strictly speaking,
not be judged at all, for what is meant by existeisca substrateSubstral. 24
This is a complex passage, but if we read it inlifjet of the previous one | think we can
unpack what is going on here. Perhaps the mostusmg part is the claim that ‘what is
meant by existence is a substrate.’” As we have, SaeNegative Dialecticssubstrate is
defined not as a specific object, but as a kinglate holder indicating ‘the subject-matter
that is not identical with thinking.’ In this walhé substrate looks to do similar work as the
thing in itself does for Kant. But it should be rembered that the substrate is not supposed to
indicate the wealth of what is experienced by thigjexct?4’ As Adorno puts it, the substrate
is the abstractionof the subject-matter...not to be abolished by amihér thought process.’
It is a concept which explicitly points to noncopteality.

Now, we might ask, if we are dealing with a congephhat mischief could it possibly
suffer in the philosopher's hands? In short, thimaept can be purged of its inherent
reference beyond itself. Adorno does not objecth® use of concepts to pick out ‘what
essentially belongs to something that is’ (thdat in Schelling’s language, or the
determination in Hegel's language)—he claims it ‘sbvious’ that such use s
‘ontological.?*® The philosopher does not damage the substrateoinyg dntology in this
sense. It is when the concept ‘unnoticeably [bec}rtiee ontological essence of the existent
in itself’ that we get into trouble. To understaihgs we can think about Adorno’s inventive
twist on Kant’s criticism of the ontological proof the existence of God: just as we cannot

say that something exists just because we thinkitaibowe cannot say that something is

246 Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticityrans. Knut Tarnowski and Frederic Will (Evansttin Northwestern
University Press, 1973), 118 (translation modifigidygon Der Eigentlichkeit: Zur Deutschen Ideolqagie
Gesammelte SchrifteNolume 6 (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1973), 492

247 For a helpful account of how the nonidenticallwr honconceptual resonates with aspects of Kant's
transcendental account of experience (specifieaillly the thing in itself and with ‘intuition’), seBrian
O’Connor,Adorno’s Negative Dialectic: Philosophy and the §ibgity of Critical Rationality (Cambridge,
Mass: MIT Press, 2004), 61-65.

248 Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticityl 20;Jargon Der Eigentlichkejt493
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essential (i.e. ‘the nonfacticity of the concepmt’ the conceptual part of the concept) just
because we think about it. If the concept of ‘eetise,’ the ‘indeterminate,’ the ‘thing in
itself,” or simply ‘something’ is said to be cont¢eal through and through, then what these
concepts refer to is simply the concept agéinn this way the substrate has been given the
guality of being essential.

Now, Adorno’s claim is not that philosophers, suh Hegel and Heidegger, bring a
substrate into existence merely by thinking it (Ados nod to Kant's criticism of the
ontological proof should not throw us off here).rNe Adorno’s point that this operation
makes all of existence knowable from within philply. The point is that, however we find
the world, we know in advance that it is as it dddue because no matter what happens in
the world it cannot challenge the philosopher’'swction that, with the concept, they do not
simply know the essence of things, but know thatgh are of the essence. The ‘rule of the
subject’ in this instance is not about the mastérgil things, but the indifference to things; it
is the ‘totality of the concept, [in] which nothimpnconceptual can stop any moi®.Thus
Hegel has not engulfed all of existence with thecept, but has onlyn effectengulfed
everything by predetermining the substrate as ésse@md thus making the nonconceptual
impotent against this essence. As Hegel himselinadf any content that our thought can
attain is from the categories alone (thought-deitgatrons or the essence of things), not from
‘sensible material’; and this is the case evertterphilosophy of nature and sp#it.

We now hopefully have a better picture of the mannewhich the nonconceptual is
treated in the hypostatization of the concept. Bug not evident why Adorno claims this

operation results in the a priori justification thie world. In concluding his discussion of

249 One of Schelling's most consistent criticisms @&gel’s philosophy was that it held proper philosptih
have as its object purely the concept: ‘Hegel oftdars to the fact that people have always thotlgit
philosophy primarily entails thinking or reflectiohhis is true, but it does not follow from it ththie object of
this thinking is again only thinking itself or tisencept.” HMP 146)

20ND 172/174

B1EL 843a. See also the discussion at 1.1.3.2.
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Heidegger’s hypostatization of the substrate ‘exise,” Adorno says: ‘It vindicates without
authority and without theology, maintaining thatawis of essence is real, and, by the same
token, that the existent is essential, meaningfud justified.2>2 First of all, it is striking how
this contrasts with Schelling’s criticism. Scheflinprecisely did find a theological
justification (albeit a very minimal theology).i#t fairly straightforward to see how the proof
of a living force in the concept can underwriteuatification of the world (although not as
straightforward as a more robust account of creats we saw in 1.2). But how can the
conceptuality of existence be said to guaranteméaningfulness or justification? Adorno is
not terribly helpful on this point, despite it bgircentral to many of his critical claims.
Sometimes he suggests that saying anything abeuwdhnlid, and history more specifically,
which goes beyond mere facts, is already to besteaning?®3 But he goes on to say that his
own attempt to formulate a philosophy of historyegdeyond the mere facts and yet is able
‘to understand it as somethingeaningless?®*We will go into this in more detail in chapter
five. For now we just need to note thatima facig Adorno is committed to the thought that
constructing a history beyond the facts does noesmarily entail bestowing a meaning on
history or affirming it.

Another clue comes with Adorno’s suggestion thatawhltimately stops us from
affirming history is the antagonistic course it ltaken?®® In short, where the universal (i.e.
rationality) and the particular (i.e. individualsdnnot reciprocally affect each otfetand
the universal suppresses the particéitam this case, the particular would bear the bafnt

the antagonistic (or unreconciled) relationshipas with the universal, and history would be

252 Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticityl21;Jargon Der Eigentlichkeit494. Adorno similarly claims that Hegel
does not enlist theology for his justification bétworld, e.gHF 26.

23HF 4, 8

24HF 27

BE5HF 13, 17

B6HF 29-30

BITHF 27
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nothing more than ‘blind faté>® A confusing aspect to call attention to here &s fict that
Adorno’s remarks must be understood at two diffefemels. As noted previously, Adorno
thinks Hegel's philosophy is both true and untriueutaneously: true in virtue of reflecting
the real situation, untrue in virtue of transfigngithat situation into a rational appearance.
According to Adorno, Hegel privileges the universakr the particular in his account of
history. But, rather than presenting the privilegiof the universal as revealing the
unreconciled relationship to the particular, Hggesents it as reconciliation. The illusion of
reconciliation provided by hypostatization grourids conviction that history is meaningful

because all conflicts are guaranteed to neverwsdyidthreaten the primacy of the concept.

3.2 Tensions

In both Schelling’s and Adorno’s accounts, thenatMs outside the concept cannot change
our convictions about whether the world is justif@ not. In Schelling’s case this is because
Hegel has claimed to have knowledge of the existefca self-determining activity from
within reason alone; and in Adorno’s case thisasdwuse Hegel has guaranteed a harmony
between the concept and the nonconceptual by agstinat the latter cannot upset the
former. Now, although both Schelling and Adornoeabjto Hegel for illegitimately reducing

to thought that which is not identical to it, weedeto be careful not to too quickly assimilate
their respective understandings of the non-idehtitanow consider the divergence of
Schelling’'s and Adorno’s account of the non-idegdti@and then note some of the

consequences of this divergence for their viewlsistbry.

3.2.1 Immediacy: inside or outside the subject-ciyjelation?

B8HF 17; cf.HF 27
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A recent example of this kind of assimilation isifiol in an article by Franck Fischbach.
Fischbach claims that Adorno’s philosophy is dieelcto the same object as Schelling’s
positive philosophy, namely the pure existence wiigcexternal and prior to all thougii.

As | have shown in this chapter, this cannot bectme. Adorno is not after pure existence,
but simply the nonconceptual referent of the cohcEpe latter cannot be equivalent to the
former for numerous reasons. Firstly, pure existemust precede all separation between
concept and nonconcept. Secondly, Adorno doesraditd¢he nonconceptual — which Hegel
reduces to the concept — with the quality of freedar will. Finally, Adorno repeatedly
claims that we cannot cognise something beyondsthgect-object relation. Indeed, his
criticism of hypostatization targets precisely tblaim that philosophy makes to know
something like a ‘third’ beyond the subject-objesiation. The distortions and confusions in
Fischbach’s comparison of Schelling and Adornoesreapsulated in his misrepresentation of
the point just noted, that Adorno refuses a stamdgoeyond the subject-object relation.
Fischbach quotes Adorno’s claim that it is impolesfor thought to transcend the separation
of subject and object, only to completely miss ploént of this clain?®! Fischbach interprets
this to mean that Adorno believes there to be adg@int beyond the opposition between
subject and object, but simply that it is not asidae for thought?®? Adorno is assimilated to
Schelling’s position by claiming that Adorno belgsl such a position to be accessible
through will rather than thinking. It is hard to lieee Adorno could be so badly
misunderstood. This is especially the case sineeqtiote cited by Fischbach is situated
precisely within Adorno’s accusation that Heidegg@ttempt to attain a standpoint beyond

the subject-object relation is irrationalist.

29 Franck Fischbach, ‘Adorno and Schelling: How tarff Philosophical Thought Towards the Non-Identjcal
British Journal for the History of Philosopt2, no. 6 (2015): 1167-79.

260 Fischbach, ‘Adorno and Schelling,’ 1173, 1176

2IND 85

262 Fischbach, ‘Adorno and Schelling,’ 1177
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The relation between Schelling and Adorno here been more accurately represented
by Andrew Bowie?®3 Bowie tells a similar story to the one told aboaieout Holderlin
(3.1.1), but with the aid of the romantic philosgpbf Friedrich Schlegel®® Bowie also
claims that, despite the development of Schelliigtaight, the point about the being which
is the ground of the separation between subject @dct traverses the early and late
Schelling?®® Adorno’s resistance to this romantic position @rectly notect®® Bowie then
goes on to say that Schelling’s position vis-anegel's idealism is superior to Adorno’s.
The central reasons offered for this conclusion thwa Adorno merely inverts Hegel and that
Adorno fails to find an immediacy which could beed from the devouring concept.

The fact is that Adorno inverts Hegel's logic ofleetion. Whereas Hegel invalidly

makes the immediacy of being into a subjectivelydia@d moment of the dialectic, in

order to dissolve it into our knowledge of it, Adorinvalidly makes the mediated object
into something immediate, so that it can be shawbé prior to the subject. The only
defensible form of such immediacy, though—which Adp like Derrida, would not
countenance—is the immediacy of being, as the flexree ground of the difference of
subject and object that emerges via the failureféction to ground itsef®’
| will now argue that Bowie is wrong to say thatokdo merely inverts Hegel, and | question
Bowie’'s suggestion that we need to maintain the éaliscy of a nonreflexive ground in
order to challenge Hegel.
The first problem in Bowie’s account is that heirdla that both Schelling and Adorno
think that ‘immediacy is the way out of the naristis trap of Hegelian reflectiorf®® Even
though Bowie has already noted that Adorno is aefare of the romantic option (to defend

an immediate nonreflexive being), the suggestiore he that Adorno nevertheless wants

something similar. The evidence offered for thighe following quote: ‘Immediacy itself,

263 Andrew Bowie, ‘Non-Identity: The German Romanti8ghelling and Adorno.’, ilntersections: Nineteenth
Century Philosophy and Contemporary Theay. Rajan, T & Clark, D. (SUNY Press, 1995), 8R—

264 Bowie, ‘Non-ldentity: The German Romantics, Scdinelland Adorno,’ 247-49

265 |bid., 245

266 |bid., 250

267 bid., 257

268 |bid., 257
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however, stands for a moment which does not negdiwon, mediation, in the way that
cognition does need the immediat®.As we saw in the reconstruction of Adorno’s cigin

of Hegel's hypostatization of immediacy, what Adormeans here is not that there is
something which is wholly unmediated, but that wWaey or mode of mediation found in that
which is cognised is not the same way or mode daliat@n found in concepts themselves
(see 2.4). Adorno is thus quite open about thetfaadtthe immediacy he wants to save from
Hegel's idealismis mediated, just not completely absorbed in that iatiesh. Although
Bowie is wrong to suggest that Adorno is after eegmmediacy, he is obviously right to say
that Adorno’s mediated immediacy falls short of thremediacy of Schelling’s nonreflexive
being. But with this result we can see why it isamect to claim that Adorno merely inverts
Hegel: Adorno does not make the ‘mediated objett something immediate,” but simply
shows that the mediated object is not mediatedstaare. If Adorno were to invert Hegel
then he would need to reduce mediation to immediacyhe way that Hegel reduced
immediacy to mediation; but, as we have just sAeoyno does not do this.

But Bowie need not have introduced this rhetorflmalrish to his argument — i.e. claiming
the mere inversion of Hegel in Adorno — since &mas that his real concern is to argue that,
by refusing to take the romantic position, Adorras lailed to escape the framework of the
subject-object relation. It is true that Adornousds to go outside the subject-object frame-
work, but Bowie does not give clear reasons ashy this makes Adorno less able to show
that Hegel is wrong to completely absorb the immaedinto mediation. Instead we get an
assortment of criticisms of Adorno: from the fadusf materialist accounts of subjectivity to
the conflation of social and philosophical probleiffd cannot address all these worries, but
| have argued that Adorno can successfully critidiegel’s misuse of the concept without

having to take Schelling’s strategy. Further, tharitcation of the difference between

269ND 172/174 (Bowie's translation)
270 Bowie, ‘Non-ldentity: The German Romantics, Scinglland Adorno,’ 256-58
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Adorno and Schelling should help future debatesr ae potentials for non-idealist

philosophies.

3.2.2 Justifiability of history: purposiveness econciliation?

The difference between Schelling’s and Adorno’oeses to Hegel also gives us insight
into the standard each believes would have to &ehedl in order for the world and human
history to be considered either meaningful or fiesti As we have seen, Schelling has a very
high standard: the world must have originated wathfree creation and be purposely
structured. Adorno’s standard is much lower: red@ion between universal and particular.
| now consider how these two accounts might rdtatene another.

In the opening of Schelling’s Berlin lectures heegants the case that, even on the
assumption of the freedom of the will in human sinwe would still be none the wiser

about the meaning or purpose of the world.

All of nature toils and is engaged in unceasingtaMan for his part also does not rest,
and it is as an old book says: although everythinder the sun is so full of toil and
labor, one nonetheless does not see that anythimgproved or that something is truly
accomplished in which one might truly believe. Ahgration passes away, and another
arises to itself again pass away. In vain we exfett something new will happen in
which this turmoil will finally find its goal; evething that happens happens only so that
something else again can happen, which itselfrim b@ecomes the past to something else.
Ultimately, everything happens in vain, and theyani every deed, in all the toil and
labor of man himself nothing but vanity: everythiisgvain, for vanity is everything that
lacks a true purpose. Thus far from man and hiseavats making the world
comprehensible, it is man himself that is the mesbmprehensible and who inexorably
drives me to the belief in the wretchedness obaihg, a belief that makes itself known
in so many bitter pronouncements from both an@ewlrecent times. It is precisely man
that drives me to the final desperate question: Whiiere anything at all? Why is there
not nothing?-2"*

211 GPP93-945W13:7
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Parts of this passage resonate with Adorno’s contteat history has taken a repetitive or
cyclical course. But, whereas for Adorno it woukks to be enough to put a stop to this
cyclical nature of the time of history so far inder to redeem existence (at least to some
extent), for Schelling we need to have some confiddor thinking that there was a purpose
at the basis of this history in first place. In@thvords, Schelling thinks that history can only
be meaningful if the source of the world is divordree.

This already anticipates what we will discover ime tfollowing chapter: that the
Freiheitsschriftwill provide more insight into the potentials fitvre problems of history than
the SpatphilosophieThis is because tHereiheitsschriftwill show that it is not just a lack of
purposiveness to the world which might cause useam but the introduction of laostile
purpose into the world (i.e. not just tleek of purpose), namely evil. Thepatphilosophie
does still have a place for the problem ‘the fahd therefore seems to match the
Freiheitsschrifton this scoré’?But, as | argue in the next chapter, Schellingisary aim
in the Spatphilosophieis to provide an a posteriori prooer{veisen of God which
consequently is incapable of countenancing histsrigeing unfree or compulsive (see 4.1.3).

Similarly to theFreiheitsschriff Adorno thinks that the problems facing us areatge
than a lack of purpose. Adorno is worried abouthistorical forms of domination which do
not just deprive us of meaning, but create sufieand unfreedom also. We will see this in
more detail in chapter 5. For now we can note thatkind of freedom which would result
from a genuine relation between universal and @aer — which would amount to a
reconciliation between them which was not the ce#rdalse reconciliation which Hegel

achieves through the primacy of the concept.

2712 SeeHistorical-Critical Introduction to the Philosophygf Mythology SUNY Series in Contemporary
Continental Philosophy (Albany: State UniversityNdw York Press, 2007), 143.
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PART Il PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY AFTERHEGEL:
FREEDOM AND COMPULSION

4. Schelling’s mature philosophy of history

The first chapter established the failure of Hegjebgic to generate extra-logical content
from out of the exposition of the concept in puleught. Schelling is not the only

philosopher to have made such arguments, but beef the few to attempt to still pursue
the philosophy of history, and do so from withiplalosophical system. The purpose of this
chapter is to see how successful Schelling isistdsk.

A core aim of theFreiheitsschriftis to show that philosophy can grasp those pdrteeo
world which exceed the grasp of an overly ratisstadiform of reason (including Hegel’s),
including freedom and history, without thereby reidg or doing ill justice to them. This
work is pivotal in Schelling’s development becaudethe centrality it gives to human
freedom and the radical questioning of idealistqd@phies — including his own earlier works
— to achieve this aim. In this way, although Hreiheitsschriftpredates the Munich lectures
— which contain the criticisms of Hegel mobilisedthe first chapter of this thesis — it is still
a relevant place to start for Schelling’s altewvatio Hegel’s philosophy of history. Schelling
attempts to make reason compatible with freedom hasibry by showing how there is a
genuine unity of system and freedom. Very briefhe main strands of Schelling’s strategy
can be outlined. Firstly, he reformulates panthesenas to make sense of some elements of
contingency and purposiveness in nature. In thig $&ehelling manages to bring freedom
into necessity, or, as it were, soften necessigin in the other direction — i.e. to bring

systematicity into (human) freedom — is a much nuhallenging task. Three moments to
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this task can be specified: (1) an a priori expasidf thepossibility of human freedom; (2)
an account of human freedom as neither voluntarycompelled, but as an intelligible and
atemportal act; (3) the subsumption of #auality of human freedom under the necessary
process of God’s self-revelation. | argue thaimately, theFreiheitsschriftdeprives history
of its historical character—i.e. of its mutable dimsion. The official story in the
Freiheitsschrift is that history is ultimately a revelation of Gdthe unfolding of the
unconditioned ground). Moreover, in the latter asdchis history of revelation is held to be
the case independent of empirical interpretationtted course of events. Given this
unpromising start it might be wondered why tReeiheitsschrift should command our
attention at all; especially since other aspectsSohelling’s philosophy appear more
promising. In order to answer this question | gavbrief account of these other aspects and
why | think they reveal the need to turn back ®FRreiheitsschrift

In Schelling’s philosophy from 1827 onwards — tleecalled Spatphilosophie- he looks
to have two important advantages over Eneiheitsschrift (1) it holds open the possibility
that history could fail to provide evidence forrad origin to the worki® and (2) that the
ongoing confirmation of freedom is based a posterithe Spatphilosophieapproaches the
philosophy of history via a hermeneutical guidepribceeds on the hypothesis that the world
is free, but in such a way that we are always dpetine possibility that experience might
contradict our hope or expectation of finding freed This is one way in which we could
understand Adorno’s formulation for the philosoptifyhistory: ‘universal history must be
construed and denied’® This has many appealing features, not least isithaould be a
productive position to place in dialogue with canpmrary critical theory’® Despite these

desirable features, | think this does not go fasugih in understanding the ways in which

273 Although it seems history could not provide pesitevidence for the nihilistic account since ploloisy
would appear to undermine its own activity if itnedo search for the proof of a lack of freedom.

274 Theodor W. AdornolNegative Dialectic§London: Routledge, 1973), 320.

275 See Peter Dews (forthcoming)
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history could go wrong. More specifically, the omxay that unfreedom or necessity can be
said to be the material of history is if it was Bom eternity. TheSpatphilosophieis
committed to this because of the exclusivity of dp#ions it pursues in the interpretation of
history. If, on the one hand, history is to be ustl®d as compulsive, then it is because there
iIs no God — no free creator of the world — andoif, the other hand, history is to be
understood as being created by God, then histost iveifundamentally free. In short, there
iIs no way to understand history as compelled in angortant respect which is not
metaphysically necessitated (i.e. that the cossioenstituted as unfree).

Despite the epistemic modesty of this approachhéophilosophy of history, then, it still
rules out the possibility of understanding histoag having gone wrong (i.e. not
metaphysically grounded, but contingently occuryingven when the possibility of the
world’s origin in necessity (i.e. metaphysically grounded netgssihilism or the lack of
God) is retained as a constraint on its attemptrdoe otherwise. In other words, the positive
philosophy is a posteriori but limited to the onggiattempt to prove the existence of God,; |
want to say that the positive philosophy shouldabke to understand history as — following
terms of theFreiheitsschrift— the product of an ‘inverted Go#l® This would be a history
which we assume to have been generated from osorag kind of freedom and therefore
would not be nihilistic in the sense of assumiraf tine world is necessarily determined in a
fatalistic way. This would provide the basis foraternative interpretation of the previously
cited epithet from Adorno — ‘universal history mum construed and denied.” Rather than
opening up a universal history of freedom to po&ralsification through an increased
epistemic modesty (i.e. so that universal histayconstrued in the sense of letting our
interpretation be guided, but denied in the sers®lawing it to be falsified), our universal

history is construed in the sense that a compulsiveecessary movement of history is

21°FS 263
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claimed to be at work, but denied in the sensetthamecessity is not itself necessary—or, it
is contingently necessary, but not logically neaggsFrom this starting point the account
does not get drawn into certain foundational megajgial debates about the existence or non-
existence of spirit, will, ideality, mentality, awhatever you want to call it. In order to
guestion the dogmatic proponent of the existenddaaf we do not challenge the existence of
the ideal wholesale (in the manner, say, of th@canist physicalist—or, in our terms, the
nihilist). Rather, granting the existence of freedave argue that it has been perverted. The
threat to the existence of the will is not provideg its other (mechanistic being), but by
will's own self-undermining.

First, | spell out the problem with Hegel's philpsy of history in terms of optimism
(4.1). Before arguing that Schellingpéatphilosophidails to adequately escape unwarranted
optimism, | also consider the contemporary attetopteconstruct Hegel's philosophy of
history to also avoid optimistic excess in the riptetation of history. Then | elaborate on
how theFreiheitsschriftelaborates the idea of evil which provides thasfms an account of
unfreedom which avoids unwarranted pessimism ashnascunwarranted optimism (4.2).
Finally, I look at how Schelling attempts to unites account with his systematic ambitions
(4.3 and 4.4). Ultimately, | argue that Schellingtount of history in th&reiheitsschrift
fails to provide a sufficient alternative to Hegelbut that the thought of an ontological
perversion found in Schelling's idea of evil prasdthe ground for thinking a proper
alternative. In short, this offers the philosophioasources to understand how history has
contingently manifested unfreedom, as distinct franderstanding history as necessarily
manifesting freedom (Hegel), or as only possibly nifesting freedom (Hegelian

reconstructions and ti&patphilosophige

4.1 The problem of optimism
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In order to draw out the unique contribution of Breiheitsschriftto the continuing struggle

to philosophically interpret history, | present twinportant competitors: Firstly, a
contemporary reconstruction of a Hegelian philogophhistory, and secondly, Schelling’s
own attempts to interpret history in tBpatphilosophieThese are chosen because they both
represent significant attempts to formulate a @ujphy of history that avoids the danger of
promoting an unwarranted optimism. | argue thahlsaicceed in this aim, but that they do so
only to a limited degree; that is, they avoid tmelpems of, what is call, ‘strong optimism,’

but they still promote a ‘moderate optimism,” andvaak optimism,’ respectively.

4.1.1. Strong optimism

Schelling and Adorno exposed the illegitimate wagt tHegel expanded the concept beyond
its limits. The result of which was that Hegel @doff his philosophy to the nonconceptual.
A further result was that this enabled Hegel tovfate an a priori justification of the world. |
now argue that this kind of a priori justificati@ecords with ‘strong optimism,” where this
means something like the view that this world iropl or best’’ Of course, Hegel does not
make judgments about the concrete world (or angtllse which could be considered a
referentof our discourse) in theogic, nor advance static — or, as Hegel would call them
‘presupposed’ — principles which would underwritgcls judgments. Instead he offers an
exposition of the concept. But, as we have seas,etkposition aims to show that freedom

and rationality are guaranteed, and, as a redudtretis nothing in principle that can

217 Usually, this is seen as the world necessarilpdpie best, supported by an account of what gtegarhis
situation. The definitive account obviously beingjthniz’'s grounding of this situation in the perfeatof the
creator of the world, found iDiscourse on Metaphysids'...God, who possesses supreme and infinite
wisdom, acts in the most perfect manner, not amly metaphysical sense, but also morally speakiottfried
Wilhelm Leibniz,Philosophical TextsOxford Philosophical Texts (Oxford: Oxford Unigdy Press, 1998), 54.
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undermine this result. Thus, although the analg$ipure thought does not make direct
claims about the existing world, it does guarates the world will unfold.

If this is an accurate account of Hegel then hitopbphy of history has severe limitations
from the start. But it should be noted that conterap/ commentators and followers of
Hegel have themselves responded to this chall@igdey largely turn away from tHeogic
and go directly to the philosophy of history or @tlareas of thRealphilosophig’® As | will
show in relation to a specific example, this mav@sually made in the belief that Hegel can
be saved from strong optimism (and the historit@dure it entails) by curbing or softening
the necessity involved in the realisation of fremdor rationality?®® To anticipate somewhat,
the strategy can be briefly sketched. The contiogemd particularity of empirical existence
is given a more prominent role, to the point wheean block or hinder the realisation of the
concept in the world—that is, to the point where thanifestation of freedom is precarious.
In this reconstructed Hegel, then, manifest freed®mot guaranteed or necessary and thus
can only be known to exist a posteriori. But, asgill show, the capacity or ability for the
exercise of freedom is assumed to be an ever gresedition and thus latent freedom is still
known a priori. The lack of a guarantee of theisaéilbn or manifestation of freedom clearly
distances this position from strong optimism. Hoerwvhe assumed existence of latent
freedom means that there is still a confidence apehthat freedom will manifest. For this

reason | place this position under the title ‘madieroptimism23tin order to fill out and

278 John W. Burbidge, ‘Philosophy and History’,Hegel's Systematic Continge(®algrave Macmillan, 2007),
1-15; lain Macdonald, ‘What Is Conceptual History?Hegel: New Directionsed. Katerina Deligiorgi, 2006,
207-26; Sally Sedgwick, ‘Reason and History: Kasus Hegel’'Proceedings and Addresses of the American
Philosophical AssociatioB4, no. 2 (1 November 2010): 45-59.

219t is not always clear what role defenders of gélian philosophy of history give to thegic in relation to
the Realphilosophigor the systematic nature of Hegel’s thought inegal. Most, however, seem to want to
proceed — either implicitly or explicitly — indepaantly of thel ogic in their Hegelian accounts of history.

280 |n considering different attempts to formulatehélgsophy of history which avoids optimism (in Héiga
reconstructions and different periods of Schelbntyought) | focus on the question of freedom nathan the
broader question of the concept as such. Thisdause the attempts to understand history whicim$ider base
their accounts primarily on the problem of humasettom.

281 This position is often referred to as ‘Meliorisrfhis position is sometimes presented as an atteenta
optimism, sometimes as a nuanced version of optimior example, William James characterises meliods
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substantiate these points | now consider how combeany Hegelians account for history

along these lines.

4.1.2 Moderate Optimism

lain Macdonald presents a reconstruction of Hegaetsount of ‘conceptual history’ in an
attempt to show that the universal or necessargcasmf reason are adequately reconciled
with the contingencies and particularities of higté*> Macdonald admits that some of
Hegel's remarks give the impression that there iseavy asymmetry in favour of the
universal in history. Two passages from Hegeéstures on the Philosophy of World History
in particular claim that philosophy interprets bist by ‘look[ing] for a general design’ and
assuring us that its progressive course is noatened — it is ‘untouched and unharmed’ — by
the vicissitudes of individual's actions in histdfj Macdonald believes a more balanced
account of the relation of universal and particutahistory can be found in Hegel's concept
of ‘experience’ in thePhenomenology of Spidt* Experience, in this sense, denotes a very
specific kind of activity which, when successfulBalised, manifests the freedom distinctive
of consciousness. This activity is realised, aredom is manifested, when an individual

exercises her critical capacity to find the worldnting in some respect and remedy it—or, in

holding a ‘better promise as to this world’s outedtmecause of the commitment to ‘design, free-witisolute
mind, spirit instead of matter’. James also sagwéaver: ‘Midway between the two [optimism and
pessimism—JL] there stands what may be called dle&ride of meliorism, tho it has hitherto figurexss$ as a
doctrine than as an attitude in human affairs. @istin has always been the regnant DOCTRINE in eaope
philosophy. Pessimism was only recently introduog®chopenhauer and counts few systematic defeaders
yet. Meliorism treats salvation as neither ineviéaiior impossible. It treats it as a possibilithigh becomes
more and more of a probability the more numeroasatttual conditions of salvation become.’” Williaamés,
Pragmatism: A New Name for Some Old Ways of Tharlinckland, New Zealand: Floating Press, 1907), 89
and 195-96, respectively.

282 |]ain Macdonald, ‘What Is Conceptual History?' Hegel: New Directionsed. Katerina Deligiorgi, 2006.
283 G.W.F. HegellLectures on the Philosophy of World History: Intoation, Reason in Histored. Johannes
Hoffmeister, trans. H.B. Nisbet, (Cambridge: Camdge University Press, 1980), 28 and 89, respegtivel
Quoted in Macdonald, ‘What is Conceptual Historg®8 and 216, respectively.

284 Macdonald, ‘What Is Conceptual History?’, 218-20
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Macdonald’s terms, when she successfully enact®rra self-correction?®® The important
point is that there are two conditions of succdisst, that there is the rationality found in
universal consciousness qua capacity — a ‘necepsasjbility of reasorf®® — and, secondly,
that is the realisation of this capacity in act(iad. embodied) consciousness of historical
agents. | take it that this dual conditionalitysoiccess is expressed in Macdonald’s following
remark: ‘reasononly “happens” when the mere possibility of self-coti@t becomes a
reality for and by historical consciousne€€.By clearly demarking these two conditions a
space is opened up for the contingencies of historyinfluence the realisation of
consciousness’s rational capacity and thus custailassurance that reason will necessarily
drive history forward.

However, theexistenceof this rational capacity itself is never expogsedthe threat of
contingency in the way that that theerciseof this capacity is. Macdonald is forthright about
this issue. He admits that ‘nothing in principlend&ing a halt to the self-corrective activity
of reason 28 Although a particular historical individual — oetsof historical individuals —
may not succeed in manifesting reason, the capadlityalways find a way since, as long as
there is a world which can be improved, ‘in prineipomeindividual consciousness will be
able to confront it and undertake to negate®lt is not immediately clear whether this
reconstruction is an example of strong optimisrmoderate optimism, as defined above. On
the one hand, manifest freedom (i.e. enacted r@tapacity) is deprived the universal status
accorded to latent freedom (i.e. the necessaryilpligsof enacting this capacity). On the
other hand, it seems that the empirical world caven put up enough resistance to obstruct
the realisation of reason. This ambiguity is refecin the fact that Macdonald wavers on

exactly the degree to which the strongly optimistidlook is softened. He claims to have

285 |bid., 219
286 |bid.
287 |bid.
28 hid., 221
2891hid., 220
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avoided being ‘unequivocally optimistic about tr@mer of reason’, but concedes that there
is still a ‘certain optimism’ at work her@® Whether or not Macdonald fails to reconstruct
Hegel in a manner which avoids strong optimism neatdbe decided here. What | want to
highlight is that the basic requirements of any éliaap philosophy of history means that, no
matter how much emphasis is placed on contingen@adicularity, history is based on the

assumed existence of latent freedom.

For instance, if the contemporary strategy is takeerts limit, then particularity can be
granted the power to not only temporarily obstrypecbgress, but also to bring the
development of reason to a standstill or even utsdorogress—via some pervasive paralysis
or deformation of our ability to use our inhereational capacity®! It is true that in this case
the assurance that freedom will manifest is minjnaald thus offers less security than an
optimism in which the possibility for an indefinitaterruption of the realisation of freedom is
not on the table. But this is not a difference iimdk only a difference in degree. For whether
manifest freedom is believed to be on the ascéagnating or in decline, latent freedom is
always assumed to be ready and waiting to get ti.vigut this criticism could be met with a
shrug since it seems that a philosophy of histbay tan account for failures or lapses in the
realisation of freedom is as open to negativityiasieeded, or wanted. Anything more
negative than this would be dismissed as pessirarsnthilism. If history were so terrible as
to forestall the possibility of anything gettingttee there would not be much point to a
philosophy of history in the first place. In fadtthere were a complete absence of freedom
or meaning in the world, then it is not clear that could even make sense out of the idea

that there is history at all. This kind of responsaves too quickly. The point of objecting to

2%01hid., 221 and 220, respectively.

291 take it that dealing with this possibility is animating concern of Alex Honneth’s developmenthef
concept of ‘social pathology’ (and related conceptyl that he does so, at least in part, so asanag his own
Hegelian view of history and avoid an unwarrantptimism. For a helpful discussion and critique afrideth’s
development of the concept of social pathologyFasan Freyenhagen, ‘Honneth on Social Pathologies:
Critique’, Critical Horizons: A Journal of Philosophy and Salciheory16, no. 2 (2015): 131-52.
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the assumed existence of latent freedom is notowt pts opposite—an assumed non-
existence of latent freedoff? Rather, the point is to say that the existenciateht freedom

needs to be confirmed a posteriori as much as estrfifeedom does if we do not want to
assume that the substance of history is freedomtlaaefore predetermine how we can
understand history. For the Hegelian, the greaestimulation of irrationality, unreason, or
horror could, at most, only indicate a deficit ofgnifest) freedom, never doubt that history’s

meaning is the realisation of freedom.

4.1.3 Weak optimism

The challenge, then, is to avoid a priori justifica altogether; or, expressed positively, to
justify our belief in the existence of manifest datent freedom through only a posteriori
means. It is one of the major strengths of SchgBigpatphilosophi¢o have formulated and
pursued precisely this task. Schelling has notiptsly convinced himself of the existence
of a free activity—of which we then need only tuim reality to see how well it has
manifested. Rather than an a priori assurance,bdgnning is made with a ‘wanting’
(Wollen for there to be something like this at the rofothings2°® | say “something like this”
because Schelling does not think that the freedaamnacteristic of the world — if, indeed, the
world can be so characterised — would be due &ianal structure unfolding itself in human
action?** Rather, it must be due to the fact that the witself is a result of a free act. Now,
these different conceptions of freedom fundamentbparate the late Schelling and Hegel.
As important as this is, | only flag it to avoidnfasion about their respective projects. What

matters for the current question — about the régepess of a philosophy of history — is the

292\Which would be ‘strong pessimism,’ as opposedhéogosition which holds the non-existence of maife
freedom, that is, moderate pessimism.

28GPP154

24GPP198



138

divergence irhow they try to prove freedom. To return to the pdhen, since there is not
even the minimal assurance that freedom existsniruradeveloped state, our hope for
assurance is entirely dependent upon the empirical.

Schelling recognises that this is an unusual thbuBbr freedom is an example of
something not merely empirical in nature; it goesydnd the finite relations of the
empirical ?®> So how are we supposed to know freedom purelyutiirothe empirical?
Schelling draws an analogy with our knowledge effileedom of individual agents.

It is incorrect to reduce empiricism in generalriere sensatioas if it had only this as
its object, since an intelligence of free will aaction, of which each and every one of us
is, does notas suchfall under the purview of the senses and yet thisomething
empirical and indeed something that carty be known empirically. For no one knows
what exists within a person until that person espes himself. His intellectual and moral
character exists only a posteriori, which is to #aat it is discernible only through his
statements and actions. Now suppose that the discugas about an intelligence in the
world, assumed to have a free will for action—timtelligence would likewise not be
knowable a priori, but only through its deeds tbatur in experience. Although a
supersensible being, it will nonetheless be somgthihat can only be known
commensurate with experience. Empiricism as subbrefore, hardly excludes all
knowledge of the supersensible, as one customafgumes, and even Hegel
presuppose&’®
So, in Schelling’s example, we never directly pareghe freedom of agents, but only take
their actions to give us reason to think they age.fSchelling has some difficulties, however,
in making sense of this kind of empirical approaaiice he claims it cannot be a form of
inference?®” In which case he would have rejected both: thengit to know God through
reason alone (in the way that Hegel had done) lama@ttempt to know God through sensible

experience (i.e. through induction). Schellingdrie get around this dilemma by refining

what he means by a posteriori knowled$fn any case, we need not dwell on this issue here

295 Of course, there are various forms of compatitsilishich would not subscribe to this view. But bexmu
Schelling is not one of them, the problem with Hovexplain the experiential procériveisen of freedom
remains.

26 GPP 168; cf.HMP 146

BTGPP1798W13:127-28
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since our concern is with the degree to which Siclggd philosophy can remain open to the
possibility that freedom does not exist.

One of the consequences of Schelling making thiegdphical investigation into freedom
a matter of a posteriori knowledge is that the stigation is never finished. His version of
the proof érweisen of the existence of God is provisional becausgesit is never finished,
there could always be some evidence found whiakatens the belief in the free source of
the world. We can never be sure that the worldoisdeterministic and purposeless, so we
must keep looking to the world for the indicatiarfsan intelligence and freedom. This is the
reason Schelling calls his proof ‘progressive,” aaters to this type of philosophy as ‘an
always advancing knowledg&?®

The epistemic modesty of this approach — basedanosteriori and continuing proof of
freedom — means that we cannot assure ourseh@®rg of even a minimal freedom (e.g.
an inbuilt capacity for rational self-correction the ever-present potentidbr the realisation
of freedom in history, as in Macdonald’s recondinm. It is for this reason that | take this
position to not to be a form of modest optimisra: conditionality is not only applied to the
conviction that things will turn out as they shquitdit also to the conviction that there was
potential for things to turn out right in the figstace. In other words, the freedom of creation
and creator — development and beginning of the worldle-made provisional. But with this
advantage comes a disadvantage. Despite the fcthik approach never reaches complete
certainty of God’s existence, it is not clear hdwstapproach could ever seriously come to
doubt God'’s existence. Edward Allen Beach has gteahin particular with how it could be
that some a posteriori evidence could ever comedotradict’ (Widerspruch the guiding

hypothesis that God exist® Beach argues that the root of the problem is ttera of the

29 GPP1825W13:132
300 Edward Allen BeachlThe Potencies of God(s): Schelling’s PhilosophiMgthology SUNY Series in
Philosophy (Albany, NY: State University of New ¥dPress, 1994), 157-62.
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object of the proof: if we found evidence for thestence of God in history, then it is
difficult to see how subsequent evidence couldremlidt the previous confirmatiof:

But this problem runs even deeper than Beach stssp€be inability for the positive
philosophy to provide something like a disproofGxd (or a provisional disproof) is due to
the fundamental disposition that the positive puolcher takes up. The continuing proof
cannot be codified into a universally communicat#enonstration.

...even this proof is only a proof for those who wamthink and move forward, and,
thus, only for the wise. It is not like a proof ggometry, with which one can coerce
those of even the most limited abilities, and etftendumb, whereas | can coerce no one
to become wise through experience if he does nat a2
The proof, then, can only be freely taken up, nmtepted upon coercion. As noted at the
beginning of this section, the positive philosopbegins with a ‘wanting’ \(Vollen). The
search for freedom is an expression of freedonthis way it makes little sense for the
positive philosopher to search for evidence for tidreedom of existence; they would
thereby undermine their own activit§® The upshot is that, though there is no a priori
assurance of the existence of freedom, the intexfooa of history must always be guided by
the search for signs of freedom. If history hadialty been guided by unfreedom, this could
not be known to the positive philosopher. It is this reason that | refer to this as weak

optimism.

4.2 Overcoming optimism: ontological inversion in e Freiheitsschrift

| now want to show that Schelling’s philosophy fréms middle period — more specifically

the Freiheitsschrift— has the resources needed to overcome the fofnphilesophical

301 Beach,The Potencies of God()61

302GPP 1825W13:132

303 To be clear, this is not meant to indicate that@milosophical enterprise would be self-underminivere it
to attempt to prove determinism. This is only theecfor positive philosophy.
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optimism just considered. The resources are locate8chelling’s account of evil. The
problem with even weak optimism is that it could countenance the possibility of a kind of
compulsion which would actively threaten an intetption of history as a free or divine
process—the most it could do is bring uncertaiotyhis interpretation. Evil, on Schelling’s
account, is a positively opposed force to the gdloid is the focus of 4.2.1). If it were a mere
lack of the good, the proliferation of evil coulalyp ever give the philosopher of history
cause to say that the worldnst good. This is structurally equivalent to weak opsim—
there is only a negation or limitation of the optimm, never an opposed force. The virtue of
this account is that it has the power to overcomme limitations of optimism without
becoming pessimism. This is because evil is nat ®aexist necessarily: evil is the result of
human freedom. The difficulty in understanding hiownan freedom can be the source of a
kind of compulsion will be the focus of 4.2.2. Unstanding a form of compulsion or
unfreedom via human freedom means that it is moplsi a natural necessity. We could, then,
call this a spiritual deistig unfreedom. In virtue of this, this form of unfomen would be
both positive (not a mere lack Geis) and it would be non-necessary. In this way weldiou
have the ability to understand history as neitheind (the result of the freedom or God) nor
nihilistic (the result of an unfree necessity ofvarld not created by a free being), but as

having gone wrong®*

4.2.1 The positivity of evil

304 For dialectical completeness it should be poimtetithat there is a potential forth option heresth, history
can be understood as fundamentally free (divineindree (nihilistic). | am proposing that we seast
incipiently free, but produces unfreedom. The othfgion would seem to be that it starts unfree flsgdom
somehow generates out of it (this is a populartipssamong so-called ‘transcendental materialst€’h as
contemporary Deleuzians and Slavoj Zizek and Hievi@rs). This last option, however, is ruled oyt b
Schelling at least from 1809 onwards (i.e. thisvicion stretches from thEreiheitsschriftto the
Spatphilosophie On this point see Peter Dews, ‘Dialectics aredThanscendence of Dialectics: Adorno’s
Relation to Schelling’British Journal for the History of Philosopt2, no. 6 (2 November 2014): 1180-1207.
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In order to understand how the account of evihmAreiheitsschriftprovides insight into the
possibility of a compulsive force (a pervasive eeftom) structuring history — rather than
being a mere distraction from the main narrativehef development of freedom — we first
need to understand the ‘positivity’ of evil. Whatmeant by evil being positive is that it has
its own nature, force, or power, rather than beiefined as a mere lack or privation of
another nature, force, or power. Schelling devatést of space to showing how the various
representatives of the latter, negative accourgvidffail to grasp the phenomenon of evil.
Schelling’'s motivation for addressing inadequateocaats of evil is manifold. On the most
basic level he simply does not want to be deludemiiourselves—that is, he does not want
to be part of the contemporary ‘philanthropism’ @ehhimakes of evil little more than a
regrettable lapse or weakness and thus deniepreyiers®® He wants us to recognise the true
dimension of horror that evil possesé®dt might seem strange to be occupied by the thsk o
uncovering an extreme manifestation of humanityd Ahis strangeness might, in turn,
explain why more recognisably philosophical issaes often thought to be the real goal, to
which the investigation of evil is a mere meanse Bapposed main event, so to say, varies
from one commentator to the next: a theoditya correctly understood pantheisff,a

cogent moral psychologi? a new metaphysig®—to name a few. I'm not sure any one

305FS 248, 262

306 FS 264

307:Schelling strives to develop a doctrine of thealbte that will allow for the presence of the eaiild the
irrational while preserving the goodness and ratibnof the whole.” Alan WhiteSchelling: An Introduction to
the System of FreedofNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1983), 137-38.

308 ‘The central issue in thESis again a non-reductionist account of thinkingktionship to being.” Andrew
Bowie, Schelling and Modern European Philosophy: An Intretibn (London: Routledge, 1993), 94.

309 ‘Although theodicy might seem to have pride ofgalan theFreiheitsschrift it is in fact this problem of evil
— the moral psychological one — that is Schellingan concern.’” Michelle Kosch, ‘Idealism and Freetin
Schelling’s Freiheitsschrift’, itnterpreting Schelling: Critical Essayed. Lara Ostaric (Cambridge University
Press, 2014), 145-59, 153.

310 _first, evil makes its appearance just in thisegtial relation to man’s freedom and thus in ietato

man’s nature even more so. Evil is thus not a spémpic by itself. Second, evil is not treatedhe sphere of
mere morality either, but rather in the broadekesp of the ontological and theological fundamegtastion,
thus a metaphysics of evil. Evil itself determities new beginning in metaphysics. The questiomef t
possibility and reality of evil brings about a tsdormation of the question of Being.” Martin Heidgeg,
Schelling’s Treatise on the Essence of Human Free8eries in Continental Thought 8 (Athens, OhioicOh
University Press, 1985), 87.
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philosophical issue can be said tothe goal of theFreiheitsschriftf but | do not contest the
diversity of philosophical issues found therein.idt also the case that, without some
philosophical motivation, such an insistence oroanting for human depravity (as opposed
to mere animality) might seem a morbid exerciseatTdaid, if we do not take seriously
Schelling’s emphasis on grasping the positivitysomething which actively opposes the
proper development of our potential, we will misgbrtant insights*!

One of the representatives of a merely privativeception of evil, according to Schelling,
is Kantianism3!? Of the different representatives Schelling conside including Neo-
Platonist and Leibnizian — it is particularly helpto focus on this one since its proximity to
Schelling’s own account provides the opportunityplace each of them in relief and, in the
process, clarify some of the more obscure pointSdielling’s position. The proximity |
refer to is found in the fact that both approaah glnestion of good and evil in terms of dual
principles—intelligible and sensible, rational airdational, ideal and real, and so on.
Schelling does not think good or evil can be eqiatgh one principle or the other; it is only
in a coordination of both principles in differentays that can achieve either (this will be
covered in more detail later; see 4.3.2). Scheltlagms that the Kantian position is ignorant
of this point. Schelling presents the Kantian posithus: evil results from the domination of
the intelligent principle by the sensual principd@®d good results from the domination of the
sensual principle by the intelligent principle. Theblem Schelling detects here is that,
although there appears to be different ways in wkive agent acts — the agent either wills to
be good or wills to be evil — there is actuallyyoohe way of willing. That is, the good is the

only object of will, which can be achieved in gezatbr lesser proportion.

311 Dale E. Snow argues that the reality of evil andacknowledgment of it is indeed the main conadriine
Freiheitsschrift See Snowschelling and the End of Idealis®UNY (Albany: State University of New York
Press, 1996), 149-50.

312| do not consider how a Kantian could responddioeBing’s characterization since the purpose isxplore
Schelling’s position, not evaluate his criticismik@antian positions. For this reason | do not ergaith Kant’s
own complicated account of the will, evil, freedcetg., nor go into the sophisticated moral phildsop
produced by Kantian’s since Schelling’s time.
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For while the weakness or inefficacy of the ingght principle can be a ground for
deficiency in good and virtuous actions, it canbeta ground for positively evil actions
and those contrary to virtue. Assuming, howeveaf gensuality or passive behaviour
towards external impression would produce evilaadiwith a kind of necessity, then
man himself would be only passive in doing them, ievil would have no meaning with
respect to himself, that is subjectively; and simt®t results from natural determination
cannot be objectively evil either, it would have meaning whatsoever. But to say that
the reasonable principle is ineffective in evilaajsrovides no ground. For why does it
not exercise its power? If it wills to be ineffedj then the ground of evil lies in this
willing and not in sensuality. Or if it can in nos& overcome the power of sensuality,
then mere weakness and deficiency are here, buberewevil. Hence according to this
explanation there is only one will (if it can becailed), and no twofold wift3
What is shown here is that, even if the Kantian cantort the resources of her theory to
include space for something which is called evigre is still only one will which either
intentionally (i.e. decides not to exercise itslwdr unintentionally (i.e. sensuality is too
powerful or intelligence is not powerful enoughi)l§ao meet the good. Schelling claims that
the will must be able to actively will evds wellas good rather than evil simply resulting
from a lack of the will to good. There are differemays to understand why Schelling
considers an account evil as the lack of will tloud Two of the ways to understand this
are: (1) that Schelling needs evil to result fromvidl to evil in order to secure human
freedom and moral responsibility; and (2) that Hoigeneeds evil to result from a unity of
wills in order to secure awareness of the uniqud terrible force of evil. Both are
compatible, but | would like to stress the lattarow unpack each in turn.
The first way to interpret Schelling’s worry heseperhaps the most accessible. Schelling
was dissatisfied with Kant’s (and Fichte’s) attengotinderstand how there isreoral choice
for evil. That is, how it is possible for an agémfreely choose evil (i.e. not be merely be evil

in virtue of being heteronomously determined) aretéfore be responsible. Not only can we

find many statements throughout tReeiheitsschriftwhich foreground the concern with

3FS248
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moral responsibility®'* but even in the passage quoted above Schellingessis the
limitation to our moral activity when evil is congred privatively (we ‘would be only
passive’ and thus ‘have no meaning’). Moreovert hefore the passage quoted, Schelling
states that evil is annulled when it is equatedh wénsuality because there is no freedom for
evil on the Kantian account. However, the fact ttd issue does not exhaust Schelling’s
concern with the Kantian account can already ba seéhe hypothetical line of questioning
addressed to the Kantian. Even though Schellinge\ed that the Kantian account annuls
evil, he considers, for the sake of argument, thesequences that a Kantian view of euvil
would have. First he considers what would be tree ¢hsensuality were sufficient for evil
(‘Assuming, however, that sensuality or passiveabeur towards external impression
would produce evil actions’) and then he considenat would be the case if reason — in its
refusal to work — were sufficient for evil (‘If wills to be ineffective, then the ground of evil
lies in this willing and not in sensuality’). Tha, Schelling hypothesizes on both the
passivityand the activity of the agent in producing evil on Kantian account. Even though
in the latter case the agent would not be merelgsipga — and therefore evil would
presumably have subjective meaning for the agemtd-would be acting independently, this
would still not capture the true dimension of eVihus Schelling cannot be solely motivated
by the problem of moral responsibility in the Kamtiaccount of evil.

As suggested, | do not want to dismiss the conee@th moral responsibility, only
highlight the role of a different aspect. This athspect is the recognition of the reality and
true nature of evil. Up until now it seemed thatatvimade Schelling’s account of evil distinct
from other accounts — i.e. what makes it positias, opposed to privative — was the
involvement of the individual agent in the genesfsevil. But, as we have just seen,

Schelling’s hypothetical investigation of an evihieh results directly from the agent’s

314 For exampleFS 260
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activity shows that what makes evil positive is tia¢ ability to hold someone responsible.
Although the will is effective or active in produag evil on the assumption that the will can
decide to let sensuality determine us, evil wotildl lse equivalent to mere ‘animality,’” albeit
an animalitywith the added advocacy of reasdveither pole genuinely interacts with its
opposite and thus both are left unaltered in theidamental character—the only variations
available are quantitative rearrangements, notitatige influence. In Schelling’s terms, they
do not form a unity®®

Hopefully this has established the importance fdrelling to provide a philosophy which
can give a model of the nature of evil which is marely a lack of the good. In other words,
to be able to interpret human actions and histotgide of a “less-or-more-good” scale, as it
were (i.e. in weak or moderate optimistic termshr&bver, the positive model of evil is not
susceptible to pessimistic excess since it is eaessarily present in the world. Because it
results from human freedom, its possibility to balised is, in principle, the same as that of
good. An important question to ask at this poirgywaver, is: if evil results from human
freedom, how can evil itself be a kind of unfree@8thelling gives few details. The general
way that he distinguishes good and evil is in teofhe type of unity they form between two
principles. In the case of the good, the univevalland the particular will form a proper
unity via the former putting the latter to use lfeatthan simply supressing it, as Kant’s model
was accused of doing). In the case of evil, théqadar will appropriates the universal will in
order to raise its particularity to universalityxch@lling calls this a ‘false unity*®

The only substantial account Schelling gives inRhaheitsschriftis where he announces
his aim to give a description of evil in ‘its app&ace in man’Erscheinung im Menscheas

opposed to the presentation of evil in its ‘ackzation in the individual man’

S5 S 247
SI6FS 247
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(Wirklichwerdung im einzelnen Menschet’ The account of the becoming actual, or
actualization, of evil (or good) is occupied wittetissue of how the choice for good or evil is
made (see 4.3.2). As we will see later, this chasgefor Schelling, purely intelligible or

eternal—it never occurs in our conscious experiembe account of the appearance of good
or evil describes the effect these intelligible icks have for our conscious lives. Schelling’s
remarks here are complex, but | interpret themeaadntred on the idea that the difference
between good and evil in our conscious lives iskeduby the different empirical experiences
they yield: the experience of freedom in the cdsgood and the experience of unfreedom in

the case of evil.

4.2.2 The unfreedom of evil

To account for the asymmetry between good andievierms of the freedom accruing to
each, | distinguish between intelligible (or atemgdpand empirical (or temporal) freedom.
In terms of their intelligible freedom, they remaymmetrical; but in terms of their empirical
freedom, they become asymmetrical. Although Safgelioes not present it in this fashion, |
think that we can see it at work in the movementhisf claims and arguments. That a
distinction between the intelligible and the emgitiin relation to human action is in play has
already been seen in Schelling’s separating thetmureof the actualization of evil (itself a
result of an intelligible essence or d&&dand the appearance of evil (which, presumably, is
not intelligible). Schelling reaffirms the symmetogtween good and evil in terms of their
intelligibility when he reminds us of the kind a@ifrier necessity involved in intelligible acts—
he claims that ‘voluntary good is as impossiblevalsintary evil.®*° But just as he reminds

us of a shared necessity in good and evil, he ategcthat there is a divergence in necessity

317 FS 2626W7:389
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also. Good and evil are now differentiated in terafsthe ways in which people are
necessitated by the kind of knowledge they possesk how this relates to acting and
judging, which only happens in our conscious exqrere.

In the good, our judgments and action are chaiaetéby ‘the immediate presence of
being in knowledge and consciousness,’ ‘consciestiess,” and ‘religiosity.” The kind of
immediacy and truth involved here is best undedstabrough the second of these
designations. In conscientiousness one acts inrédagsoe with one’s knowledge of the right
without any doubt or need of weighing up optidffisThe agent is under a kind of necessity
here — dubbed by Schelling a ‘holy necessity’ —dng where we do not feel hounded by our
necessity, but can freely affirm it. In other wartlaving chosen to subordinate our particular
selfhood to universal understanding within thelligile realm, our activity in the empirical
realm finds a reliable guide.

In evil, our judgements and actions are chara@eérizs ‘the acceptance of non-being
into...imagination,’ ‘false imagination,” and ‘sif?! These designations are perhaps even
more obscure than those offered for the good. dgihtinelp to first translate some of the new
terminology into the terminology Schelling more coonly uses; namely, the talk of an
orientation towards non-being rather than being.tBis is equivalent to the claim that we
elevate selfhood in evil and turn our attentiorpéoticularity rather than universality; or, we
turn to the relative or partial being of particutiarlnon-being, as Schelling calls it) rather
than the absolute being of universality. But wendbjust want to merely affirm our selfhood

or non-being. As Schelling puts it, the evil perstasires to be ‘the creating ground and to

320'He is not conscientious, who in a given case ritsthold the law of duty before himself in order
decide, out of his respect for it, to do right. B\®y its own meaning, religiosity admits of no atebetween
opposite, n@equilibrium arbitrii (the plague of all morality), but only of suprendecisiveness for the right
without any choice.’fS 265) ‘...belief, not in the sense of holding someghior true which might be
considered meritorious, or which lacks what cedtuequires — a meaning which has been appendbi$ to
word in its use for common things — but in its oxa meaning as trust, confidence in the divineicivh
excludes all choice.HS 266)

$21FS 264, 263, respectively.
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rule over all things’ and succumbs to the ‘prideb® all things3??2 Whether we believe
ourselves to be the origin of all things, the miasteall things, or to be all things, the point is
that we elevate ourselves to universality. The lemolds that, although the intelligible deed in
evil elevates the particular to the universal, wear succeed once and for all in becoming all
things in the empirical realm. But since we haweghetension to truth or universality, we are
restlessly in search of a way to present our pddrity as universality.
In contrast to conscientiousness then, it coulgdid that, rather than be guided by our
faith or be open to our immediate knowledge offtrute need to fabricate the truth. What |
have called the fabrication of truth — the activafypresenting our particularity or non-being
as universality or being — is equivalent to whahéling means by ‘lying.” Lying is the
passing off of something for true which is not; ior,Schelling’s language, presenting non-
being as being through our imagination. The stmactd inversion found in evil is on display
here. A related point is made in the Stuttgartess: ‘error is not merely @rivation of truth.
Rather it is something intrinsically positive, reodeficiency in spirit but an inversion of it.
Consequently, error may well prove highly ingenioaisd yet it is an errof2 If evil is our
intelligible character, then we are drawn to thepeival task of presenting our particularity
as universality—that is, of lying. This is how lderstand the complex claim with which we
began this section.
We have seen how through false imagination andugiir&knowledge directed towards
non-being man’s spirit opens itself to the spirit lping and falsehood, and, soon
fascinated by it, loses its initial freedowt.

The unfreedom of evil lies in being fascinated @smerisedféscinirt) by lying, in being

drawn into the infinite task of trying to pass aitir particularity as universality. The

322FS263

S23F, W. J. Schelling, ‘Stuttgart Seminars (1810;&hsn Posthumous Manuscripts)’ |dealism and the
Endgame of Theory: Three Essayans. Thomas Pfau (SUNY Press, 1994), 195-23IB, 2
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necessity experienced by evil persons is fuelled bgsperate search to bring particular and
universal together with only the power of the martar, whereas the necessity experienced by
good persons is provided by the decisiveness tanattie way which successfully brings
particular and universal together. With this we dnavmodel of positive evil or unfreedom.
There is not simply a lack of freedom (e.g. beingeah by sensible impulse) butsairitual
compulsion.

The remaining difficulty Schelling’s account faces how to take this model of a
compulsive force and apply it to the interpretatadrhistory. In the case of individuals, the
choice for good or evil is unpredictable—whichee#oice is made, it could always have
turned out differently. But if we remain at thivé we must remain silent about history. In
other words, we could not locate trends or pattériise philosopher holds that all choices
for good or evil are equally open throughout higtdtow, Schelling does try to account for
historical shifts in theFreiheitsschrift In the remainder of this chapter | argue thas thi
attempt fails and that, ultimately, this is dueSthelling’s desire to retain systematicity in his
account. In order to do this | present an accodnhaw Schelling tries to keep a unity
between system and freedom in tResiheitsschriftand how he ultimately privileges the
former at the expense of the latter. | do not $tarh the assumption that system and freedom
are incompatible. For some it is enough just tanidig system in an authors work to bring it
into disrepute (like the orthodox Marxist that nexino more than uncover a philosophy as
“bourgeois” in order to disregard it). Thereiheitsschrift presents a very sophisticated
attempt to do systematic philosophy without redgadwverything to system. It thus requires

careful analysis to see if it succeeds or not.

4.3 System and Freedom
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The primary challenge Schelling sees himself amfacs how philosophy can remain a
rational system whilst not obliterating freeddffSome difficulties face the reader of the
Freiheitsschriftwhen trying to grasp this. The main difficultybelieve, is that Schelling
deals with two very different types of freedom, leaaf which requires very different
approaches to establishing their compatibility wiystem or reason. The first type of
freedom — sometimes called ‘formal freedom’ by 3Jlaige — is a certain capacity for self-
determination. Schelling associates this type @édom with idealism, by which he seems to
have in mind Kant as much as later idealist devakaps.
...it will forever remain a curiosity that Kant, aftdve had first only negatively
differentiated things-in-themselves from appearanog making them independent of
time, and later, in the metaphysical discussionhisfCritique of Practical Reasgn
actually had treated freedom and independencen# &s correlative concepts, did not
proceed to think of transferring this solely pagtconcept of In-itself to things, whereby
he immediately would have risen to a higher poihtview, above the negativity
characteristic of his theoretical philosopH§.
Schelling recognises that self-determination is hotv Kant characterises freedom, but
suggests that this is implicit in his system (aisteas regards the first and sec@ndique)—
hence, it is ‘curious’ that Kant did not draw tleisnclusion. As Schelling must be aware, he
has paved over some distinction Kant felt importarttis understanding of freedom, namely,
the distinction between wil\ille) and the capacity or power for choia#illkiir).*2” Indeed,
Schelling notes that the characterisation of freeds a self-determination which can be
attributed to all of nature ends up losing gripvamat is specific to human freedom. | cannot

settle here whether Schelling does uncover whiggally happening in Kant’s philosophy (or

if it merely amounts to a misrepresentation). Whnatters for the current task is to note that

325 | went into the intellectual and historical corttekthis situation (i.e. the pantheism controvgisythe
introduction

326FS232

327 One example of Kant distinguishing in this way éanfound inThe Metaphysics of Moral§See Immanuel
Kant, Practical Philosophytrans. Mary J. Gregor, The Cambridge Editionhef¥Works of Immanuel Kant
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 334-
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how Schelling understands the ‘idealist’ conceptainfreedom (formal freedom). Now,
Schelling does not think it is too difficult to @cile this kind of freedom with system. He
sets about the more familiar German idealist gsatef showing its compatibility with
system to the extent that system itself is not ewatl mechanistically but rather as ‘living,’
‘dynamic,’ or ‘creative 38

The second type of freedom — referred to as humesddm — is distinct from the idealist
or formal type of freedom in at least two importaespects which can be seen most clearly
by looking at the limitations Schelling identifiea the idealist type of freedom. The latter is
too general and only formal: too general becauappties to all of nature; and only formal in
the sense that it is not directed towards a datisiochoice (the content of freedom), but
merely towards the independenselbstandigkejtfrom external determinism or fatalisi?.
Human freedom introduces a certain break in theanhyoal or creative process of nature
through its decision for good or evil (what thesxidions amount to will be discussed in
more detail later). The way of making this typefreledom compatible with system is much
more complicated (three of the approaches to #sk found in the~reiheitsschriftwere
outlined in the introduction).

The reason these approaches do not seem to sitogether is that Schelling specifically
advances the latter due to the deficiencies ofdhmaer. Although the first approach succeeds
in uniting system and freedom, the conception eédiom involved is not sufficient for the
task of understanding how things could turn outeothse—that is, of understanding human
freedom and the unpredictable aspect of the wartthastory. The latter type of freedom is
clearly much more difficult to make compatible wastematic reason. And if Schelling can
pull this off, then it would seem superfluous famhgo to the effort of establishing the

compatibility of formal freedom with system. We de® investigate both if we are to get a

28227
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reliable picture of the merits of tHéreiheitsschriftfor understanding freedom and history.
But how does Schelling make sense of dealing watind We will now attempt to answer

that question

4.3.1 The place of the idealist conception of foeadn theFreiheitsschrift

Schelling has many reasons to establish the cohilitgtiof formal freedom with system
independently of its relation to the establishifighe compatibility of human freedom with
system. One set of reasons relates to motivatioiesrel to the text and another set relates to
issues internal to the text (although there is lapgr Regarding the former, Schelling
endorses the idealist model of freedom most unegaily in those parts of the text where
his concern is the reception and reputation ofdws earlier philosophy. This is done by
affirming the innovations made in hiaturphilosophieand showing how those innovations
are defensible from the attacks made against panthand all systematic philosophy that
attempts to grasp freedot One of Schelling’s principle innovations was tooi the
opposed poles of either Kant’s dualism or Fichgibjectivism. The overcoming of the split
between knowledge and the object of knowledge -haowit straightforwardly reducing the
latter to the former — was to be achieved by resagg that spirit Geis) was not isolated in
knowing consciousness, but animating nature alg9.ifOthe influential terms in which
Schelling put it, the subject ®nsciousspirit and naturenconsciouspirit. That Schelling is

still on board with this is evident already in tf@ward to theFreiheitsschriftwhere he

330 A large part of the introductory debate aroundtipeism is geared towards defendingMaturphilosophie
from opponents who might regard it as fatalistioisTmotivation seems to only intensify throughooh&ling’s
life. For instance, in his 1833-34 Munich lectur®s, the History of Modern Philosoph$chelling still expends
significant energy defending the advances maddasaturphilosophieand defending its superiority against
its alleged perversion in Hegel’'s philosophy. 5#éP 114 passim
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proclaims that the opposition between spirit antumahas already been ‘torn up’ and
continues to be invalidated by the progress of kadge3!

Although Schelling’s tone here is somewhat dismesst he seems to be advising us to
forget about that old concern and focus on somegthiare important, namely, the opposition
between necessity and freedom — he rehearses immilégion of an improved idealism
(which extends spirit to nature and gives us act¢esa ‘higher realism’) in contrast to
Fichte’s subjective idealism. Fichte established@d@om to be what is truly actual, but we also
need to hold ‘that all actuality (nature, the wooldthings) has activity, life and freedom as
its ground, or in Fichte’s words, that not onlythe | all, but conversely, all is | as weif?
So, despite the fact that Schelling will ultimatelgim that — with regard to the core aim of
understanding freedom ‘more precisely’ — idealideaves us perplexed,’ he still finds it
important to use the occasion of tReeiheitsschriftto preserve the place of his objective
idealism in the history of philosophy. Though thesatextual insights are helpful, | would
now like to argue that the retention of the ideaatisodel of freedom is not simply an
attachment to a now redundant view, but plays gyomant role in how Schelling articulates
his improved conception of freedom.

There are several textual or internal reasons ¢hefing to retain the idealist conception
of freedom. We already know that it serves to slimmw one way of unifying system and
freedom is possible. This unity is what is estdi@d via Schelling’s defence of a qualified

account of pantheisii® This version of pantheism is put to use to solagous issues that

BIES217
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333 The core argument advances a specific undersiguadithe law of identity, starting aff$223), and
proceeds to present the consequences of this tadeirsy, culminating in the conclusion that ‘thenidé of
formal freedom is not necessarily implicit in pagitm.’ (FS 229) At times Schelling arguments are offered in
support of Spinoza’s pantheism — ‘...fatuous is tiference that in Spinoza even the individual objeast be
equal to God' £S223) — at other times pantheism in so far asdbispatible with ‘Spinozismer seé (FS226),
and at still other points pantheism in contras$pinoza is the preferred defendant — ‘Thus hisf{&m’s]
arguments against freedom are entirely determiniatid in nowise pantheisticF$230) For an account of the
issue of the extent to which Schelling appropriatesdifies, or overturns Spinoza in theeiheitsschriftsee
Jeffrey A Bernstein, ‘On the Relation Between Natand History in Schelling’s Freedom Essay and &aiis
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had occupied him in his previous philosophical vgorOne such issue is that of how the
finite world originates and develops. Previouslyh&ltng had been content to trace a
continuous process of the generation of the forfnsature from out of an absolute starting
point and display ever refining determinations. élahng increasingly becomes dissatisfied
with this for many reasons, but a worry that isha background of thEreiheitsschrift— and
already anticipated in the 1804 wadphilosophy and Religio®* — is that, if the source of
creation simply functions as a mechanical puslkelation to the created world, then we could
not understand this source as God.
However one might think of the manner of consecuffeolgg of beings from God, it
can never be mechanical, never a mere effectingopsiting, where what is effected is
nothing for itself. Nor can it any more be emamation which case what flows out
remains the same as that from which it flowed, #ng is nothing of its own, nothing

autonomousgdelbstandigkejt The consecution of things from God is a selfelation of

God. God can reveal himself only in what is likenhiin free beings that act by

themselves.33°

This is an interesting passage for current purpdsésings to a head one of the motivations
Schelling has for retaining formal freedom: it &k us to understand a necessary
consecution of things without annulling (formaleédom. But it also already hints at the
need for a more emphatic freedom to arise. AlthoBghelling only talks of formal freedom
here (acting independently), he points to the feethe process of the world’s unfolding (its
revelation) to manifest something which echoeseatizes the kind of force that instigated
the process. Further into the essay it becomes ttlaaithis means Godimoral freedom in
creating the world needs to generate a being withahfreedom also. This pinpoints the

crucial issue that now needs to be addressed. 8bthe reasons for Schelling’s continuing

Theologico-Political Treatise’, ifthe Barbarian Principle: Merleau-Ponty, Schellirapd the Question of
Nature ed. Jason M. Wirth and Patrick Burke (SUNY Pr@64,3), 77-100.

334 See Andrew BowieSchelling and Modern European Philosophy: An Intretibn (London: Routledge,
1993), 87-90; and John Laughlaigthelling versus Hegel: From German Idealism toi€ttan Metaphysics
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007), 56-58.
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interest in formal freedom have been explored,nout we need to see how this is to fit with
Schelling’s insistence on the need for human freedbhe way of fitting these together —
which, | believe, shows the least risk of doing dge to human freedom — is found in
Schelling’s strategy of making the idealist modedb only some of the work of explaining
the non-idealist model of freedom. Despite thisgtomanner of speaking, the work that the
idealist model does is very specific: it explaihe bntological structure of human beings and

how this is a condition for the possibility to &t the good or to act for evil.

4.3.2 The role of idealism in explaining thessibilityof human freedom

Schelling divides his account of human freedom iatoanalysis of th@ossibility of the
choice for good or evil and an analysis of #utuality of the choice for good or evit® This
distinction is methodologically very important evédmough Schelling does not stress this
point in the Freiheitsschrift®>3” Evil is possible due to the way that human beiags
constituted, as distinct from any other type ofigeiAnd, since this constitution is deduced
from the necessary structure of the world, the oetis therefore a priofe But such a
rational construction cannot yet tell us that evihctually chosen by free beings. Uncovering
how or why evil is actually chosen is therefore lesst in part, an a posteriori task. It is
important to highlight that Schelling’s investigati into human freedom requirdsoth
methods. For the purposes of this study it is irngrdrto highlight this because it shows how
Schelling combines the idealist and non-idealigtragches to human freedom. But it is also

important because of the way this distinction betwéhe possibility and the actuality of

336 | will usually refers to the choice for evil — nair than the choice for good or evil — in the faliog. Partly
for brevity, but also due to centrality of evil@thelling’s account and the relative peripheratglaf the good.
337 Schelling does, however, present the possibifigvil (FS236-248) in clear distinction to the actuality of
evil (FS249-256) and indicates the methodological as agthe substantive aspect of this distinction wheen
says ‘the possibility of evil does not yet inclutie actuality, and truly the latter is the greatdgect of our
investigation.” FS 249)

338 Schelling says as much when he claims the appneastito derive the concept and the possibilitgwif
from first grounds’. FS 249)
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freedom — including its methodological implicatiorsanticipates and contrasts with the
distinction which Schelling will make fundamental his Spéatphilosophie namely, the
distinction between negative philosophy and posighilosophy.

Both in theFreiheitsschriftand in theSpatphilosophieSchelling takes the possibility of
things to be known a priori (the realm of negaalosophy) and the existence of things to
be known a posteriori (the realm of positive ptiloisy)33° As Manfred Frank has argued,
the increasing centrality of this distinction inh®ding’s thought accompanies a return to
Kant349| raise this partly as contextual clarificatiomt fprimarily for the purpose of putting
on the table the issue of both the convergencedaratigence of these different periods in
Schelling’s thought. For now we need only note thatidealist conception of freedom is at
work in Schelling’s a priori science of how thinge constituted (the self-development of the
absolute, or self-revelation of God), including fanmrbeings, and this constitution explains
the possibility of human freedom (i.e. the ontological structureagents needed for them to
be the kinds of things that are characterised @s).frAnd when he comes to describe the
actuality of human freedom is when he departs from the iste@nception of freedom.

As noted, the idealist conception which Schellidgamces shows how nature can develop
in an ongoing process without being said to berdeteed mechanistically. The way that
Schelling’s version of this idea of a self-deteratian of the absolute proceeds is by showing
how we can understand everything as a product offtumdamental wills—or, rather, one
twofold will.34 Being, for Schelling, is most adequately underdtas will rather than any

inert substanc&? But this will spits into two: these could be reéat to as real and ideal or

339 See, for instance, the section ‘Kant, Fichte, agtience of Reason’ in Schelling’s Berlin lect@BP
127-39, especially 134 and 137).

340 Manfred Frank, ‘Schelling’s Late Return to Kant @e Difference between Absolute Idealism and
Philosophical Romanticism’, trans. David W. Woternationales Jahrbuch Des Deutschen
Idealismus/International Yearbook of German Idealé (2008): 25-58.

341« .every being...has a twofold principle within itelvhich, however, is fundamentally one and theesam
but viewed from two possible aspect$&:5241)
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irrational and rational. Depending on which stagethe development of nature (or the
revelation of God) we are at, the name Schellinggifor each pole changes. The real pole
appears as: ‘being insofar as it is the groundkddtence,” the dark principle, blind will, self-
will, and so on. The ideal pole appears as: ‘bensgfar as it exists,” the principle of light,
will of the understanding, universal will, and so. @he real principle strives to particularity
or creatureliness. The ideal principle strives aonmunication or articulation. These are not
independent of each other; rather, they requiré e#lcer in order to actually be what they
are. The striving or willing to particularity wouliil to affirm itself without the aid of the
universal will to bring its desires into sharpnéeRse striving or willing of universality would
fail to bring order and distinction to things wititahat ground of particularity to work upon.
These wills come together in varying ways to pradiine diversity of forms in nature.

This is quite abstract and difficult to imagine. wiver, Schelling offers many different
images which might help the reader think aboutwhg these twin forces work together to
create something. Perhaps one of the more acoessibages Schelling uses is that of the
difficulty faced when we are feeling confused byr dchaotic jumble’ of thoughts and
struggle to realise the® When faced with these confused thoughts they areyet fully
formed and are mere hunches (referred to as ‘theldaging’). Not really aware of where
they are finally heading, we are nevertheless drigeget to their unknown destination. But
we can be struck by the worry that we are headownda wrong road, that our attempts to
articulate these thoughts are actually departioghfthe original inspiration and in risk of
losing sight of what first motivated us. If paradgsby this fear we cling to their immediate

and embryonic shape and they never arff¢&onversely, without that original impulse,

343FS 240

344 Nietzsche perfectly expresses the worry that ghréqularity of an embryonic thought (an ‘insightijight be
forever lost when we try to articulate it in wor@smiversals): Sigh— | caught this insight on the wing and
quickly took the nearest shoddy words to fastdesttit fly away from me. And now it has died oé#ie barren
words and hangs and flaps in them — and | hardbykany more, when | look at it, how | could havk $®
happy when | caught this bird.” Friedrich Wilhelnelkzsche,The Gay Science: With a Prelude in German
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articulation or communication would have nothingvork upon. So, although each will pulls
in a different direction, both are needed to creammething distinct (in this case, a coherent
thought).

For Schelling this is true of everything, but tlefiguration is unique in human beings. In
all other finite natures the wills are always ireactionary relation to each other because they
are not yet fully differentiated—they overlap and &rced to confront one another and thus
are bound by the developmental process of natuid Miman beings the particular will and
the universal will are not held together in recgabinterdependence; they have become fully
separated and are now held together by somethmgeghem: spiritGeis). The relationship
these two poles can have to each other is no Igragéof an ongoing process of creation, but
freely chosen by human beings as spirit. At thisnpthe process constructed in reason
ends—no new forms appear through the interactiaghetwo principles.

The last thing that can be known through reasoneals the two fundamental ways these
principles can be configured in human beings. rm#of our moral disposition, it is not a
matter of one principle dominating the other, batatter of one principle being at the service
of the otheP* If self-will is kept at the service of the univarswill, then the passions or
forces of the individual’s selfhood remain in ‘diei measure and equilibriui® whilst
providing the distinctness and effectiveness @ fdr the good?’ But if this relationship is
inverted and the individual elevates her self-wnllorder to take control, then those same
forces of selfhood become chaotic and enr&@f®dlhich relationship the two principles take
is not dictated by a dynamism or tension betweeamitlfas it was in the development of

nature), but on the free deed of the agent. Witk we can see how Schelling retains an

Rhymes and an Appendix of Sqregs Bernard Williams, trans. Josefine Nauckhaff Adrian Del Caro
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001) § 298
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idealist conception of the free self-developmematiure — knowable a priori — in his account
of the possibility of human freedom. Freedom ansteay are united up to this point without
degrading freedom. But with the transition to Skhgls account of the actuality of human
freedom he cannot continue with the idealist mdd&iSo, now we need to see how
successful Schelling is at grasping (actual) hurfraedom within reason without doing

damage to it.

4.4 Explaining theactuality of human freedom: individual and historical

The centrepiece of Schelling’s attempt to showuhi¢y of actual human freedom and system
is his account of free action as resulting from ititelligible within us®*° Schelling is quite

explicit on this point.

Intelligible essence can act only in accordancé v& own inner nature just as certainly
as it acts completely freely and absolutely [...sthecessity must not be mistaken, as
still happens, for empirical necessity based on prdsion (itself only disguised
accidentalness). But what is this inner necesditgssence itself? Here is the point at
which necessity and freedom must be united, if teay be united at all. If this essence
were dead being and with respect to man sometharglgngiven to hum, then since the
act can proceed from him only by necessity, respditg and all freedom would be
annulled. But precisely this inner necessity islittteedom; man’s essence is essentially
his own deednecessity and freedom are interrelated as omgylvehich appears as one
or the other only when viewed from different aspet itself it is freedom, formally it is
necessity>!

This claim for the inner necessity of our own ihggthle deed is a remarkable way to
overcome the opposition of freedom and necessitlyinvindividual action. This also allows

Schelling to establish a harmony between the wortite generally (i.e. creation) and our

intelligible freedom3%? Whatever merits or deficiencies this answer maywehdor

39FS235
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understanding the issues of human freedom fromp#ispective of moral philosophy, the
philosophy of action, and so on, is not my condegre®3 The main reason for this is that,
even if we believe Schelling has succeeded in ngitictual human freedom with reason
here, this unity only grasps part of the actualfy human freedom—the part that is
exclusively related to thmdividuality of human freedom. The part that causes more teoubl
for Schelling — and which speaks to the issue stohy — is the part that deals with the trans-
individual element of human freedom. What | mearttby is those elements which account
for the tendencies or patterns of human freedomishavhether good or evil is prevalent in
the actual world.

Schelling not only addresses this trans-individasgect in terms of the conditions which
precipitate or solicit human freedom one way ortheg but even makes it a central question.
That is, this aspect is not a supererogatory amdir simply a matter of Schelling
conscientiously fleshing out his view for the safecompleteness. Detailing the solicitation
to evil is required because it is not sufficientetqlain the becoming actual of evil through
individuals alone; what is also needed is to exp&iil's ‘universal effectiveness, or how it
was able to burst forth from creation as an unrké&ibke generaldllgemeine} principle,
battling everywhere the goo#* One problem of focusing exclusively on the actyaif evil
in individuals alone is because this would detdwh question of the actuality of evil from
historical reality. What is meant by this is thétthe predominance of evil in the world —
assuming that it does predominate — is explainégiarterms of the deed of individuals we
are left without a response to the large-scaleegmes of evil in the actual world. At its

extreme this means that we also cannot explainevilycame to prevalence in the first place

353 For an account of some of the objections Scheflicgs and a defence of Schelling see G. Anthoopd@r
‘Schelling on the Possibility of Evil: RenderingriRlaeism, Freedom and Time ConsisteBATS: Northern
European Journal of Philosophforthcoming.
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and if evil could ever come to an end. These dramgdortant questions for Schelling. The

ethical and theological import in particular is@smt in the~reiheitsschrift

4.4.1 ‘General evil' and solicitation to actual levi

For Schelling, the question of ‘how evil first aeom the creature’ cannot be answered by
appeal to a sufficient condition (e.g. an evil pijabe or an evil spirit) because we would have
only pushed the question back a stage—we would nieed to explain how this principle or
spirit, in turn, itself came into being. But, evdrough no discrete object or principle — or
something similar — can be the sufficient conditadrthe actuality of evil, there can still be
such a source for a ‘temptation’ to evil. If thésesuch a temptation, Schelling reflects, then it
would make sense to locate it in something likeatétic matter,” by which he means a
medium in which creation can emerge, but which rieeéess is recalcitrant to that creation
in some sense. In short, what resists God. Givisrtttbught, it might seem reasonable to see
in the will of the ground something similar to Pliaic matter in the sense that ‘the irrational
principle...resists the understanding, or unity amdeo.3®®> As we know, this principle
cannot be evil in itself. Since evil is defined agerverted relation between two distinct
principles — by selfhood elevating itself througipeopriation of the universal will — evil can
never be found in a self-standing elem&fiThat said, Schelling goes on to show how the
will of the ground becomes the soliciting componehtevil in human beings insofar as it
develops into an intensified form of the self-attnag impulse of the ground in selfhood.

The same principle that was the ground in the @iretition is here again the germ and

seed, but in a higher form, from which a higher ldbas developed. For evil is nothing
other than the original ground of existence, insaef it strives towards actualization in

35FS 250
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created beings, and thus is, in fact, only a higtmential of the ground at work in

nature3>’

As is the case with much of thkeeiheitsschriff care needs to be taken with terminological
variants. Since the evil Schelling speaks of is ffassage only ‘strives towards actualization’
it is not yet the evil which results from humanddem; it is only a potential evil or a ‘general
evil.**8 This general evil is a drive to affirm particutsrin opposition to the will which aims
to universalize. This particularizing will is whatcounts for the ‘universal effectiveness’ of
actual evil; that is, of the ‘general necessity’ iethincites individuals to elevate their
particularity to universality.

How are we to understand this general — unrealized! that creates the tendency for evil
to actualize itself? Is it a tendency that can banged so as to liberate ourselves from a
world predisposed to evil? Is it intrinsic to thendk of being we are and therefore
unchangeable? More generally, is this universaptation to evil a contingent or necessary
feature? Schelling suggests that it is necessahen\5chelling claims that general evil is a
‘higher potential of the ground at work in natufee gives it a role homologous to the
dialectical place ground has in relation to exiseem the development of nature: ‘the same
periods of creation found in the latter are alsthi former, and the one is the likeness and
explanation of the othe?>® At this point Schelling provides a curious accoahtistory in
terms of these ‘periods of creation’ where general reacts to a counterpoised, correlate
force of the good. These forces never bring fodbdyor evil on their own — only when they
are fully distinct form one another and then systhed in a certain manner can this be
achieved — but, as opposed particular and univéoseés striving to realized themselves
against each other, they generate situations wiferent combinations of their relative

forces. For instance, an earlier age of the ‘omeipce of nature’ is marked by the
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dominance of the principle of the ground. The ustierding is only at work here to the
extent that knowledge, art, and science are drawnh af the force of nature. This
configuration necessarily gives way to another; aittl each subsequent stage the attracting
or particularizing force of general evil becomesrendistinct from the expanding or
universalizing force until each force no longer eqpalloyed, but become fully opposed.
With the complete dispersion of these forces theylanger work together to produce a
certain form of life, but now explicitly conflict ih each other. Schelling claims there is a
radical break from the previous historical contiguat this point, referring to this as a
‘second creation.” Schelling’s condensed and highide history ends abruptly here. This
conflict of forces is said to mark the ‘presentdimand, although we are not told what may
come after this time, it is suggested that the restorical stage will see an end to this

conflict.

4.4.2 The necessity of evil for God’s revelation

This abridged sketch of Schelling’s account of aerthistorical developments shows that
general evil is part of the generation of the wptldt is, a cosmogony. And, insofar as God
achieves full realization through manifestationr—+@velation — in the world, the historical
movement driven by the intensified force of theugmd is also a theogorf§° Schelling is
explicit about the necessity of general evil aioas points. One way Schelling explains this
necessity is in relation to what is needed for hurftaedom. For human freedom to have a
choice between good and evil the principles whih loe made into either a proper unity (i.e.

self-will subordinated to universal will) or a ‘& unity’ (i.e. universal will subordinated to

360 The nature and the extent to which Schelling’sramgony and theogony are related is a difficult and
contested issue. For a brief discussion of thiblpra see Werner MarX;he Philosophy of F.W.J. Schelling:
History, System, and FreedpBtudies in Phenomenology and Existential PhilbggBloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1984), 83-85.
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self-will) must themselves become completely ddtids we saw, this becoming distinct is
what happens in Schelling’s history. Now, the fd@t human freedom must choose either
good or evil — and therefore, must entail the exisé of general evil to enable this choice —
does not establish that general evil is necesdaitgealf. For this we also need to know that
human beings must choose, that is, that they cammodin in indecision. Schelling argues
that this is the case.

Man is placed on the pinnacle where he has theceairself-movement towards good

and evil equally within him; the bond of principlesthin him is not a necessary but a

free one. He stands at the junction; whatever loosds, that will be his deed. But he

cannot remain in indecision, because God must saabsreveal himself and because in

creation nothing whatsoever can remain ambigd®lus.
The world, including general evil, is necessarilgated because the creator must be revealed.
Thus, though actual evil is only realized througtefhuman deeds, the prevalence of human
deeds towards evil is necessary. Of course, Snbeli quick to point out that this is not a
mere ‘logical’ or ‘geometrical’ necessity, but andynic one which is ultimately based on
‘mind, spirit, and will.8%2 Indeed, Schelling goes as far to say that ‘creaonot an event,
but an act®%3In which case the course history takes may be aidalble, but the act that
launches nature and history in the first place segmot be. But Schelling goes on to say
that God is revealed through a moral necessitythat ‘things follow from divine nature
with absolute necessity, that all things possilylevistue of the divine nature must also be
actual’ 364

With this Schelling has found a kind of necessitgt just in individual acts of freedom,

but also in large scale or trans-individual actéreédom. Thus he has again secured a unity

of freedom and system—~but at what cost? The teneleio¢ human freedom in history have
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been reconciled with reason but only by reducirsgany to its anticipatable features. In other
words, everything about history can be understaonh fits possibility, leaving no space for
its actuality to diverge. To use terms from Schelling’s lateitqgophy, it looks as though the
prevalence of actual evil is the object of negatplglosophy, not positive philosophy.
Schelling confirms this point when he adds to thcgount of thecommencementf the
prevalence of evil his account of the eventtedsationof evil. As we know, the only thing
that Schelling truly allows to be undetermined Img thecessity of revelation is human
freedom. And this can ultimately have no effecttbe outcome of history since evil is
necessarily brought to an end on Schelling’s actoewml will be deprived of its force by
being reduced to a subordinate role in creatioasf out eternally into non-being’) since this
is ‘the final intent of creation®®® It seems, then, that the factors involved in iaficing both
the commencement and the cessation of prevalehaevisubsumed into the necessity of
self-revelation and, therefore, there is no realrwhich human deeds can intervene when it

comes to the tendency and shape of history.

4.4.3 A posteriori factors influencing the maniégin of good and evil

This conclusion meets a complication, however,ahefling’s effort to answer the worry that
his conception of human freedom disallows the il#si for individuals to change from
being evil to being good. Here Schelling seemsite gome weight to empirical existence
for understanding how the actual world manifestsdgor evil. Although we are responsible
for our good or evil because it results from ounasecision, and is not simply pre-given to
us in some way (e.g. just a property of the beiegane), this deed cannot be located in time

as a choice we make at some point, to which wedciingin be persuaded to change our mind.

3SES275
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Our deed is, according to Schelling, eternal—itgeaqs outside of any temporal experience
we may havé®® If this is the case, Schelling concedes, it loagsthough no sense can be
made of the phenomenon of conversion (which mugpéa in time). To this he responds
that any aid which may move us to the good is efilgctive if weallow this aid to work on
us. And this allowing is only a result of our et@rdeed; that is, only if we are already good —
albeit in a dormant stat¥ — can we be persuaded to be good. Schelling giveong
priority to our disposition here: although the engail (temporal) world can effect a
conversion, it is only effective if there is a ntamporal condition which allows it to do so. It
follows, then, that this non-temporal condition he teternal deed which only allows the
empirical world influence insofar as it agrees witelf — is not itself open to such influence.
It is because of this feature of Schelling’s acd¢dbat | believe he cannot be saved from the
conclusion that the temporal world’s effects onuattgood and evil is limited to transient
manifestations and not the fundamental dispositafrisdividuals3°8

The limited role Schelling allows for empirical aemporal factors to play in the
appearance of good or evil in the world does nok lto make a significant impact on the
historical actuality of evil. Moreover, it shoulde moted that even this minimal role is
qguestionable on Schelling’s own terms in theeiheitsschrift In Schelling’s account of
conversion he implicitly relies upon a distinctidmetween the individual qua her
fundamentally good disposition — her ‘inner voieeand the individual qua her evil state —
how she ‘now is’ in contrast to her ‘own and bett@ssence®®® This implies that either the
individual is simultaneously good and evil or eldee is good in one respect and evil in

another. Simultaneity must be ruled out since gawd evil — insofar as they are actual and

366 FS 259

367in the man...in whom the good principle is not cdetely dead’ FS262)

368 For an attempt to save Schelling’s account of hufreedom from this kind of problem see Charlotte
Alderwick, ‘Atemporal Essence and Existential Frem®dn Schelling’ British Journal for the History of
Philosophy23, no. 1 (2014): 115-37.
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not potential or general — are exclusive altermatifor human freedom. But the other option
looks no better. If an individual is good througtr leternal deed, in what other regard can she
be evil? It seems that we must be able to perforrhiavihe empirical (or temporal) world
while our intelligible (or eternal) deed is goodpakt from the paradoxical moral dimension,
this situation is incompatible with Schelling’s oldgy of evil. Evil cannot belong to an
individual qua temporal or empirical being — in digeh to their non-temporal goodness —

since evil is not achieved in its actuality throwghpirical acts alone.

4.5 Conclusion

Schelling faces many difficulties in trying to shdwow the genuinely open part of his
account of human freedom can inform a philosophlyistiory. The ontological inversion that
occurs in evil can only be located at the individesel. It is only the intelligible deed of an
individual agent that can bring about the elevat@nparticularity to universality—the
deformation of our intelligent or spiritual natute a mere means for self-affirmation.
Schelling dedicated a significant portion of theiheitsschriftto showing how it is that the
free choice for good or evil can be inclined tovgarVil. But this inclination remains an
existential constant (the anxiety faced by all wdiials at all times). When Schelling does
indicate how this situation might change, it iserdd to a necessary theogonic process. Even
if Schelling did not do so, it does not seem likghat he could account for historical
variance. If this were possible within Schellinffamework then the principle way that this
would be done would be through an account of homdruaction could produce conditions
which produce macro-level influences for the chdiae good or evil. The most obvious

example of this would be in terms of political ocal institutions.
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Indeed, in a series of private lectures given unt§art the year following the publication
of theFreiheitsschrift Schelling included a discussion of two centralitntions, the modern
state and the Churd Schelling argues that the modern state is a laogde attempt to
secure a non-divine unity between universal antiquéar. To understand what this means
we should recall that earlier it was pointed ouwt tSchelling takes the unfreedom of evil to
be characterised by our empirical attempts to ngakel on the ‘false unity’ advanced in evil.
Once we elevate the particular to the universalunintelligible deed, we are compelled to
achieve this in our conscious lives (see 4.2.2hefliag gives a structurally equivalent
description of this in terms of the ‘temporal amdté bond’ which is struggled to be attained
in the modern stat&é! The modern state is presented as little more dnagpiphenomenon of
a prevalent evil in the world, rather than beingeauine historical condition upon the choice
for evil. Schelling refers to the modern state ascoénsequence of the curse that has been
placed on humanity?’? Similarly, the Church seems to be allocated thtustof a response
to the situation of humanity rather than an histrivariation introduced by human action.
The Church, as an institution, is obviously the kvof human action, but, on Schelling’s
account, its possibility is based upon a ‘seconeletion.®”3 The ‘depraved condition of the
world’ is such that humans, being part of this abod, cannot effect a fundamental change
in human disposition form evil to good (in Schedfim terms, ‘redemption’y’* God needs to
intervene in order for the Church to be establisAduls might be obvious, but it also means
that Schelling has not provided an account of hakgd scale changes can originate from
within the non-divine world. Schelling’s commentsoat institutions are brief in the Stuttgart

private lectures, so the success or failure of Boges mature philosophy to cope with the

S70F. W. J. Schelling, ‘Stuttgart Seminars (1810;&hen Posthumous Manuscripts)’ ldealism and the
Endgame of Theory: Three Essalyans. Thomas Pfau (SUNY Press, 1994), 195-228.28.
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problem of historical variation cannot be estaldghon these alone. Nevertheless, the
prospects do not look good.

The other route that Schelling might want to takéoi attribute an ontological inversion to
the institutional level or macro-scale itself. Tiwsuld certainly introduce a historical force
which would overwhelm the trans-historical influenof our existential anxiety. But it is
difficult to imagine what such a social ontologigaersion would look like, even if it would
make sense to attribute the requisite freedom ¢ontacro-scale needed for Schelling’s
philosophical account of evil to work at this levelith these difficulties in mind, | now want
to suggest that Adorno’s philosophy of history isrenpromising for understanding the non-

necessary occurrence of unfreedom or compulsiaa lastorical scale.
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5 Adorno’s philosophy of history

In this chapter | reconstruct Adorno’s philosoptiyhstory and argue that this can be done in
such a way as to meet the demands on the philosaipigtory that | have advanced in the
preceding chapter — primarily being the need teg@ compulsive force in history without
metaphysical grounding — and answers to some afdheeworries often found in response to
Adorno—most notably, that his philosophy of hist@yased on an unwarranted pessimism.
Both these issues are connected, and are ultimatidyessed through the same means,
namely by showing that there is no a priori nedgssivolved in Adorno’s account of
historical compulsion.

The main strategy | take for this is to show thame of the most controversial claims
made by Adorno, especially as they appear in hiautbored work, with Max Horkheimer,
Dialectic of Enlightenmentare more nuanced than they might first app€amMore
specifically, that the forms of domination or cortgion found to drive history are not seen to
be inevitable results of the kinds of beings we areof the kinds of relations we have with
nature. In order to make this point | split Adomghilosophy of history into three different
aspects of the consideration of the issue of cosmpul First, | address the origin of
compulsion, most famously outlined in the accouinthe prehistory of the subject in the
Dialectic (5.2). | draw upon Adorno’s later remarks regagdivhether or not we can say that
antagonism, conflict and domination necessarilyltesom our need to survive in nature. |
argue that self-preservation does not make therseweof reason to domination inevitable
and, further, that the compulsive forms of reasmrkHeimer and Adorno discusspntra
Habermas, are not made so through necessary esmtagmfis of power and reason. Then |
address the way that compulsion is understoodrgigten history (5.3). | argue that not only

is there no single principle (e.g. an anthropolagprinciple of self-preservation entailing the

375 Hereafter referred to in the text as ialectic.
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necessary usurpation of reason for survival) guaeamg the reversion of reason to
domination, but that the compulsive course of mjstoannot even be restricted to the
guestion of reason qua faculty—thus adding a furdineersity to the historical forms Adorno
specifies. | also show how Adorno can make thigidiny into a coherent historical narrative
without falling back into the metaphysical excessésiniversal history. In the process |
argue against Herbert Schnadelbach’s suggestidntiibaphilosophy of history cannot be
pursued without thereby making history into a slagwbject and thus lapsing into an
unjustified metaphysics. Finally, | investigate thays in which historical compulsion might
be thought to come to an end (5.4). | defend Adageinst Habermas’ criticism that the way
the former can envision an end to domination isugh a fanciful account of reconciliation.
One of my aims is to show that critical theory ddoavall itself of a philosophy of
history, and that Adorno’s is a good candidate tolwadhis end. | also want to show that the
Dialecticis can be usefully approached in light of Adornater reflections on philosophy of
history. Now, | do think that th®ialectic is not as guilty as is often thought regarding
metaphysical excess and unwarranted pessimism.|Andto show that this is the case
through the reconstruction offered here. Howevesoinetimes favour Adorno’s mature
formulations which do not always sit well with tbkaims of theDialectic. Where it may be
worried that the account of Adorno’s philosophyhi$tory which | reconstruct would be
guilty of anachronism if applied to th#&alectic, | am ultimately happy to let the latter fall—
my main concern is not to defend that work as siévertheless, | hope to show the
Dialecticto be a more promising resource for a philosogdhyisiory amenable to the aims of

critical theory than is sometimes thought.
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5.1 How can we do philosophy of history today?

Adorno’s reflections on the philosophy of histogcbme more explicit and more worked out
in his later works, most prominently in the sectadiNegative Dialecticsledicated to dealing
with Hegel's philosophy of history, ‘World Spiritnd Natural History,” and in the
corresponding lectures he gave in 1964-65History and Freedomi’® In this section |
present some of the general issues which Adornbifogophy of history broaches and
address some of the possible worries that this faeg. In particular, | show how Adorno
avoids the potential problems of pessimism and pigtsical excess of universal histories.
This will provide the lens through which to congidiee actual construction of a negative

philosophy of history as it is found in both th&lectic and in Adorno’s later works.

5.1.1 The truth and untruth of Hegel’s philosopliyigtory

Unlike Schelling, Adorno elaborates his philosomfyhistory in close dialogue with Hegel.
This is because Adorno believes that Hegel's pbpby of history is, in a qualified sense,
true. As noted in chapter two, Adorno interpretégsophies not only in terms of the claims
or arguments made by a philosopher, but also mdesf the way that the texts themselves
reflect or manifest truths beyond the explicit mg®n of the author. Three different respects
in which Adorno thinks Hegel's philosophy reveaisth — even as it presents this in untrue
or ideological form — can be specifiéd (1) the identity of subject and object in Hegel's

idealism registers the fact that subject and olgacinot be completely opposed, otherwise

376 ND 300-360HF 3-129

377 For a more dialectically sophisticated presentatibthese issues (and a suggestion as to howethigs to
the possibility of social critique) see Ute GuzzoHegel's Untruth: Some Remarks on Adorno’s Criggof
Hegel’, inTheodor W. Adorno: Critical Evaluations in Cultur@heory ed. Simon Jarvis, trans. Nicholas
Walker (London: Routledge, 2007), 84—-89.
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experience would not be possibfé (2) this identity bears witness to the hope ttiat
limitations of current experience might one daydwercomé’® and (3) Hegel's idealistic
way of explaining things primarily through the sedtj or the universal — especially as found
in his account of spirit — is not just a philosagidelusion, but actually reflects a primacy of
the universal or the subject in the world, albditdifferent character than Hegel thought,
namely, that it is not a genuine expression ofdoee3 It is the last of these claims which |
will focus on here.

In the third of Adorno’s lectures ddistory and Freedomhe addresses the issue of the
relation between facts and trends in historicalaxation8! Adorno recalls his experience of
having his house searched under the National Sstciagime?®? He points out that the
immediate experience of this event is not redudibliés socio-political analysis (he gives the
examples of the awareness of the ascent of th@MNdtSocialists and the granting of certain
powers to the police® But, he argues, the real cause of this situasafuie to those factors
which stretch beyond the immediate experience. prbblem with ‘false immediacy’ is that
it takes the immediate cause (e.g. that policeef§ knock on the door at six a.m.) to be the
proper explanation, rather than the ‘total histricontext and its directior®* Adorno
credits Hegel with a similar insight: ‘In Hegel viilad that these ideas have at least been
registered — in the shape of objective idealisntaBse of its identification of all existence
with spirit, objective idealism has as its objdet freedom to concede to existence the actual
power that existence has over #88.The insight is thus distorted by its transfiguratiof

social mediation into an apparently rational contex
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It is here that Hegel's philosophy becomes untiM¥e saw in Adorno’s criticism of
hypostatization that Hegel attempted to show thatrtonconceptual was reducible to the
concept because immediacy turns out to be medi@tesl.is where the fact of the dominance
of mediation in the world is given legitimacy thghuthe attempt to establish its rationality in
a priori philosophy. But the dominance of mediatzan be ideologically presented as the
prevalence of spirit without such philosophical sai@lthough it will not have the same

pretence to ironclad truth).

The ideology of the idea’s being-in-itself is songoful because it is the truth, but it is
the negative truth; what makes it ideology is itsrraative reversal. Once men have
learned about the preponderance of the universa, all but inescapable for them to
transfigure it into a spirit, as the higher beingieh they must propitiate. Coercion
acquires meaning for them. And not without all prador the abstract universal of the
whole, which applies the coercion, is akin to timévarsality of thought, the spirit. And

this in turn permits the spirit, in its carrier, b@ reprojected on that universality as if it
were realized therein, as if it has its own redidyitself. In the spirit, the unanimity of

the universal has become a subject, and in socieiyersality is maintained only

through the medium of spirit, through the abstragtoperation which it performs in

complete reality. Both acts converge in bartersaomething subjectively thought and at
the same time objectively valid, in which the olbipty of the universal and the concrete
definition of the individual subjects oppose eadheo, unreconciled, precisely by
coming to be commensurabfé.

The contrast between the ideologically presenteggrderance of the universal and its non-
ideological form is given more detail here. We tagitimately refer to the social totality as

spirit because it is does have it source in hundivity, in the real practice of exchant¥.

386ND 315-16

387 Adorno also points out that Hegel’s account ofispontains truth in the further sense that fiuidy
immanent:

It is important, | say, that you should realizettthés is a process in which what prevails alwagssges
not merely over people’s heads, but through thene &f the most widespread misunderstandings of
Hegel, in my opinion, is what | have recently tedhide priority of the subject’. This is a
misunderstanding that must be eliminated if we wisbain a proper appreciation of the problem we
are discussing. It is essential that where suctgthas spirit or reason are under discussion youldh
not imagine that we are faced with a secularizadiptet us say, the divine plan that fl oats above
mankind, but minus the person of God. There isugmastion here that there is such a thing as
providence, but no provident Being, and that thvinéi plan is somehow fulfilled independently of
mankind. Matters are not so simple. | believe ttigthpu want to understand what | am saying and
what | think of as the real task of these lectuyes, should not start thinking about such indepehde
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But this practice — according to Adorno, and thenh# tradition more generally — imposes
its own function at the expense of the individualsvhom it was originally meant to serve.
As Adorno puts it to another opponent (Spenglétg fails to realize that institutions have
become so independent that individuals are scaiioely position to impinge on ther#f®
Without the genuine involvement of particular indvals in the universal, it loses its right to
be properly called spirit. In short: ‘The world 8pis; but it is not a spirit>®°

With this Adorno believes he now has the resoutaasterpret history in a way that can
go beyond the mere facts, but without giving hig@meaningful or affirmative appearance.
He goes as far to say that his philosophy of hystan understand its object as ‘meaningless’
due to ‘the dreadful antagonistic state of affadgscribed in this standoff between the
universal and particular. Even if Adorno is sucbdss giving an account of history that
goes beyond the mere discontinuity of facts withoaking history meaningful, there is still
the question of whether or not he ends up providimgetaphysics of the meaninglessness of
history as a mere inverse of the metaphysics ofitéaningfulness of history. In other words,
does it end up putting an unwarranted pessimistidrplace of an unwarranted optimism?

| will be arguing that Adorno is not guilty of dgrthis. Two ways that a philosophy of
history could be found guilty of unwarranted pessimare: (1) downplaying the particular
in the account of history in favour of the (negajivuniversal; and (2) making
meaninglessness or unfreedom a metaphysical ngcekshink Adorno’s philosophy of
history avoids both these potential pitfalls. ldfily address these points generally before

going on to the more detailed analysis of Adormasigosophy of history.

embodiments of the spirit separate from human tseibgt quite simply about such things as what is
meant by the spirit of the agéii 25-26)

SBHE
389 ND 304



177

5.1.2 The relation between universal and particular

Two aspects of the first issue need to be distsird: methodological and substantive.
Methodologically, the philosopher of history must dpen to understanding the role of the
particular or individual whilst tracing a pattermr ¢trend. If they fail to do so their
interpretation may well be defective because mstsiphlly prejudiced (i.e. imposing the
universal on a historical situation). But we shohkl on guard against this methodological
desideratum slipping unnoticeably into a substantiaim that a philosophy of history would
be defective if it observed the real predominantehe universal over the particular in
history. | think there is a risk of misunderstargliddorno by seeing his arguments for the
real predominance of the universal in history asethodological failure of privileging the
universal.
Adorno is explicit on his commitment to the methlagcal issue when he summarises, in
the lecture following the one describing the irreibdlity of the immediacy of facts to social
context (even where they depend on that contehe)jmhportance of interpreting the relation
between the particular and the universal.
In short you need to grasp the complexity of théepa, by which | mean the overall
process that asserts itself, the dependence oflibiaal process on the specific situation,
and then again the mediation of the specific simatby the overall process.
Furthermore, in addition to understanding this embgal pattern, you need to press
forward to the concrete, historical analysis | héweted at and that goes beyond the
categories | have been discussiffy.

This methodological balance should not, howeveragmimed to mean that we also need to

say that a justified philosophy of history canniaira that the universal and the particular are

unbalanced in the world.

390 HF 37
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Along with the methodological requirement, a suigeaf understanding of the needs of a
critical theory could also lead us to be suspiciouddorno’s philosophy of history. Critical
theory is fundamentally concerned with human enpatmn and tries to discover what the
real possibilities are for this. Now, if we thougdtiat critical theory should primarily be
occupied with motivating action (broadly construeshwards achieving the goal of
emancipation, Adorno’s philosophy might be seetaaking3°! But the aim of critical theory
cannot simply be to motivate action, irrespectif’¢he real possibilities for action. Adorno’s
claims about the preponderance of the universal tbieeparticular have the consequence that
the options for the particular or individual arertailed; the corresponding relative lack of
resources in Adorno’s thought for motivating actisrthus not a flaw in his critical theory, it
is a flaw in reality. Indeed, a philosophy thattwihe good intentions of motivating action,
claimed there were more potentials than thereyreaé#t would actually be oppressi?é.

| have stressed that Adorno retains a desirabtbadelogical balance between universal
and particular; and that the lack of balance betwiem in his substantive claims about
history is not to be regarded as a problem for ibogbphy of history. A further issue that
occurs here, however, is that the predominancehef universal does require a further
distancing from the illegitimate appearance it imasther philosophies of history. Adorno has
argued that the universal or trend he discovetsistory is negative rather than affirmative
(meaningless rather than meaningful) and that Hewse the requisite attention to the

particular to avoid imposing an interpretation astdry. But he also needs to show that the

391 Adorno notes the objectively ‘weak position’ ofticjue, for example, dtlF 55. Also see Adorno’s response
to these kinds of worries in ‘Resignation,” in Tdeo W Adorno Critical models interventions and catchwoyds
trans. Henry W. Pickford (New York: Columbia Unisgy Press, 2005), 289-93.

392 This concern is present in the more general is§demanding people to be free where the possdsilfor
freedom are limited: ‘The more freedom the subjeatid-the community of subjects—ascribes to itské, t
greater its responsibility; and before this resguility it must fail in a bourgeois like which inractice has

never yet endowed a subject with the unabridgednaumy accorded to it in theory. Hence the subjacitrfeel
guilty.” (ND 221)
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negative universal is not metaphysically necesdarythen it would be a mere inversion of

Hegel’s philosophy of history.

5.1.3 Contingency of compulsion

Adorno argues that Marx and Engels were at thestridealistic in the conviction that the
universal which forms a totality is inevitab¥.The idealism involved here is akin to the
kind of worry about metaphysical excess in phildgopf history which we have been
considering so far. Marx and Engels are said teehaade economics prior to domination
and with this made the conflict and suffering adttdomination a necessary result of humans
need to secure the means to sustain life. In tlay & metaphysical speculation about
humanity’s origins provides a pattern to interptestory: the philosopher must see
antagonism as a universal feature of history. Tlaeeetwo problems Adorno seems to be
highlighting here: firstly, there is the issue ogtaphysical speculation as such; secondly,
there is the issue of the content of that spearatiamely making conflict a necessary result
of self-preservation. These two issues are comyplmtertwined so | will try to deal with
them together.
The section oNegative Dialecticsvhere these points are raised is titled with astioe

(in notable distinction from the more programmadittes of most sections): ‘Antagonism
contingent?’ Although Adorno does not think it dabile to say whether antagonism (i.e. the
universal form of conflict in history) can be histally specified in the manner of Marx and
Engels, he suggests that this is an important gureahyway.

It is not idle to speculate whether antagonism wererited in the origin of human

society as a principle diomo homini lupusa piece of prolonged natural history, or
whether it evolvedéoei—and whether, even if evolved, it followed from thecessities

393ND 321/315; cfHF 50f.
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of the survival of the species and not contingeradyit were, from archaic arbitrary acts

of seizing powep>*
No definitive answer is given to the question abibwgt origin of antagonism. Indeed, in the
more elaborate discussion found in the lectureslistory and FreedomAdorno points out
that it is not possible to answer it: ‘It is hargigssible to reconstruct the primitive conditions
that form the object of this disput&’® However, it is clear that the last option — the
contingency of conflict based on ‘archaic arbitraots of seizing power’ — is favoured. One
reason is that the philosopher of history is thercdd to renounce the necessity of the
universal in history—and with this to lose metapbgs assurance about their
interpretatior®® But there are also consequences for critical thewre broadly.

In short, if conflict is made necessary, then thereo space for critical theory to oppose

that conflict. Adorno elaborates:

Only if things might have gone differently; if thetality is recognized as a socially
necessary semblance, as the hypostasis of thersaliy#essed out of individual human
beings; if its claim to be absolute is broken—ortlyen will a critical social

consciousness retain its freedom to think thatgghimight be different some day. Theory
cannot shift the huge weight of historic necessityless the necessity has been
recognized as realized appearance and historicndieggion is known as a metaphysical

accident. Such cognition is frustrated by the mieyajes of history®’

If we are to avoid pessimistic view of history asexessary decent — or the optimistic view

of history as a necessary ascent: Marx and Engais guilty of ‘deifying history’ by making

3%4ND 321
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the historic necessity end in revolution — we neetold that historic necessity is not itself
necessary—i.e. it is contingent. Modal complexitisgle, this should offer some clarification
to the suggestion in the above quote that theitytal history shouldnot be conceived as
absolute. Adorno’s account of social totality putsny people off precisely because it
appears to make our situation hopeless (I addnessntrelation to Habermas in more detail
below). But here Adorno is trying to retain hopearguing that this totality is not absolute in
the sense that it is not necessary.

Now, in the previous section | warned against alh@arequirements of critical theory to
shape our view of the real negativity of the siwatand our belief in the potentials for
emancipation. It may look as though | have forgoftest that warning. But in the previous
case it was a matter of how the universal overwkdlme particular in a way which can, in
principle, be open to philosophical (and sociayghelogical, etc.) interrogation. But now we
are considering the primitive conditions of humgmiich is on much shakier ground. Thus
emancipatory desideratum’s have more leeway in ttase. We should keep these
considerations in mind when considering Adorno’snoaccount of the role of self-

preservation and self-assertion in the philosodhyisiory.

5.2 Origin of compulsion

The claim that history forms a compulsive totality probably known more through the
earlier co-authored work, with Max HorkheimeBialectic of Enlightenment More

specifically, through the summarization of theicalt part of the work: ‘Myth is already
enlightenment, and enlightenment reverts to mytwlé®® This captures a core part of the

insight of theDialectic, but — like all pithy summaries — it has its limitMost notably, it

398 DE xviii
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seems to level out the differences between eniighémt and myth. That is, if we see reason
as the primary characteristic of enlightenment podier as the primary characteristic of
myth, then reason and power are run together. Aisdr two ways: reason might seem to be
simply reduced to expressions of power (i.e. a Byorac levelling out); and the way that
reason and power are entwined at a specific hestiomoment could be thought to be
equivalent to how they are entwined at all othestdrical moments (i.e. a diachronic
levelling out). | argue that neither is the case.

| agree with Herbert Schnadelbach that we cannatawe of history as a ‘singular
object,’ since this would flatten out history indoseamless totali§?® | disagree, however,
with Schnédelbach that this means we need to alatmdophilosophy of history in order to
avoid this error’® | argue that the twin claim — ‘Myth is already ightenment, and
enlightenment reverts to mythology’ — does not mak a singular process which the critical
theorist finds in any phenomena she wishes to tarnRather, | think we need to take
seriously Horkheimer and Adorno’s statement that ih merely a summany? | think this
should already point us in the direction of recegmg that this summary merely names a
generalpattern distinct types of practices havig, fact set up forms of compulsion. That
history has mostly consisted in compulsion is n@rgnteed by some underlying principle or
phenomenon (e.g. self-preservation, instrumentsae, etc.). Rather, the varying forms of
compulsion, from self-preservation and instrumentdson to technical rationality and
exchange relations, do not have any strict negessiform a unity. It just so happens that
they have been connected in history. This is nsaipthat there is not a tendency for certain

forms of compulsion to lead to others. But a temgeis not a necessity, and with this

399 Herbert Schnadelbach, ‘The contemporary relevaftee Dialectic of Enlightenmeritin Theodor W.
Adorno: Critical Evaluations in Cultural Theongd. Simon Jarvis, trans. Nicholas Walker (Lond®outledge,
2007), 137-54, 144.

400 Schnadelbach, ‘The contemporary relevance obihtectic of Enlightenmerit147

4011 will frequently refer to the twin claim as theummary’ for brevity.
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distinction we can start to see how the accounhistiory offered in theDialectic can be

understood to not impose a narrative.

5.2.1 Prehistory of the Subject

When used to speculate on the possible originsiofamity, the summary points us towards
the specific way that the domination of nature Bdlpo liberate ourselves from the
immediacy of nature’s blind force, but also introdd a further compulsion. More
specifically, Myth is already enlightenment in thense that practices of ritual, rites, and
magic were employed to combat our fear of natuckthas represent an early attempt to gain
independence from compulsive forces. These eardynatts in the prehistory of the subject
were still in thrall to nature since the method widerstanding nature and predicting
outcomes was in fact secured by imitation; althoagleertain gap had been introduced
between nature and us, we were still firmly in n@&icompulsion. It is with the refinement
of mythic practices that, instead of sacrificingsmives directly to nature, we sacrifice our
own nature itself so as to pass through the rhytAntscycles of nature alive. The famous
example is of Odysseus’ navigation and manipulatbmythic forces where a congealed
subject properly arises in the use of ‘cunning'—émas enlightenment is already achieved in
myth. Odysseus only manages to preserve himsdhleatost of sacrificing his bond with
nature (he must engage in renunciation of bothrhmilses and even his free movement in
order to pass through Scylla and Charybdis withlife3. The compulsion of nature, which
self-assertion was to oust, returns in the comypeilglations which the self establishes.

The self wrests itself from dissolution in blindtma, whose claims are constantly

reasserted by sacrifice. But it still remains treghpn the context of the natural, one

living thing seeking to overcome another. Bargagnone's way out of sacrifice by

means of self-preserving rationality is a form @tlange no less than was sacrifice
itself. The identical, enduring self which spriffigsm the conquest of sacrifice is itself
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the product of a hard, petrified sacrificial ritualwhich the human being, by opposing

its consciousness to its natural context, celebrisgelf
Although the theme of exchange announced heredsobithe few features that the authors
perceive in most of the phenomena investigatechénDialectic, we should still take this
opportunity to point out that the character of thalectical reversion in the pre-modern
setting is fundamentally about the coming into &xise of a substantial subject through
more or less direct entanglements with nature. wag in which reason succumbs to blind
domination in this setting is through the formatwmfrthe self. The faculty of knowledge just
happens to be utilised in these early attemptsbierdte ourselves from nature, but the
complicity of reason with power here is not thersewf all future forms of domination.

This last point needs to be understood in two wHysform of dominating reason found
in this setting is not exhaustive of reason as Sdbut neither is this form of dominating
reason exhaustive of historically effective domimator compulsiorf® The latter highlights
what was said in comment to the above quote. Hamigreand Adorno may draw a parallel
between self-preservation and exchange, but itssthat: a parallel. The universal exchange
relations in capital are not just self-preservirggdaining writ large. They are structurally
similar practices which can be illuminated througé lens of the summary. But even if this
is accepted, and we recognise that an accounteotdimpulsive course of history can be
provided without underwriting it with an anthologlaccount of the complicity of reason and
power, we might still think that this speculation the prehistory of the subject is suspest

an account of the genesis of the subfétt.

402DE 42,

403 For example: ‘Thought forms tend beyond that whiwrely exists, is merely “given.” The point which
thinking aims at its material is not solely a dp@lized control of nature.ND 19).

404 | will focus on this point at 5.3. Schnadelbaatesses the first of these two points, but not duesd. ‘The
contemporary relevance of tbgalectic of Enlightenmerit151.

405 For a sustained argument for the problems of Adlsr(materialist) account of the genesis of thgextsee
Peter Dews, “Dialectics and the Transcendence aleblics: Adorno’s Relation to Schellindgtitish Journal
for the History of Philosoph#2, no. 6 (November 2, 2014): 1180-1207. As walkdomes evident here and in
the conclusion, | think that this is the wrong @do focus our attentions on Adorno.
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As noted above (5.1.3), Adorno comes to think thatorigin of humanity is not a proper
object for philosophy. It would be anachronisticctaim that this goes for tHeialectic also.
But the point | want to make is that the fundamleptaject contained in thBialectic is not
dependent on such prehistorical speculations. Thargry still does its work even without
an account of the genesis of the subject. Thahisrder to understand history as forming a
compulsive course, we do not need it to be groundetlie necessary emergence of power
from the need to preserve ourselves. In fact, ramiimtg a critical consciousness about
history inclines us to the hypothesis that violepceceded our self-preserving activity—

which would mean the fusion of power and reasdhiatpoint would be contingent.

5.2.2 The reflection of blind nature in reason

To further illustrate the point that a compulsieenh of history can be traced through distinct
forms of domination without reducing them to a silag object of narrative (the necessity of
reason to dominate for self-preservation), | nomtta disentangle two specific claims: one
the one hand, there is the claim about the pemsistef the context of nature in the self's
very domination of it, on the other hand, the claimat enlightened reasoning, especially in
bourgeois society, has largely remained in a bksgrof its own, which is comparable to the
blindness of nature. If these are conflated thenegsy to see why so many have thought that
Horkheimer and Adorno are guilty of a perniciousgmmism about enlightenment.

The most influential expression of this criticise provided by Habermas. In the fifth
lecture of thePhilosophical Discourse of Modernitytled The Entwinement of Myth and
Enlightenmenthe presents an account of Horkheimer and Adoratgue of compulsive

forms found in theDialectic and, crucially, reduces the significance of thmosition to a
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critique of instrumental reason as sdthHe claims that the procedure there is essentally
form of ideology critique: this is said to consista ‘suspicion’ that power lies behind every
claim to validity, that all exercise of reason atlyiserves a heteronomous force. This is said
to then turn in on itself since the privileged piosi from which critique unmasks the
complicity of power and validity is thought to backing—that is, reason has not left itself
any secure vantage poffif.This way of reconstructing the argument of Bialectic — as a
self-defeating ‘suspicion of ideology [that] becanetal — gives us insight, according to
Habermas, as to why the authors must necessaxigrsonplify its image of modernity so
astoundingly.”%® Habermas’ argument is that, since they can onlg e various
manifestations of reason in modernity as instruaderihey couldn’t appreciate that with
progressive rationalisation (or demythologisaticajne also the positive effect of rational
spheres liberated from traditional authority. Fallog Weber, Habermas presents us with
different spheres that have become differentiatextltural modernity: science, morality, and
art. We are correctly told that new forms of rasibty occur here which are not simply at the
service of other interests (external to reasongrd@lore, it would seem that Habermas is
justified in claiming that, since there exist forwfsrationality that can engage in substantial
discrimination (rather than merely express powedrkheimer and Adorno are guilty of a
blindness to any possible progression due to agiiimate totalizing critique.

But the flaws of enlightenment rationality are na¢rely contained in the concept of self-
assertive subjectivity. Horkheimer and Adorno dzofclaim that the objectifying tendencies
of enlightened reason is a kind of purified form sélf-preservation in the form of
calculation, but the crucial point is that the @¢oaation of blind power in reason is not solely

due to non-cognitive interests infiltrating the sp of reasons, but, more importantly, that

406 Jiirgen HabermaZhe Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelvetuees trans. Frederick Lawrence
(Cambridge: Polity, 1987), 106-30.

407 HabermasThe Philosophical Discourse of Modernifyl6

408 HabermasThe Philosophical Discourse of Modernifyl2-13



187

where reason has lapsed into a positivistic functtohas become a kind of autonomous
power. An immediate objection, however, could bacptl simply by quoting the various
passages where Horkheimer and Adorno claim thatdh®ulsion found in thought is in fact
related to the compulsion of self-preservatitiBut in order to follow the argument properly
it is not enough to lift out assertions of the &xmee of a link between the compulsion of
enlightened thought and the compulsion of selfgmestion. To start with, those statements
themselves are ambiguous when lifted from the asgumnot least because of the
indeterminate and changing definition of this vehlpk: for example, we find
‘stems...ultimately*?, ‘reflected’*'?, ‘entanglement*'?, and various talk ofshared
principles such as the principle of immanefféand the principle of exchange. Thus the
variability and vagueness of some of the relatiexigressed in these connections cannot, of
themselves, carry the weight of such a crucial péinterpreting theDialectic. What we
need to look to, then, is not the claims about floeught and self-preservation are in some
sense coextensive, but at the claims which telinughat fashion they diverge from one
another. For if this divergence can be establishexcan even admit that the cultivation of
reason was originally a response to the need topulate nature without thereby saying that
manifestations of reason in modernity must alsedeeduced.

The following passage provides the occasion toheee even where the theme of self-
preservation and the source of reason therewitheerly present, the compulsion of reason
spins free of its original function

The exclusivity of logical laws stems from this obate adherence to function and
ultimately from the compulsive character of selégervation. The latter is constantly

magnified into the choice between survival and doarohoice which is reflected even
in the principle that, of two contradictory propi@ns, only one can be true and the

409 SeeDE 23, 28, 30.
40DE 23.

411DE 23 and 30.
412DE 30.
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other false. The formalism of this principle an@ tntire logic established around it

stem from the opacity and entanglement of interéstsaa society in which the

maintenance of forms and the preservation of indiais only fortuitously coincid&?
The ultimately binary choices we face when survigaht stake is said to have been the
source of the need for thought to perpetuate sawals.l Although such an account of the
genesis of a bivalent theory of truth is very cetdble, we do not need to defend this aspect
of the claim. This is because Horkheimer and Adodw not go on to say that this
‘formalism’ exerts its force by being an expressidrself-assertion; in fact, the complicity of
logical laws in the maintenance of the course aiety is implicitly shown to not coincide
with the force of self-preservation (they ‘only tiatously coincide’). Once this has been
established, other claims about the source of thiggigompulsion in nature can be shed of
its illegitimate reductive or sceptical appearaniake the following: ‘Precisely by virtue of
its irresistible logic, thought, in whose compuésivnechanism nature is reflected and
perpetuated, also reflects itself as a nature it/ of itself, as a mechanism of
compulsion.**® We can now see that the ‘reflection’ involved hésenot a relation of

equivalence or expression, but of homology.

5.3 Persistence of compulsion

Not all forms of compulsion, then, can be said éonfiere expressions of the need to survive.
Thus such a drive to self-preservation cannot foncas the guarantee that enlightenment
must return to myth. We saw that the objectional#enent of formalistic reason was not that
it was an expression of power, but that it esthbksa distinct form of compulsion which
merely mirrors that of the compulsion of natureobithe domination of nature in the self-

assertion of the subject. By making this distinctidhave tried to show that the claims about

414DE 23.
415 DE 30.
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the social totality cannot be understood to be pistsically grounded. | would now like to
point to a further form of compulsion not reduciltle either the compulsive form of
formalistic reasoning or self-preserving practibefore finally addressing the question of

how these can be said to form any kind of unity.

5.3.1 Irreducibility of compulsion

Reason can become detached from ‘the individuatsavl concerned with self-preservation’
which, according to Adorno, means reason ‘degeegiiato unreasorf*® Up till this point |
have tried to specify the distinctness of formampulsion by opposing the crude reading
of theDialectic—that all forms of domination are expressions dfgeeservation. If we now
turn our focus to Adorno’s lectures éthistory and Freedomwe can add another nuance to
this negative philosophy of history which is notcessarily to be found in thBialectic.
Implied in the above quote is that the undermirohgeason is not only achieved at certain
points by being appropriated for the direct domorabf nature (i.e. in the prehistory of the
subject), but it can also be undermined throughdtsal separation from our needs.
...on the one side, reason can liberate itself froengarticularity of obdurate particular
interest but, on the other side, fail to free ftdedbm the no less obdurate particular
interest of the totality. How this problem is to lbesolved is a conundrum that
philosophy has failed to answer hitherto. Even wpr$ is a problem which the
organization of the human race has also failedbtees It is for this reason that | do not
think | am exaggerating when | say that it is aopem of the greatest possible gravity.
Adorno does not elaborate on what he thinks thagodar interests of the totality are here

(instead he gives an historical example of ‘fas@se theory’). But we can guess that what

he had in mind was the interest which society hatsiown reproduction over and above the

“6HF 43
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interests that individuals have in its reproductiom other words, the profit motive which
demands valorisation and accumulation of capitaitfoown sake.
Now, we need to be careful here. This should ndiaken to mean a free floating subject
it at work. As Adorno puts it: ‘To this day histoacks any total subject, however
construable. Its substrate is the functional cotioeof real individual subject$* It is only
because humanity owes its continuation to it in smanse that it is propped up by real
individuals. But the functional context itself camrbe exhaustively explained in terms of
individual's own interests. This is because thernests of the totality frequently conflict with
those of the individual. The basic model for tlesfound in the Marxist analysis of wage-
labour. The worker sells their labour-power as mmmdity in order to gain access to the
means of subsistence. In this way the worker’'diheed is secured by the purchaser of their
labour-power (the capitalist). But this very siioat is also responsible for systematic
exploitation. This antagonistic or contradictorysjtion is what leaves critical theory in such
a desperate situation.
The infinite weak point of every critical positioand | would like to tell you that |
include my own here) is that, when confronted gitich criticism, Hegel simply has the
more powerful argument. This is because there isther world than the one in which
we live, or at least we have no reliable knowledfyany alternative despite all our radar
screens and giant radio telescopes. So that weathalys be told: everything you are,
everything you have, you owe, we owe to this oditmiality, even though we cannot
deny that it is an odious and abhorrent totafity.

The particular interests of the totality, the folistec calculation, and the immediate

domination of nature all are ways that reason carcdmpulsive. But they do not form a

seamless narrative; they do not follow on from anether necessarily. If they did proceed

necessarily then all historical possibilities woulot be able to depart from historical reality.

And it is just such a conflation of possibility anehlity that Adorno claims plagues idealist

“END 304
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philosophies of history, and that his aims to avéfdAdorno goes as far to say that, at

different historical points, there was always tlesibility of ‘doing things differently?2!

5.3.2 Unity of continuity and discontinuity

If it is accepted that reason can take a compul&iven without simply being a direct
expression of our immediate need to survive, the @estion to ask is: how are these
distinct forms of compulsive reason related to eather? This question is especially
pertinent because without some account of thidioglaa philosophy of history would lack

the ability to tell a history. In one of Adorno’sost quoted passages we find an answer.

Universal history must be construed and deniederAthe catastrophes that have
happened, and in view of the catastrophes to camauld be cynical to say that a plan
for a better world is manifested in history andtesiit. Not to be denied for that reason,
however, is the unity that cements the discontisycbaotically splintered moments and
phases of history—the unity of the control of nafysrogressing to rule over men, and
finally to that over men’s inner nature. No uniaréistory leads form savagery to
humanitarianism, but there is one leading from ghegshot to the megaton bomb. It
ends in the menace which organized mankind posesyamized men, in the epitome of
discontinuity. It is the horror that verifies Hegahd stands him on his head. If he
transfigured the totality of historic suffering anthe positivity of the self-realizing

absolute, the One and All that keeps rolling orhis day—with occasional breathing

spells—would teleologically be the absolute of eriffg+2?

This is one of the favourite passages to call ufmmronfirm the suspicion that Adorno
presents an inverted universal history every bihesessary and teleological as Hegel’s. In
response to the defence that Adorno insists orpdssibility of breaking this history, it is

sometimes thought that this is just a ‘utopaegus ex machinathus leaving the original

“20HF 68
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claim in tact!?2But | think we have seen plenty of evidence tovshieat Adorno does not
simply add in the possibility for an exception tadaminant course of history. Rather, he
insists that the maintenance of this course isgnaranteed: the genesis of the subject need
not have glued reason and violence together atstag of history; calculating reason
produces a unique compulsion long after it finistsesving self-preservation; and the
‘obdurate particular interests’ of the totalityptlgh responsible for the reproduction of the
species, is not propelled by individual's need $orvival. They each control nature in
different ways and are thus unified in the sensshafring this characteristic control. But,
unfortunately, Adorno does not say much more aldmw this unity works, or, more
specifically, how the discontinuity of history iggosed to precisely relate to the continuity
of history.

Brian O’Connor has recently addressed this issmeortler to make sense of this he
proposes that we should keep in mind a tensiondeiviwo different ‘moods’ in Adorno’s
thought: first there is Adorno as the hermenedticgliided philosopher and then there is
Adorno as the critical theorist preoccupied by bagm#?>* O’Connor suggests that the best
Adorno can do to escape the excesses of univers@nhis to remain alert to moments
within the historical continuity of domination wihiccan be interpreted as exceptions to the
narrative of universal history (and that even tieisults in the meaning of these exceptions
being differentially determined by that narrati#&)But | think the reason this appears as the
best available option is due to a too rigorouslyapsed account of what continuity and

discontinuity could mean in the context of offeraghilosophy of history.

423 Martin Jay attributes this view to Siegfried Kraeaand cites the memoranda of August 12, 196QJalyd
27-28, 1964 in the Kracaublachlass SeeMarxism and Totality: The Adventures of a ConcepfLukacs to
HabermagqCambridge: Polity Press, 1984), 264.

424 Brian O’Connor, ‘Philosophy of History’, ifheodor Adorno: Key Conceptsd. Deborah Cook (Acumen,
2008), 184.

425 |bid.
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O’Connor quotes Adorno’s claim that the unity o$tbry is provided by ‘the unity of the
control of nature,” and then argues that this uniuld damage the discontinuous moments
of history by making each one ‘commensurable’ véisith othef?° It is not completely clear
what it means for each moment to be commensuralil@s context. But the meaning seems
to be that each moment is reduced to the point eaviisrmeaning is nothing more than a
continuation of what came before or an anticipatitbrwhat is to comé?’ If the control of
nature is supposed to form this kind of extremetiooity — i.e. where each moment of
history is just an expression of one and the sameesgs — then Adorno would be left with an
imposing narrative which left any account of disauty to be side-lined into sensitivity to
what is not narrated, but hermeneutically attertded

| want to suggest that we can give an account ef tthjectory of history without
transfiguring history into a seamless continuurhave already argued for the specificity of
the different forms of domination and that theredsstrict necessary transition from one to
the other. This introduces a discontinuity into tizgrative of history itself. We do not need
to assume that a narrative of domination must gddel characterised as the continuity in a
philosophy of history, and that discontinuity misg completely other to any account of
trends, patterns, or tendencies in history. To leamen-idealistic account of history does not
mean having to either abandon the constructionbggative trends in history or offsetting
such constructions with something completely opgadseit (i.e. abstractly discontinuous).
Rather, what is needed is the materialistic undatshg of that objective trend itself. What
this amounts to is understanding how the trendorsnéd in and through the particular

elements rather than the latter being interpretedhare emanations of a pure concept. As

426 | bid.

427 take this to be what O’Connor means by the comsugability of continuity by contrast to how he delses
the incommensurability found in discontinuity: ‘Thetion of discontinuity tries to capture the idbat events
and their actions are not intelligible simply asmamts of time would be, that is, as transition fgin the
space between past and future. Events possessificaigce — a structure — that is not made intdllegby
reading them as either as the explication or dgmatmt of earlier events, or as embryonic versidiater
ones.’ ‘Philosophy of History,” 182
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Adorno puts it, ‘the awareness of discontinuity gdand in hand with the growing doubts
about the possibility of understanding history &e unified unfolding of the ided?®
Continuity is not the problem as such, but a cartynthat is interpreted as a homogenous
continuum. To correct this we do not need to refmitinuity, or abstractly oppose it to
discontinuity, but understand continuity in a ndealistic way: ‘we should not think in
alternatives: we should not say histagycontinuity or historyis discontinuity. We must say
instead that history is highly continuoirs discontinuity, in what | once referred to as the
permanence of catastropté”

In the reconstruction | have given this would mehat the discontinuous forms of
domination produce a continuity in that they fornrend in history—a trend of increasing
control of nature. But this continuity is not semdira priori, and thus there is no
metaphysically objectionable positing of a univérgatory beyond the realities of particular
conflicts (though, of course, this would still lmtspeculative for many). And with this there
IS no unwarranted pessimism—i.e. an assumptionthirags mustturn out badly. This goes
against the prevailing view that the commitmentthe repeated reversion of reason into
domination — or enlightenment into myth — is neaegsBrunkhorst expresses the prevailing
view succinctly when he claims that the thesis mdigg the reversion of enlightenment to
myth in theDialectic understands this reversion as ‘enlightennmanstdecay. This thesis
expresses an a priori necessity that enlightenmmamt return to mythology once it is
developed completely. It is not clear how we canvkiwhen we have reached this state of
negative perfection. If the second thesis is trge fhat enlightenment revers to mythology],

enlightenment never has the chance to get rideobtiginal barbarism of history> Insofar

428HF 91
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430 Hauke BrunkhorstAdorno and Critical TheoryCardiff: University of Wales Press, 1999), 74ukhorst
goes on to say that the meaning of the reversioualghbe ‘simply that itanhappen, but it must not.” (76) He
also claims that this reformulation (if it is orig)based on ‘postmetaphysical grounds.’ | cannahgmdetail
here about how this postmetaphysical reading elat¢he interpretation of Adorno’s philosophy dsdtary |
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as my reconstruction of Adorno’s philosophy of tirgtcan be attributed to thH&ialectic, we
can oppose the prevailing view of that work.

Now, it might be wondered that, if there is no restty to the continuing history of
domination, why has it been the case that the datmim of nature has continued throughout
history? If there is no necessity, would it nottbe case that history would have broken the
chain of domination at some point? These kindsudstjons can initially be assuaged by
noting two points: firstly, there need be no neitgdsr history to have followed a certain
course and the requisite weaker modality is whaindcated by terms like ‘trend’ and
‘pattern’; secondly, Adorno argues that historyldduave broken off into a genuine freedom,
but that it just so happens that humanity has sbtanaged 2! This suggests that we can
think of an historically effective force which istself-sufficientthat requires the support or
at least acquiescence of the individuals througithvh does its work. Early in the lectures
on History and Freedomi\dorno asserts that the spirit which Hegel's talksloes not simply
go ‘over the heads’ of the individuals, but thaaléo goes through them. Later in the same
lectures he gives some more concrete detail aswiothis might be the case by stressing the
role that psychological mechanisms play in repratythe conditions which give history its
shape. Even though psychology is a secondary phemmmcompared to the ‘objective
necessity of history,” Adorno claims that it stihs a crucial role to pldy? One phenomena
called upon to illustrate this is a ‘particular Eepsychological mechanism’ whereby
oppressed citizens react in a counter-intuitive way the recognition that objective
possibilities for social improvement are suppresstather than anger being directed at the

institutions or public figures responsible, ‘peoplkoose to identify with the inexorable

advance here. But my hunch is that there is somgthetween bad old metaphysics and postmetaphygsids,
that what | am offering is just that. This will ba important issue to pursue, but would take meheyhe
scope of the current investigation (i.e. to shoat there is the possibility for a non-pessimistewof history
which rejects the optimism of idealistic accourithistory).

41HF 67-8
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course of the world as it i43® Now, it is true that Adorno thinks these kindgefchological
mechanism, which induce individuals to affirm th&rent state of things, have immense
force because the course of the world has all botptetely deprived us of the detachment
from the world needed to resist such mechanismsitBsi clear that Adorno does not think
that there is no possibility for such detachmente—tery fact that the critical theorist can
identify such mechanism indicates this much. Se,ldividual is needed for the universal to
take full effect in the course of the world. Thésean asymmetry in the dialectic between
them, but the dialectic is not closed off entiréBsychology has become the cement of the
world as it exists; it holds together the very atinds that would be seen through rationally,
if this irrational cement did not exist® Although this ‘cement’ is engendered by the
objective course of history, it does not complé&tgale in the continuation of this compulsive
course without some agency involved. In principhe individual or particular can resist the
universal.

This is only a hint as to how a model of historicampulsion can be attained where the
modality is less than strict necessity. This shtived Adorno’s philosophy of history can be
committed to tracing a continuity, without fallinipul of the methodological strictures
outlined above (5.1.2) or asserting a pessimistto@ant of history. There is much more that
needs to be said about how a convincing picturéhefinterweaving of diverse forms of
domination have worked throughout history to formaarative in absence of a metaphysical
principle to underlie it. However, | believe | haakleast made the possibility of this kind of
philosophy of history more plausible than even there sympathetic commentators will
allow. In particular, | hope to have shown that pheject of theDialectic — namely, that the
different forms of domination can be analysed asing a fateful or compulsive history —

can be followed. And thus, contra Schnadelbachnesd not renounce all philosophy of
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history and turn instead towards social theofy° It is true that the way reason or
universality comes to be oppressive is not necgsasad that this ‘only transpires under
specific conditions?® But such conditionality does not mean that we mestrict the scope
of critical theory to the social-theoretic task‘o§ing out hypothetical structure$”: that is,

of isolating a discrete object or phenomenon (egson qua faculty) and showing thétit
takes on a specific form (e.g. instrument for tlwenthation of nature), then it will be a
principle of domination. The only alternative tasthaccording to Schnéadelbach, is a ‘grand
narrative’ of the kind | have been arguing agaimstmy reconstruction of Adorno’s
philosophy of history. This reconstruction has shdhat there can be a unity to the historical

process, but one which requires concrete conditionsder to keep reproducing itself.

5.4 End of compulsion

Even if it is accepted that the model of a phildsppf history | have outlined here manages
to do justice to both the continuity and the didouanty required of Adorno’s account, it
might still be worried that enlightened rationalisynot given a fair hearing. That is, although
we can see that, for instance, Horkheimer and Amlane not guilty of claiming that reason,
gua the faculty that it j9s only ever a tool for self-assertion, it lodik® the rationalisation
that occurred in modernity is still denounced asngletely in the nets of historical
compulsion. If this is the case then all the hamtknof showing that the construction of a
negative philosophy of history can proceed withmgtaphysically worrying commitments

will have been for naught since pessimism wouldestroduced.

435 Schnadelbach, ‘The contemporary relevance obihtectic of Enlightenmerit147
436 |bid., 150
437 bid., 151
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5.4.1 The possibility for emancipation

As Habermas puts it, it seems as though the *arténvacontent of modernity is levelled out
due to a view of the ‘flat and faded landscape dbtally administered, calculated, and
power-laden world¥*® We have already shown that Horkheimer and Adorawehnot
committed themselves, in principle, to totalisetigue since they do not claim that reason
necessarily disguises power, but that certain reatafions of reason have instantiated a new
form of compulsion. Thus they have not epistemaally paralysed themselves since it is
possible within this framework to say that reasemat exhausted by its compulsive mode.
This point is made more explicitly here:
However, while real history is woven from real suiifig, which certainly does not
diminish in proportion to the increase in the meahg&bolishing it, the fulfilment of
that prospect depends on the concept. For not dogs the concept, as science,
distance human beings from nature, but, as theaidiction of thought—which, in the
form of science, remains fettered to the blind ecoic tendency—it enables the
distance which perpetuates injustice to be measurbtbugh this remembrance of
nature within the subject, a remembrance whichainatthe unrecognized truth of all
culture, enlightenment is opposed in principle dpr Herrschaff*®
Reason, logic, or the concept has been at thecgeofia ‘blind economic tendency’, but
there is the possibility of the ‘self-reflection tifought’ which not only can escape force or
compulsion, but is actually ‘opposed in principbepower’. Moreover, this hope for reason is
located firmly in the enlightenment, thus repudigtiHabermas’ accusation that Adorno is
guilty of levelling out the potentiality of modetpithrough ‘the diachronic comparison of

modern forms of life with pre-modern oné&The discontinuity of modern forms of life

with pre-modern ones is clearly proposed here.

438 HabermasThe Philosophical Discourse of Moderni838.
43°DE 30-32
440 HabermasThe Philosophical Discourse of Moderni838.
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However, the emancipatory moment which Horkheimad aAdorno recognise as
distinctive of modernity might still be found wamg§ The emancipatory moment is
characterised by the capacity of the concept toemeber nature; that is, even though
rationalization installs compulsive thought-forrtisis process also brings the possibility that
‘nature [is] made audible in its estrangeméftThe worry with this account might be that it
seems like we don't find a genuine affirmation bk tqualities of enlightenment (e.g.
autonomy, the value of rationality as such), bulydhat we have stumbled across a by-
product that can help us heal nature. Thus the m@ieaim of securing autonomy seems to
be abandoned in favour of the counter-enlightenragntof a state or experience which is in
principle opposed to enlightened subjectivity—onbw we have the token gesture that the
self-refection of the concept can help us backi® desirable situation. This is not the case.
First, the aim of this emancipatory moment is motdturn to a lost state or to atone for a
harm rendered (as though justice as such is désidbis will be addressed in the next
section) but to opposeélind force second, nature is not idolised in this manner—the
‘harmony’ of nature is not a better situation thha ‘diremptions’ of modernity. | will now

substantiate these claims.

5.4.1 Nature and reconciliation

Nature does seem to occupy an ambiguous posititreiargument of thBialectic. It is true
that the mythic relation to nature is said to hawe yet succumbed to the alienation we find
in bourgeois society. Horkheimer and Adorno dosstrthe damage done to nature by the
strengthening of the subject, which plays a sigaiit role in their diagnosis of our

increasingly reified world and continues to inforkdorno’s later ethical aims of how to
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avoid genocidé*? However, if the cost of a less damaged nature ‘Yeaker’ subject, the
result would be a just as unsatisfactorily compassituation as in advanced technological
society. Or, as Adorno puts in, in a slightly diffat context inNegative Dialectics'If any
harmony of the subject and object should have jesl’/an those [past] days, it was a
harmony like the most recent one: pressure-born lattle.’**3 This indicates that the
elevation of nature, or a harmony with nature, caite what is supposed to be brought about
by the ‘remembrance’ of nature. The problem brougihdut by the compulsive form of
reason is not the damage done to nature qua ndiutethe compulsive form as such.
Moreover, nature is not a contrast case to the atsign of rationalisation but is just another
mode of it.
Any attempt to break the compulsion of nature gaking nature only succumbs more
deeply to that compulsion. That has been the t@jgcof European civilization.
Abstraction, the instrument of enlightenment, stamd the same relationship to its
objects as fate, whose concept it eradicatesqaslhition?4*
So, if there is ultimately no hierarchy proposedwsen a more immediate (e.g. mimetic)

nature and the alienated nature of enlightenmesibee both are blind force — then how are

442 Although | cannot go into detail here, | woulddito suggest the ethical aspect of Adorno’s clitiveory be
distinguished from — what can inadequately be dali¢he theoretical aspect of Adorno’s criticaldhe The
latter is concerned to analyse and criticise lagge conditions (e.g. society, history) in theindtion of
reproducing domination curtailing the possibilities change (and our role in such possibilitied)e Tormer is
concerned with the problem of the psychical stnegwf alienated subjectivity which are the comditdf
possibility of our cruelty to nature and others.(small scale conditions). It seems to me thatde-spread
acceptance of the presupposition that critical théoprimarily about normative grounding and retht
guestions of motivating critical activity, goes kan hand with the overemphasis on the individuadthical
level. Adorno gives us good reason to be cautibasithis move. For instance, in ‘Education After
Auschwitz’: ‘I wish, however, to emphasize espdyitthat the recurrence or non-recurrence of fasdisits
decisive aspect is not a question of psychologypbgociety. | speak so much of the psychologocdy
because the other, more essential aspects lie satfaf reach of the influence of education, if nbthe
intervention of individuals altogether.” ‘Educatidédter Auschwitz’, in Theodor W. Adornd;ritical Models:
Interventions and Catchwordguropean Perspectives (New York: Columbia UniteeRress, 2005), pp. 191-
204, p. 194. INegative Dialecticspublished in the same year as this radio pregenta\dorno also affirms
that ‘reified consciousness’ is merely an ‘epiphmeaon’ of ‘false objectivity’ (i.e. the socializédtality) (ND
190).

443ND 191

444 DE 9



201

we to understand the references to nature her@an$wer this brings us to the question of
reconciliation.

Again, Habermas gives a very strong expressiohdaviorry with this aspect. This time it
is in the 1969 essay ‘Theodor Adorno: The Primaltétly of Subjectivity — Self-Affirmation
Gone Wild’.** Here Habermas contemplates Adorno’s outlineNagative Dialectics of
what the reconciled state would be. Habermas clénatsappeal to reconciliation is the place
where Adorno is forced to address the problem of i@ can justify critique. Further, it is
claimed that the model of autonomy which is antitgal in our everyday communication
provides the content of reconciliation and is afa# to ground critique, but that Adorno
chooses to remain ‘inconsistent’ (i.e. practiceiquie without meeting the ‘demand that the
reasons for the right of criticism be made explféft) and instead cling to a more
‘extravagant’ version.

If the idea of reconciliation were to “evaporateitd the idea of maturity, of a life
together in communication free from coercion, dnitl could be unfolded in a not-yet-
determined logic of ordinary language, then thioreiliation would not be universal.
It would not entail the demand that nature opentsieyes, that in the condition of
reconciliation we talk with animals, plants, andk®. Marx also fastened on this idea in
the name of a humanizing of nature. Like him, Ador(and also Benjamin,
Horkheimer, Marcuse, and Bloch) entertained dotli#sthe emancipation of humanity
is possible without the resurrection of nature. I@ooumans talk with one another
without anxiety and repression unless at the same they interacted with the nature
around them as they would with brothers and si®tefdie “dialectic of the
enlightenment” remains profoundly undecided as hetiver with the first act of violent
self-assertion (which meant both the technologemitrol of external nature and the
repression of one’s own nature) a sympathetic b@sdbeen torn asunder that has to be
re-established through reconciliation, or wheth@rersal reconciliation is not a rather
extravagant ide#’

| have already argued that what Adorno means bgn@liation cannot be a re-establishment

of a lost sympathetic bond — and thus does not ti@dextravagant view — but neither does

445 Habermas, ‘Theodor Adorno: The Primal History abfgctivity — Self-Affirmation Gone Wild’ (1969)ni
Jirgen Haberma®hilosophical-political Profile{MIT Press, 1985), p. 99-109.

446 Habermas, ‘The Primal History of Subjectivity’,6.0

447 Habermas, ‘The Primal History of Subjectivity’, 7:8
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he want the moderate or tamed version. So, Habérnssuation that the reason we would
be inclined to reject his version is if we werebdtarnly attached to a fanciful account should
be rejected. Adorno need not accept this forceiteho

To start with, the problem with the model of comneative reconciliation is not that it is
not ‘universal’ enough but that it only aims toate=a kind of fairness where every one can
have their say. Even if this were extended to all@ture to have its say also (and become
more ‘universal’) this would still not answer theoplem which reconciliation is supposed to
answer. Adorno does actually recognise aspects ademity which Habermas takes to
provide the ground with which to critique powercluas autonomy, political maturity, and
self-reflection.**® But, although these progressive aspects of madgeran mitigate
manifestations of coercion in the world, they can gerfectly complicit in the repetitive
course of the world more generally.

But how are we to understand the difference betweeriorm of force that is resisted in
the modest form of reconciliation qua autonomy, dhd form of force that Adorno’s
reconciliation aims to address. As suggested, Aaldaes think that securing fair exchange
would be an admirable task but that this does rbaest our problems. For a fair exchange
does not, prima facie, address the power that teeelyn existent has over us in the
enlightened world—the force of the status quo tantaen itself. That this expresses the
problem Adorno is motivated by — and not the farlcdim of talking with nature — has
already been suggested via the argument that amersion in the bloody force of nature
would not be any better than the brutal dominati@nhave; now we should also add that the
force in question is not the force of one partneercanother, but thélind force of the
ceaseless repetition of the existent. ‘The supmmessf instinct which constitutes them as

selves and separates them from beasts was thedrizd form of the repression existing

448 For example, see ‘Free Time, @ritical models interventions and catchwoydsins. Henry W. Pickford
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 167-75
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within the hopelessly closed cycle of natuf® Although | have distinguished the problem of
the constitution of the self in prehistory from tlpesitivistic rationality prevalent in
bourgeois society, the point made in this quotedsathe problem is not that of the harm
rendered when one party in the conversation imptsasselves on another (whether that
party is nature, the self, or positivistic ratiahgl — and that what is needed is a correct
balance — but that when one predominates we hanepetitious, fateful, or compulsive
development. The overcoming of the hitherto compaldorm of history is not, then,
achieved in a fanciful reconciled state. Rathewauld be achieved when the universal trend

in history no longer suppressed the particular wag responsive to it.

5.5 Conclusion

| have offered a defence of Adorno’s philosophyistory in terms of its ability to construct
an account of the role of the concept or univensaiistory without succumbing to either
optimism or pessimism. The primary way this waseatd was by showing that Adorno can
trace a continuity in history without thereby posita ‘singular object’ which would mean
the critical theorist is faced with the task of adistically fitting in the facts to suit the

metaphysical model advanced.

Because | have limited myself to showing that tkiisd of philosophy of history is
possible (or at least plausible), | have not elateat a comprehensive interpretation of history
on the basis of Adorno’s insights. It is obviouattkthis would be a large undertaking on its
own. But there are more modest tasks that mighlexipected to be tackled which | have not
had the space to pursue. Perhaps most obviouslytagk of showing that there really is

prevalent compulsion in the world which would regutihe philosophy of history | propose. |
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have mainly justified the negative account of hgtby showing how other available
philosophies of history are necessarily incapalilgperceiving pervasive unfreedom or a
history propelled by compulsion. That is, | havgued that if we do not want to be deluded
about the state of human history we must, at thst)dind a way of understanding history
that can be sensitive to the possibility that mstbas been compulsive rather than using
philosophical frameworks which rule out this podgip before we even get started
interpreting the realities of history.

Since | have also argued that the negativity whidorno’s philosophy of history
identifies is not metaphysically grounded, thisaot is open to falsification in a way that is
not possible for Hegel's philosophy of history; nerthis possible for the reconstructed
Hegelian philosophies of history or for Schellin@péatphilosophie-although the latter case
is more complicated because its claims for thendtiyiof history are epistemically open to an
extent, but not enough to be able to perceive pargaunfreedom. In this way, even before
we turn to a substantive interpretation of histéglprno’s account has the upper hand due to
the methodological advantage of not imposing itiegate a priori constrictions on what

kinds of phenomena can be found.
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Conclusion

| have argued that Schelling and Adorno are insigletitics of Hegel’s idealism and that the
results of their interrogation of the concept ldterh to understand the dangers of
unwarranted optimism when philosophy turns to oistonical situation. The alternative
accounts of history Schelling and Adorno advance seen to take seriously the problem of
the role of the concept both in the philosophets/igg of thinking history and its reality in
the philosopher’s object, in historical realityeitls Ultimately, | have argued that Adorno’s
conception of historical compulsion is better atieface the challenges of constructing a
philosophy of history without metaphysical resinos on how we can interpret the course of
history. A more general result of this researchlfen to unearth the ways in which idealism
and unwarranted optimism can covertly and perdistemter into philosophy; and to show
the strenuous effort that is needed to uncover appose idealism and unwarranted
optimism. | would like to discuss the consequencegshis before turning to remaining
guestions regarding Schelling’s and Adorno’s plufdses of history and broader worries
about the philosophy of history.

At first sight Hegel might not seem like the besample of subtlety in this regard, but my
reconstruction of Schelling’s and Adorno’s critimis have hopefully shown that we should
guestion this first impression. The subtlety regdalvas found in the nature and scope of
Hegel's claims themselves, and in the way Hegestto get to those claims. With the aid of
Schelling’s distinction between positive and negaphilosophy we were able to see how the
animation of the concept gives Hegel part of whatnleeds for his theological aims—and
without needing a pre-critical or obviously excessinetaphysics. The subtlety of the critical
metaphysical position which Schelling helps us idgnn Hegel's thought would still be
considered quite robust or bold however. It is beeaof this that | went on to show how

much more modest Hegelian accounts of history gndacuring an unwarranted optimism
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nearly as robust as Hegel had intended. These aiscmanaged to give an important role to
the empirical, contingent, and the individual fbe tunderstanding of the development of
history. It is precisely these kinds of concernsiclwhAdorno claimed that Hegel was
disinterested in, and which philosophy must turintorder to combat idealistic prejudicis.
Yet the manner of inclusion of these elements theoreconstructed Hegelian account was
shown to have not escaped an a priori assurantéhdse elements could not fundamentally
challenge the continuing progress of freedom. Tasfind great subtlety in the way that
unwarranted optimism is snuck back into philosophy.

The type of overextension of the concept Adornoppled with was less obviously
metaphysically excessive than the one Schellingagaserned by. The type of unwarranted
optimism entailed by it was accordingly less robalsb. Rather than the guarantee of the
development of freedom, it was an a priori asswgahat universal and particular, concept
and nonconcept, will always have a harmonious icglatThis does not already offer the
ground for substantive claims about the developnoériteedom or the realisation of God,
but it does give us the minimal reassurance thagshcan never get too bad. | showed how
we do not need to sign on to many of Hegel's mobust claims in thé.ogic in order to
allow this a priori assurance infiltrate out thingi | argued that the ‘non-metaphysical’
readers of Hegel even enlist the argument for ceenpeediation, and that this is perfectly
compatible with the declaration to be keeping theands clean of the most obviously
objectionable metaphysics (for instance, the notapte/sical readers could retain their
neutral or agnostic stance on questions of exiséintities and thus avoid many of the
egregious metaphysical positions often attributedHégel—reduction of world to mind or
the bestowal of mind-like qualities on the worl&p, many contemporary Hegelian’s have

not managed to avoid an implicit, unwarranted ojgim even where they marshal powerful
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interpretative and reconstructive resources tobésta a position free of many of the
traditionally excessive parts of Hegel's metaphgsic

The subtlety was not only present in the type afnet Schelling and Adorno found in
Hegel’'s (and Hegelian’s) thought; it was in thelpgophical operations utilised therein. Both
Schelling and Adorno exposed the illicit means Heged to secure his claims. Schelling
helps us see an important problem in the exposmiothe concept in théogic and has
consequences for future research into the pogyilafia presuppositionless science in the
way that Hegel intended. Previously Schelling dbotion to this area was seen as
insignificant, but hopefully this widespread vieancbegin to be altered. Even though this is
an important result, | think Adorno’s uncovering afform of transcendental illusion in a
fundamental mode of Hegel's thinking as such hasiuch broader significance and a
potentially greater impact on our understandindh@iv philosophy can perennially end up
affirming the priority of the concept. Outside bketambitious aim of providing an immanent
and presuppositionless exposition of the pure qunoeery few are going to make the
mistake of surreptitiously enlisting the spit beéwethe observer and the observed in the
transcendental realm in order to generate movement.

But the general error of mistaking the fact thagrgthing known must pass through the
subject in some fashion, for the grounding roleha&f subject in knowing is not so limited.
Adorno believes most philosophy to have fallen ithig error, but, famously, he specifically
targets phenomenology and ontology—which Adorngdbr treated as synonymous with
Husserl and Heidegger. There has often been a dafigaiscommunication between the
parties of this debate; indeed, there has not baesh of a debate at &f* The polemic and
political tenor of Adorno’s engagement here is ofidgentified as the major barrier. This may

be true, but | think that one way to cut througts fotentially off putting aspect is to focus

451 See the editors introduction to a recent collectibessays on Adorno and Heidegger for a helgfabant of
the problems of a debate between these two: laitdblzald and Krzysztof Ziarek, edégorno and
Heidegger: Philosophical QuestiofStanford University Press, 2008).
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on the substance of Adorno’s claims about the prabbf the relation between the concept
and the nonconceptual and his reinvention of Kagliégnosis of transcendental illusion. In
combination with the more nuanced account | giveAdbrno’s understanding of identity
philosophy this should hopefully offer one way tage a genuine confrontation between the
claims of materialist philosophy and that of theobegical philosophies. In other words, this
might give new direction to a dialogue which is hotited to comparison of these thinkers
(i.e. pointing out their similarities and differess), but neither consigned to a stalemate
where there is no shared ground for discussion.tWih@ave in mind here is to drop the
insults that Adorno levels as Heidegger — e.gtionalism, jargon, ‘the leader principle’ —
and the dismissals that Heideggerians direct atrdale- e.g. not real philosophy, mere
sociology — and pursue an ongoing investigatiom imhether or not it is possible to
meaningfully talk about something beyond the subpdgect relation in philosophy without
succumbing to illusion®?

Hopefully this shows that Schelling’s and Adorntésget is not as narrow as it might
appear. | would now like to suggest that the probleith idealism and the way that
unwarranted optimism can sneak into philosophyeneoroader. Adorno was conscious of
the fact that his relentless criticism of idealiamd identity philosophy seemed to have been
left superfluous by the progress of thought. Ww@th quoting Adorno’s following remarks at
length as he puts this issue into sharp focus.

...dialectics as critique implies the criticism ofyahypostatization of the mind as the
primary thing, the thing that underpins everyth@ige. | remember how | once explained
all this to Brecht when we were together in exBeecht reacted by saying that these

matters had all been settled long since — and Whatad in mind was the materialist
dialectic — and that there was no point in harkiagk to a controversy that had been

452 This would be a way to frame a philosophical deltstween Heidegger and Adorno with a minimal arhoun
of presuppositions from either side. Brian O’Conhas provided a clear and helpful account of Ad@rno
criticism of Heidegger, but ultimately the substaiod that account amounts to saying that ‘Heidedmjés to
conform with the thesis of mediation.’ Brian O’CamnAdorno’s Negative Dialectic: Philosophy and the
Possibility of Critical RationalityStudies in Contemporary German Social Thought{@&ge, Mass: MIT
Press, 2004), 164.
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superseded by the unreal course of history. | a@blento agree with this. [...] |
believe...that at present a true philosophical argiepf the hypostasis of mind is fully
justified because this hypostasis is proving ig#@sie to philosophy, which after all
operates in the medium of the intellect, whichwvési exclusively and at all times in the
mind. | believe that everyone who has ever learrdppreciate what great philosophy is
will have experienced the force of this thesis leé primacy of the spirit that is to be
found in every so-called first philosophy. And anfoof thinking that simply retreats
from this experience instead of reacting, onceas home to be thought dubious, by
measuring itself against it and setting it in motwith the aid of its own power, any such
thinking will be doomed to impotence. Do not forgjet the very fact that thinking takes
place in concepts ensures that the faculty thatlymes concepts, namely mind, is
manoeuvred into a kind of position of priority frothe very outset; and that if you
concede even an inch to this priority of spirit kether in the shape of the ‘givens’ that
present themselves to the mind in the form of selas® or in the shape of categories — if
you concede even an inch to this principle, themethis in fact no escape fronfit.
Two important points come out of this passaget, fitet the error of hypostatization is much
more powerful than is usually understood; secorwit tthe explicit orientation of a
philosophy (e.g. empiricist or rationalist) is retough to ward off this error. | will briefly
elaborate on each.

Adorno points out that hypostatization is ‘provimnggsistible to philosophy,” and he cites
the fact that philosophy’s home is precisely inititellect and that its native instrument is the
concept. As | suggested in chapter 2, it makesesenanderstand this as a part of a doctrine
of transcendental illusion. Both Kant and Adornadhitiat this illusion is inevitable, even if
they propose strategies for how the philosophylmnn guard to limit the damage they can
do. The central distinction | drew between Adornarsl Kant's account was that fact that, on
Adorno’s account, hypostatization can occur evethout the claim to know about a
transcendent entity. Thus we do not need to belvedoin the dubious task of claiming to
know about certain objects which are widely held&oinvalid for philosophy or any other
discipline; in this way the illusion is not onlyewitable, but its affirmation is likely to be

affirmed with less resistance than we might thimkis brings us to the second point. A

philosophy need not even contain any of the clabmsloctrines that we usually associate
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with positions which aim to posit the primacy ofmdior the identity of concept and the
nonconceptual. Unwarranted confidence in the pamerscope of thought can appear in the
guise of its opposite. Even where a philosophy psep doctrines which privilege matter, for
instance, idealism can still be found in the wawgttlthis philosophy proceeds. If this
philosophy is presented as a system where thesuopler upholds the ability of thought to
grasp everything, the content is in effect evamalainto thought and thus ‘proceeds
idealistically advancing any arguments for idealid?Adorno also says something similar
about philosophies which posit something as primdrg. first philosophy>®
Of course, not many philosophers today would clémbe doing systematic or first
philosophy. But, according to Adorno, just as ig&al ways of thinking are found outside of
philosophies which promote identifiable doctrindsiadealism, systematic thinking is not
restricted to system builders.
Traditional thinking, and the common-sense habitdeft behind after fading out
philosophically, demand a frame of reference inckhall things have their place. Not
too much importance is attached to the intelligipibf the frame—it may even be laid
down in dogmatic axioms—if only each reflection daa localized, and if unframed
thoughts are kept out. But a cognition that isearkfruit will throw itself to the objects
fond perdu The vertigo which this causes isiadex verj the shock of inconclusiveness,
the negative as which it cannot help appearinghan ftame-covered, never-changing
realm, is untrue for untruth onfy®
The common sense habits Adorno highlights here aareexample of the way that the
idealistic error of identity philosophy can persisell beyond the realm of specific
philosophical systems. Hopefully this indicatest e problems of Hegel’s idealism | have

been dealing with are of concern to non-specialite problem of the illusion of making

thought primary can extend to less obviously megajially excessive thinking and, with
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this, optimism can covertly guide our interpretaavithout signing up to naive views about
progress.

There are many things | could not address in theseoof this study. | would now like to
touch upon some of the further questions raisethbyresults of the current research. First,
some of the outstanding differences and tensior&chrelling’s and Adorno’s understanding
of history will be addressed; specifically regaglithe scope for understanding meaning in
history. Then | give further consideration to thesgible responses that a Hegelian could
offer to the judgment that Hegel's philosophy ofstbry cannot escape unwarranted
assumptions because of Hegel's idealist argumemtstife reach of the concept. This
primarily entails considering the view that Hegepare theoretical philosophy need not
underwrite his practical philosophy.

Although | have argued that Adorno’s philosophyhi$tory shows more promise for
opposing unwarranted optimism, the case cannot losed quite yet. Schelling's
Spatphilosophianay not be able to countenance the possibilitarofoppressive course of
history, but Adorno’s philosophy cannot countenatiee possibility of a meaningful history
beyond human freedom. This might not trouble thi&pbpher of history that much since, if
Adorno’s hopes for the transformation of ‘unreflagt rationality*®” into a truly reflective
and human rationality were satisfied, it could Iskeml: what more do you want? As
Schelling’s despairing remarks make clear at thginmeng of the Berlin lectures, we could
want a purposeful existence. For Schelling thismsempurpose beyond free activity or self-
organising societies since meaning can only be |lmgpltimately by answering the
question: ‘Why is there anything at all? Why is rthaot nothing?*® No reason can be
offered which would finally answer this questiohpy reason we mean a self-sufficient or

self-grounded concept. Schelling ends up makingrdral role for revelation in his thought
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in order to approach these overarching questiohs.éektent to which Schelling succeeds in
bringing philosophy and religion into a dialoguethwiut reducing one to the other is a
problem for another study. But we can point out,thithe least, Schelling does not want to
replace the authority of reason with that of retieta Instead he claims that it is only if
reason can appropriate revealed truths that wehaae a genuine and free relation to truth.
This indicates that there must be a dialectic betbweason and revelation. But very few are
willing to take Schelling’s theology or philosophlaeligion seriously toda$f® Of course, it

is not just the apparent weaknesses in Schellipgilsophy on this score which would
generate this response, but the fact that suchgapiconcerns are far outside the mainstream
of ethical concerns in political philosophy, mophilosophy, or indeed critical theory.

It has often been noted that theological themesoabe found in Adorno’s thought® But
there can be little doubt that Adorno never sigopdor the kind of philosophical religion
Schelling proposes. Whether or not Adorno shoulceh@aid more attention to religion in his
understanding of history is a question which ultiehaconverges on the question of the role
of religion and theology in emancipatory thoughtsash. In order to further explore Adorno
and Schelling on these issues, then, it would te¥esting to see how they fit into the current
prominence of political theology, partly broughttanthe mainstream of critical theory
through the work of Giorgio Agambéft

| argued in chapter 4 that reconstructed Hegel@ownts of the philosophy of history,

although making the concept face the empiricalomtiogent, still distort history by retaining

459 A typical response to this issue is to claim thatcan salvage insights from Schelling’s maturaigfid
without needing to take on the religious or the@abbaggage. For instance, see Andrew Bo@ahelling and
Modern European Philosophy: An Introductifirondon: Routledge, 1993), 129.

460 Some of the most prevalent theological or religithemes commentators find in Adorno’s thoughtidel
messianism, the ban on imagBiiderverbo}, and negative theology. For attempts to undedstamat the
appearances of these themes might mean outsidehbelogical context, see Rebecca Comay, ‘Maistial
Mutations of theBilderverbot’, in Sites of Vision: The Discursive Construction oh®ig the History of
Philosophy ed. David Michael Levin (Cambridge, Mass: MIT §81997), 337-87; and James Gordon
Finlayson, ‘On Not Being Silent in the Darkness:oftb’s Singular ApophaticismKarvard Theological
Reviewl05, no. 1 (2012): 1-32.

461 For a recent comparison between Adorno and AgarseerChristopher Craig Brittain, ‘Political Theojoat
a Standstill: Adorno and Agamben on the Messiafikgsis Eleved02, no. 1 (8 January 2010): 39-56.
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a residual unwarranted optimism. Moreover, | argted this residue cannot in principle be
exorcised without failing to be Hegelian in anyagueisable sense. Now, some contemporary
Hegelians, like Fredrick Neuhouser, argue thatgsieibhy can gain insight into social and
political reality through Hegel's thought indepenti®f the baggage that comes with the
Logic.*2 Critical responses to this line of thought havguad that this cannot be the case.
However, for arguments sake, | would like to bgietbnsider what might be the upshot if
Neuhouser is correct.

If Hegel’s social and political thought has a cldseyond any problems that the theory of
the concept — laid out in tHeogic — might face then this is all well and good. Tivsuld
mean that Hegel's texts express insight beyondd#alistic machinery of the self-knowing
concept. It will be recalled that Adorno’s heldimigar hope: that Hegel's dialectic contained
experiences incompatible with the idealistic justifion he gave to it. The question to be
addressed then is: in what sense does the minmthése kinds of insights or experiences
wed us to Hegel's philosophy? Neuhouser claims dofdithful to the letter of Hegel's
texts?3 But this faithfulness is limited to the texts whibe considers—not Hegel's system
as a whole. Adorno is suspicious of this kind gbrayach to the truth in Hegel's thought. He
thinks that the reason Hegel's philosophy does esgtruth is precisely because of its
idealistic excess.

At the present time Hegelian philosophy, and adlletitical thought, is subject to the
paradox that it has been rendered obsolete byc@md scholarship while being at the
same time more timely than ever in its oppositmthem. This paradox must be endured
and not concealed under a cry of "back to. . .awreffort to divide the sheep from the
goats within Hegel's philosophy. Whether we havéy @an academic renaissance of
Hegel that it is itself long outdated or whethentemnporary consciousness finds in
Hegel a truth content whose time is due dependshmther that paradox is endured or

not. If one wishes to avoid half-heartedly presegwvhat people praise as Hegel's sense
of reality while at the same time watering down iislosophy, one has no choice but to

462 Frederick Neuhouser, ‘On Detaching Hegel's Sdekilosophy From His Metaphysiche Owl of
Minerva36, no. 1 (2004): 31-42.

463 Frederick NeuhouseFoundations of Hegel's Social Theory: Actualizing&dom (Harvard University
Press, 2000), 1.
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put the very moments in him that cause constemanito relation to the experiences his

philosophy incorporates, even if those experiemacesncoded within it and their truth is

concealed®*
Whether or not we accept Adorno’s point here depesrd how we understand the relation
between the pure and non-pure sides of Hegel'©atyhy. | said at the beginning of the
introduction to this study that one of Hegel's keggchallenges lies in explaining how these
two sides to his philosophy relate. We could jusegip on that problem all together—we
could save the non-pure part and neglect the pante But this would be to assume from the
start that Hegel’s conviction that the concepttas in the world and as it is analysed by the
philosopher is one and the same. Hegel’'s conviatiaght be wrong; indeed a large part of
the current study argues that it is. But if assumehat it is wrong we would never discover
the truth that lay hidden in this untruth. Of cayr$o be worried about the latter issue is
already to sign on to Adorno’s understanding of élebn this sense | have meanly sharpened
the different approaches we can take to Hegel.iBuhave managed to show how Schelling
and Adorno elaborate important philosophies thraigir struggle with the relation between
the pure and non-pure parts of Hegel's philosopimgn | have at least given enough weight
to this approach that those wanting to continuekimgrwith or through Hegel should take

this problem seriously.

464 HTS55-56
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