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  Introduction




  The English philosopher Alfred North Whitehead (1861–1947) once observed that European philosophy consists of a series of footnotes to Plato (c.

  428/7–c. 348/7 BC). If this is the case, then modern philosophy might be more accurately described as a series of footnotes to Immanuel Kant

  (1724–1804). Plato raised the big questions of philosophy – and Aristotle (384–322 BC) created the first philosophical system – but Kant is the first

  great system-builder of the modern period, taking into account the impact of the Scientific Revolution and the Enlightenment.




  

    

      . . . all thought, whether straightaway (directe) or through a detour (indirecte), must ultimately be related to intuitions, thus, in our case, to

      sensibility, since there is no other way in which objects can be given to us.




      Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (1781)


      (trans. Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood, 1998)


    




  




  For Kant, philosophy is about man having reached the age of intellectual maturity, when the universe can be explained through thinking rather than revelation. He was profoundly

  influenced by the Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711–76), whom Kant credits with awakening him from a ‘dogmatic slumber’. In his Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics

  (1783) Kant said that, after reading Hume, ‘I could proceed safely, though slowly, to determine the whole sphere of pure reason completely and from general principles, in its circumference as

  well as in its contents. This was required for metaphysics in order to construct its system according to a reliable plan.’ This groundwork led to Kant’s masterpiece, his Critique of

  Pure Reason (1781, substantially revised in 1787). Inspired by Enlightenment thinking about freedom – and experiencing the effects of war first-hand when his hometown of Königsberg

  was under Russian occupation during the Seven Years’ War (1756–63) – Kant argued that knowledge and freedom went hand in hand. He explored these themes in two further critiques:

  the Critique of Practical Reason (1788) and the Critique of Judgement (1790). The Critique of Pure Reason identifies laws that govern science, while preserving free will.

  The Critique of Judgement considers aesthetic judgements, and teleological questions about the purpose of natural organisms and systems.




  One of the most enduring aspects of Kant’s philosophy is his ethics, with its categorical imperative. The categorical imperative says that I must act in such a way that the action

  I am choosing should become a universal law that should be applied to anyone else finding themselves in similar circumstances. Here Kant argues against a consequentialist ethics like

  utilitarianism. Utilitarian ethics say the right course of action is that which gives the greatest amount of good to the greatest number of people. Utilitarianism is consequentialist because it

  urges me to seek the best consequences, which, Kant argues, is no more than my animal self would do. For Kant utilitarianism is not a moral theory because it does not take sufficient account of the

  difference between animals and persons, i.e., mind. In seeking the categorical imperative for our actions, we are using what Kant calls pure practical reason to arrive at a maxim that would govern

  our actions. This is called deontological ethics: finding and observing a moral rule, rather than defining good by its consequences.




  Kant’s philosophy of transcendental idealism – in which the perceiving subject partly assigns meaning to the external world – would set the agenda for the further development

  of German idealism and much of twentieth- and twenty-first century continental philosophy.




  The age of revolutions




  The age of Enlightenment was also the age of revolutions. The English civil wars (1642–51) pitted parliamentarians against royalists. The American Revolution

  (1775–83) saw New World colonists rebelling against the rule of the English king, inspired by the ideas of the English philosopher John Locke and the French philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau

  (1712–78) on the social contract; this was the creation of the United States of America. The French Revolution was fuelled by Enlightenment political ideas about the rights of citizens. King

  Louis XVI (1754–93)was executed and today France is a democratic republic, although there were several slips twixt cup and lip.




  The execution of kings (England executed Charles I in 1649) was the final nail in the coffin of rule by divine right. By 1848 it was truly the Age of Man, but the first cracks in the new

  post-Enlightenment social organization began to show. New science led to new technology and the Industrial Revolution. Machines now mechanically multiplied the amount of goods that were formerly

  manufactured by hand. Workers left their agrarian lifestyle (and the agricultural market) and swelled the cities, where the factories were located. Overcrowding, disease and crime followed, all

  fuelled by poverty as laboured worked long hours for low wages. They suffered a new kind of fatigue, new injuries and new insults to their sense of self-worth. Meanwhile, the owners of manufacture

  – capitalists – grew richer. The gap in earnings between the rich industrialists and the poor, exploited workers made conflict inevitable.




  

    

      The materialist doctrine that men are products of circumstances and upbringing, and that, therefore, changed men are products of changed circumstances and changed

      upbringing, forgets that it is men who change circumstances and that the educator must himself be educated. Hence this doctrine is bound to divide society into two parts, one of which is

      superior to society. The coincidence of the changing of circumstances and of human activity or self-change [Selbstveränderung] can be conceived and rationally understood only as

      revolutionary practice.




      Karl Marx, ‘Theses on Feuerbach’ (1845)


	  (trans. W. Lough, 1969)


    




  




  Europe in 1848 was the year of revolutions, with uprisings in France, the Italian and German states (those countries were not yet unified), Hungary and Ireland. One result of

  the Enlightenment philosophy that brought science, technology, politics and jurisprudence was a new capital-based ownership class, a middle class of managers and a working class of the exploited.

  Philosophy replied. The socialism of Karl Marx (1818–83) and Friedrich Engels (1820–95) was a direct response to the misery that accompanied capitalism and the accumulation of wealth by

  a few at the expense of the many.




  

    

      Because philosophy has its being essentially in the element of that universality which encloses the particular within in it, the end or final result seems, in the case of

      philosophy more than in that of other sciences, to have absolutely expressed the complete fact itself in its very nature




      G. W. F. Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit (1870)


	  (trans. A. V. Miller, 1977)


    




  




  After a long run in which Kant was the dominant German philosopher, having been variously interpreted by idealists like Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762–1814) and F. W. J.

  Schelling (1775–1854), G. W. F. Hegel (1770–1831) was next to erect a complete system of thought. His focus was on creating a unified theory of everything through reason; his

  historicism and concern for the interrelationships of social and political entities and questions greatly influenced Karl Marx and Max Weber (1864–1920). This strand of thinking was one of

  four that would come to dominate the twentieth century: (1) political ideology, (2) biology and genetics, (3) psychology, and (4) post-Newtonian physics.




  Fascism




  Germany’s National Socialists or Nazis were a fascist party – polar opposites of the Karl Marx-inspired socialists. Fascism is sometimes said to be a tendency rather

  than a systematic programme, and, indeed, it is difficult to point to a coherent philosophical explication of Nazi ideology (some attempts are simple catalogues of prejudice). Fascism, as

  it developed in different countries – Italy, Germany, Spain – was a ragtag assemblage of extremist beliefs, popularized during a time of deep financial crisis. For Germans suffering

  under the weight of the Versailles treaty, fascism defined itself by its choice of scapegoats: Jews, socialists and US consumerism. Important components of German fascism include extreme

  nationalism, the idea of Aryans as the ‘master race’ and a militaristic pursuit of empire. The Nazi leader Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) did not place economics high on his list of

  priorities, possibly because the industrial demands of world domination would mean plenty of factory work, as well as guaranteed consumption of its products by the military (after the appropriation

  of the wealth of conquered nations). The libertarian economist Sheldon Richman defined fascism as ‘socialism with a capitalist veneer’.




  Socialism in practice




  The work of Karl Marx and Freidrich Engels culminated in the economic and political philosophy of socialism. Socialism was adopted by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin (1870–1924),

  who implemented a form of it which became the official socialism of what would eventually become the Soviet Union after Russia’s October Revolution of 1917. Marx and Engels viewed social

  organization as the result of historically determined economic relations. For them the story of modern humankind was the conflict of labour and capital, which, of necessity, demanded a radical

  politics. The workers’ paradise that Marx and Engels had in mind when they wrote The Communist Manifesto in 1848 proved in the twentieth century to be an unattainable utopia. The

  rise of Joseph Stalin (1879–1953) to the leadership of the Soviet Union led to as many as 20 million deaths, as a result of famine, purges and deportations.




  

    

      The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.




      Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto(1848)


	  (trans. Samuel Moore, 1888)


    




  




  Soviet citizens were guaranteed work, but their quality of life, in terms of material comforts, was nothing like that enjoyed in the West, where capitalism was producing record

  profits and ushering in a new world of prosperity for Americans and, eventually, Europeans. Also, while the United States and much of Europe enjoyed democratic elections, leadership in the Soviet

  Union was imposed on the masses. Membership of the Communist Party was restricted to a privileged minority and an elaborate police state kept the population in line.




  The price of totalitarianism




  With the establishment of totalitarian regimes in Russia and Germany, intellectuals in those countries found themselves in danger. Their role was often simply to agree with a

  system that was both morally bankrupt and intellectually dishonest. As the Nazi persecution of the Jews began in Germany in 1933, preparing the ground for the horrors of the Second World War, both

  the United States and Britain benefitted from the arrival on their shores of philosophers and scientists fleeing for their lives. Eventually, the United States would be the first nation to develop

  a nuclear weapon using the science brought there by German refugees, including Albert Einstein (1879–1955). When the war was over and the US and Soviet victors moved in to cherry pick the

  best Nazi scientists to come and work for them, the United States got Wernhervon Braun (1912–77). Braun was the physicist and rocket designer who created the deadly long-range V-2 rocket that

  rained death and destruction on London. But he was not merely a rocket designer; he was also a member of the Nazi Party and an SS officer. The Americans grabbed him before the Soviets could, giving

  them the edge in ballistic missiles with which to project thermonuclear weapons at targets several thousand miles away. Braun was responsible for the rocket science that made the United States the

  first nation to put a man on the moon.




  

    

      Communities tend to be guided less than individuals by conscience and a sense of responsibility. How much misery does this fact cause mankind! It is the source of wars and

      every kind of oppression, which fill the earth with pain, sighs and bitterness.




      Albert Einstein, ‘The World as I See It’ (1934)


    




  




  Philosophy against fascism




  Against the thinkers who designed war may be mentioned four examples, two of whom were students of Edmund Husserl, who defined the moral centre of German philosophy in crisis,

  and demonstrated how it could be held. They are: Edith Stein, Hannah Arendt, Karl Jaspers and Dietrich Bonhoeffer. Bonhoeffer was a Lutheran theologian whose posthumous Ethics (1955), much

  of which was composed during the Nazi era, imagines a world in which the social and political order is Christian. Acting as a double agent for the German resistance inside the Abwehr (German secret

  police), Bonhoeffer was part of a plot to kill Hitler. He justified his action as a Christian by acknowledging his guilt and sacrificing himself in an act that, while being a sin, was committed for

  the greater good. He was arrested, imprisoned for eighteen months and finally hanged at Flossenbürg concentration camp.




  Edith Stein struggled doubly as a woman and a Jew in the German university system. She became Edmund Husserl’s personal assistant and promised to be one of the leading phenomenologists,

  but converted to Roman Catholicism and became a nun. For a while she escaped deportation because of her status as a nun; but soon after being transferred to a convent in the Netherlands, the SS

  came for her (and her sister, who was with her) and deported her to Auschwitz where she perished in 1942. Her work on empathy was influenced not only by Husserl and the Augustinian tradition, but

  also by her experience as a nursing assistant in the First World War, and by the deaths in that conflict of those she loved.




  

    

      The struggle for total domination of the total population of the earth, the elimination of every competing non-totalitarian reality, is inherent in the totalitarian regimes

      themselves; if they do not pursue global rule as their ultimate goal, they are only too likely to lose whatever power they have already seized.




      Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism (1951)


    




  




  Karl Jaspers is the unsung hero of mid-twentieth century philosophy, a Mahler to Heidegger’s Wagner. His existentialist philosophy was also, like that of Stein and Bonhoeffer, based on

  communication through love, and empathic moves towards the other. He steadfastly resisted the Nazis and protected his Jewish wife, with whom he survived the war. He also took over from Heidegger

  the supervision of Heidegger’s former lover and student Hannah Arendt. Once again, the Augustinian theme of love occurs in Arendt’s work, and after she fled for her life from Germany,

  and then from France, she settled in New York to become the foremost political philosopher working in the phenomenological tradition as transformed by Heidegger. In 1948 Jaspers left Germany to

  take a chair in Basel, where he remained until his death.




  Science accelerating




  Einstein’s theory of relativity gave us a vantage point from which to view the progress of thinking in our time. During the 2,000 years that humans looked at the world

  through the eyes of Aristotle, Ptolemy (c. 90–168), Copernicus (1473–1543) and Galileo (1564–1642), knowledge was accumulated by quick insights that gave scientists

  something to think about for several hundred years at a time. Not so in the post-Newtonian world. Since the splitting of the atom, physics, chemistry, engineering and their subsequent contributions

  to technology have proceeded at a dizzying pace. The increasing specialization of the physical sciences has put paid to the age of enlightened amateurs like Isaac Newton (1642–1727); only

  specialists can keep up with the pace and detail of advances in, for instance, particle physics or astrophysics. The danger of this massively focused approach, which gives sharp clarity to

  individual problems in science, is that the bigger picture can go out of focus. The risk is that we could lose our way. While we pursue excellence in science and knowledge for knowledge’s

  sake, we lose sight of the context in which science is carried out – by people, in communities. One of philosophy’s roles is to remind science of this broader, social and political

  context.




  It must also be remembered that today knowledge is acquired at the behest of – and paid for by – those in whose interest it is to possess knowledge. In fact, this has always been the

  case. At the beginning of the scientific age, monarchs – and then later democracies – were the patrons and beneficiaries of scientific knowledge. Now, corporations control much of

  today’s scientific discovery and its future applications, their power unchecked by the regulations that pertain to governments. The power of corporations is less visible than that of

  governments, and their accountability is only to a bottom line. Science has become, as never before, a political act.




  The genetic turn




  While physicists were busy blowing up the world and at the same time discovering how it came into existence, biologists and geneticists were turning to the world within. Physics

  explores the world beyond us, no matter how small or large. Biology – particularly genetics – goes inside our bodies to discover how they work. And with genetics we have the possibility

  of changing what goes on inside our bodies by tinkering with DNA, the building blocks of all life. Charles Darwin (1809–82) started a trend that would have as great an impact on humankind as

  did the work of Karl Marx.




  

    

      If humankind evolved by Darwinian natural selection, genetic chance and environmental necessity, not God, made the species. Deity can still be sought in the origin of the

      ultimate units of matter, in quarks and electron shells (Hans Kung was right to ask atheists why there is something instead of nothing) but not in the origin of species. However much we

      embellish that stark conclusion with metaphor and imagery, it remains the philosophical legacy of the last century of scientific research.




      E. O Wilson, On Human Nature (1978)


     




  




  Darwin’s theory of natural selection – which, popularly understood, means that humans descended from apes – continues to fuel debate and underline the gulf

  that exists between knowledge and mythical belief. This disjunction has created an anti-intellectual climate in the late twentieth century that makes progress from the Inquisition seem

  questionable.




  Meanwhile, science proceeds at an extraordinary rate. The work that began with Aristotle’s cataloguing of plants and animals according to genus and species was continued with

  Darwin’s publication of On the Origin of Species by Natural Selection (1859) and the work by Gregor Mendel (1822–44) and other geneticists to discover the mechanism of

  inherited characteristics. The explosion of research stimulated by these discoveries – in the fields of biology, chemistry and genetics (and combinations of those subjects) – led to the

  isolation of DNA as the building blocks of life and, finally, to the work of the Human Genome Project (1990–2003), which mapped the genes that make up the human genome.




  The interior voyage




  Whereas political ideologies, post-Newtonian physics and biology and genetics deal with the physical world, whether inside us or far out beyond the stars, psychology – the

  last important strand of modern thought – is concerned with our interior existence, our thoughts and emotions, and our behaviour. The history of Western thought, as far as it involves

  metaphysics, ethics, aesthetics (and even logic, on occasion), is marked by various attempts to understand human psychology. Philosophers have been fascinated and confounded by the part of us they

  cannot see, whether it is called mind, soul, psyche or self.




  The idealist tradition in philosophy involves psychology at every turn, for the mind plays some role in the constitution of the world beyond the subject; it is equally important to empiricism,

  where the mind is the recipient of sense impressions. The most dramatic contribution to psychology in the twentieth century was the elaboration by Sigmund Freud (1856–1939) of the role of the

  unconscious in human behaviour. Freud created a map – a topographical description – of the human mind that has three parts: id, ego and superego. This identification of the

  ‘seats’ of various human behaviours was instrumental in his development of psychoanalysis, a type of treatment for neuroses and other conditions in which the patient relates his

  thoughts to the therapist in a voyage of discovery, uncovering the hidden mechanisms of repression in an effort at self-understanding.




  

    

      Obviously one must hold oneself responsible for the evil impulses of one’s dreams. In what other way can one deal with them? Unless the content of the dream rightly

      understood is inspired by alien spirits, it is part of my own being.




      Sigmund Freud, The Interpretation of Dreams




      (1925 edition, trans. James Strachey)


    




  




  Whatever the scientific standing of psychoanalysis, it has done as much as Marxism to fuel philosophical investigation, particularly in France. Psychoanalysis and Marxism have

  been the engines for much philosophy and philosophical thinking in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, because, while they both have a technical content, they are relatively easily grasped by

  a broad range of readers, and philosophers have used them as tools for framing and answering philosophical questions. Freudianism and Marxism were also vital forces in the development of critical

  theory and deconstruction, and they give theoretical coherence to the explication of texts, whether they be literary, artistic or political.




  By contrast, biology, genetics and physics require the sort of rigorous and disciplined training that usually puts students on a strictly technical career path: it is a simple economic fact.

  (Its highly technical nature also guarantees a limited audience.) However, the work of those scientists is highly relevant for philosophers, since it gives rise to questions that philosophers are

  uniquely qualified to phrase and to answer. The single most important question that psychology raises for philosophers is a fundamental one that has been with us from the time immemorial: is the

  mind merely a bundle of nerves and vessels charged with electricity and driven by complex chemicals? Or is it something else, the final mystery, the invisible, indivisible, undefinable essence of

  humanity?




  The first philosophers struggled with problems of knowledge versus belief. Today, philosophy and science understand two incontrovertible facts about our world: (1) rather than having been

  created by God in six days, humans are descended from other mammals, and (2) the universe is 13.75 billion years old, not 6,000. We know the first fact from the fossil record, and the second

  because a satellite has measured fluctuations in the cosmic microwave background – heat remaining from the Big Bang. These are extraordinary advances. Both Copernicus and Darwin suffered

  censure from the Church because of their discoveries. Yet both men were Christians and they did not consider their newfound knowledge a threat to their faith; it informed their faith. Today, the

  leading exponents of evolutionary theory and the Big Bang theory – E. O. Wilson (b. 1929) and Stephen Hawking (b. 1942) – are atheists. Is religious belief possible in

  an age of knowledge? Writing in 1931 Albert Einstein, echoing Socrates’ view that philosophy is born of wonder, cited the mysterious as being at once the goal of philosophy of science and the

  most beautiful experience available to humankind.




  

    

      The most beautiful experience we can have is the mysterious. It is the fundamental emotion that stands at the cradle of true art and true science. Whoever does not know it

      and can no longer wonder, no longer marvel, is as good as dead, and his eyes are dimmed. It was the experience of mystery – even if mixed with fear – that engendered religion. A

      knowledge of the existence of something we cannot penetrate, our perceptions of the profoundest reason and the most radiant beauty, which only in their most primitive forms are accessible to

      our minds: it is this knowledge and this emotion that constitute true religiosity. In this sense, and only this sense, I am a deeply religious man . . . I am satisfied with the mystery of

      life’s eternity and with a knowledge, a sense, of the marvellous structure of existence – as well as the humble attempt to understand even a tiny portion of the Reason that

      manifests itself in nature.




      Albert Einstein, The World As I See It (1931)
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  Immanuel Kant




  22 April 1724 – 12 February 1804




  

    

      German philosopher who is the central figure in modern thought; his critical philosophy synthesized religious belief and human autonomy and influenced all areas

      of philosophical investigation, from mathematics to aesthetics.


    


  




  During the academic year 1927–8 the English mathematician and philosopher Alfred North Whitehead (1861–1947) gave the prestigious Gifford Lectures at Edinburgh

  University under the title Process and Reality. In those lectures he famously declared: ‘The safest general characterization of the European philosophical tradition is that it

  consists of a series of footnotes to Plato.’ A more accurate characterization of modern European philosophy might be that it consists of a series of footnotes to Kant. There is no

  area of modern philosophy – from mathematical logic to phenomenology – that Kant does not touch. All who follow in his footsteps must, at some turn in their careers, define themselves

  as for or against Kantian positions. Modern thought begins with Kant. If Plato introduced the eternal themes of philosophical inquiry and Aristotle (384–322 BC)

  devised the first philosophical system, Kant built the most comprehensive and detailed system of philosophy since the scientific revolution. His work poses questions that continue to grip the

  imaginations of philosophers today. His influence is felt in every area of philosophy and spills over into other disciplines as diverse as law and astronomy.




  Man’s coming of age




  In 1784 Kant addressed the issue of God and post-Enlightenment man in his essay ‘An Answer to the Question: What is Enlightenment?’ In it he asked, what is the

  present role of church and state authority in relation to individual freedom; what role should religious and secular authorities play in the lives of citizens? In his reply, Kant gave a succinct

  summary of his highly complex and systematic philosophy, which is ultimately concerned with the question of human freedom: ‘Enlightenment is man’s emergence from his self-imposed

  immaturity. Immaturity is the inability to use one’s understanding without guidance from another. This immaturity is self-imposed when its cause lies not in lack of understanding, but in lack

  of resolve and courage to use it without guidance from another.’ He went on to summarize his entire philosophy of knowledge and freedom thus: ‘Laziness and cowardice are the reasons why

  such a large proportion of men, even when nature has long emancipated them from alien guidance, nevertheless gladly remain immature for life. For the same reasons, it is all too easy for others to

  set themselves up as their guardians.’




  Knowledge and freedom




  The problems of knowledge and freedom go hand in hand for Kant. They also raised the most profound philosophical questions for him: if, through knowledge, we discover rules or

  laws that govern the natural world, how can man be free – are man’s actions not governed by the rules of cause and effect? Might they even be predetermined? In working through these

  questions, Kant published three major treatises: the Critique of Pure Reason (1781; he made important revisions for the second edition of 1787), Critique of Practical Reason

  (1788) and Critique of Judgement (1790).




  In his Critique of Pure Reason Kant attempts to provide a foundation for the laws of science, while at the same time establishing the human subject as a rational agent characterized by

  free will. In the Critique of Practical Reason he argues that man’s free will, though it can be proven theoretically, only actually follows from our own consciousness of it

  emanating from within ourselves. It is our consciousness that binds us to moral law, and our knowledge of moral law is not imposed from outside by God or any other agent. In the Critique of

  Judgement Kant concerns himself with aesthetic judgements and teleological questions, such as ‘What is the purpose of natural organisms or systems?’ In doing so, he leaves the door

  open for theological and ethical inquiry. For instance, what role does God play in the world?




  Any one of these three treatises would be considered a lifetime’s achievement for a philosopher, but Kant published many more titles, ranging from early treatises on the natural sciences

  (particularly astronomy) to works on the philosophy of history and aesthetics.




  Kant’s ‘Copernican turn’




  Kant was born in modest circumstances in Königsberg, East Prussia, but nevertheless had a very good education prior to entering the university there at the age of sixteen.

  By then Kant had absorbed the key texts of Greek philosophy, as well as Latin history and poetry for amusement. His was a strict Pietist1 upbringing, and while

  the central element of his philosophical legacy was to make man the centre of our world, he still reserved a place for God in man’s world.




  Kant’s contribution to Western thought was the philosophical equivalent of Nicolaus Copernicus’s demonstration that the sun, not the Earth, is the centre of our solar system.

  Kant’s assertion that man was the maker of his world was as shocking to his contemporaries as the heliocentric theory was to Copernicus’s, and it is often referred to as his

  ‘Copernican turn’. In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant argued that space, time and causal relations have no existence apart from our minds which perceive them.




  Kant’s insistence on the role of man in making his own world and on self-reliance rather than the consolations of religion may be a response to the early deaths of his mother (when he was

  thirteen) and his father (when he was twenty-two). Kant’s mother Regina had encouraged his curiosity, exploring the world on long walks with him and explaining things to the best of her

  ability. Kant told his student and friend Reinhold Bernhard Jachmann (1767–1843): ‘I will never forget my mother, for she implanted and nurtured in me the first germ of goodness; she

  opened my heart to the impressions of nature; she awakened and furthered my concepts, and her doctrines have had a continual and beneficial influence in my life’. Perhaps Kant’s belief

  in man as the maker of his world and his sense of self-reliance encouraged in him the quality of persistence. He constantly modified and updated his thinking, so that each of the three

  Critiques is a further development of his thought.




  After graduating from the University of Königsberg, where he studied philosophy and physics, Kant worked as a private tutor. He did not obtain a university teaching post until he was

  thirty-one, and then taught an astonishing range and number of courses, including mineralogy, anthropology, moral philosophy, natural law, geography, natural theology, logic, pedagogy, mathematics,

  physics and metaphysics. He only did this because he was in straightened circumstances and needed the money: under the system that then prevailed, university teachers were paid by the number of

  students that subscribed to their lectures. He was only appointed to a professorship (in logic and metaphysics) in 1770, when he was forty-one.




  War and poverty




  In the early 1760s Königsberg was under Russian occupation during the Seven Years’ War. Life was tough economically and to make ends meet Kant took on a second job as

  a sub-librarian of the natural history collection in the Royal Library. He also took in lodgers and was forced to sell books from his library to make ends meet. But as the world changed around him,

  Kant remained a man of habit and reliability. His schedule of daily walks, said the poet Heinrich Heine (1797–1856), was so reliable that the residents of Königsberg set their clocks by

  him.




  The transcendental ego




  Despite the fact that Kant included in the second edition of The Critique of Pure Reason (1787) a chapter entitled ‘The Refutation of Idealism’, the central

  concept of his philosophy remains the doctrine of transcendental idealism. By this Kant does not mean idealism in the sense of George Berkeley (1685–1753), who did not believe that matter

  exists – Berkeley’s theory was famously criticized by Samuel Johnson (1709–84), who kicked a stone and exclaimed: ‘I refute it thus!’ Nor does Kant follow René

  Descartes’ (1596–1650) brand of problematic idealism, which argues that the only existence we can prove by immediate experience is our own.




  Kant argues that the transcendental ego (his concept of the human self ) imposes categories upon sense impressions and thus constructs knowledge of them. He summarized this position in his last

  work, the Opus Postumum (1804), by saying that man ‘creates the elements of knowledge of the world himself, a priori, from which he, as, at the same time, an inhabitant of

  the world, constructs a world-vision in the idea’. What this means, in essence, is that the elements of knowledge, the categories by which we understand the world, exist a priori,

  which is to say, without reference to experience. A priori knowledge is in us, as a given. So, Kant argues in the Critique of Pure Reason, ‘We are perfectly

  justified in maintaining that only what is within ourselves can be immediately and directly perceived, and that only my own existence can be the object of a mere perception.’




  As a consequence of this, ‘the existence of a real object outside me can never be given immediately and directly in perception, but can only be added in thought to the perception, which is

  a modification of the internal sense, and thus inferred as its external cause.’ Kant argues that we never actually perceive external things, but only infer their existence, although external

  objects are the proximate cause of the inference of their existence. So, Kant’s transcendental idealism differs from that of Berkeley or Descartes. It is also, Kant reminds his critics, not

  an absurd, contrarian worldview. ‘It must not be supposed,’ he writes in the Critique of Pure Reason, ‘that an idealist is someone who denies the existence of external

  objects of the senses; all he does is to deny that they are known by immediate and direct perception.’




  Categorical imperative




  Kant’s concern with questions of knowledge and freedom naturally led him to ethics and the ultimate question: ‘What is the right thing to do?’ Kant rejected

  the utilitarian ethics of Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill, which hold that actions resulting in the greatest amount of happiness (Bentham’s ‘hedonistic calculus’) for the

  largest number of people are good actions. In his Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (1785) Kant argued against utilitarianism by proposing that if we allow our behaviour to be

  governed by utilitarian motives, then we might value other people in the light of what ‘good’ they can be used for – that is to say, treating them as means to an end, rather than

  ends in themselves. He also objected to the doctrine of moral absolutism, which holds that there are absolute standards of conduct resulting in ‘right’ and ‘wrong’

  behaviour, regardless of context. Kant’s reply to utilitarianism and moral absolutism was to develop the categorical imperative, a rule by which man should act ethically: ‘Act only

  according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law.’ The categorical imperative is well illustrated by the famous ‘is/ought’

  distinction in ethics. For Kant, our ethical behaviour (‘ought’) should not necessarily follow from a particular state of affairs (‘is’). Our sense of ethical duty should

  never include what is impossible for us to do; in this way, ‘ought’ implies ‘can’. Kant’s deontological ethics are a can-do affair: if I ought to do

  such-and-such, then it is logically possible for me to do it; and therefore, I can do it.




  Kant as scientist




  If Kant had never written his three great treatises, nor any of his other important works, such as the ‘Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics’ (1783),

  Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (1786) or Metaphysics of Morals (1797), he would have found a place in the history of science for his development of the Kant-Laplace

  theory to describe the formation of the universe. One only mentions this to make the point that Kant’s influence is to be felt everywhere in modern thought. In his Universal

  Natural History and Theory of Heaven (1755) he theorized that our solar system formed as a result of a rotating nebula, whose gravitational force compressed it into a spinning disk, throwing

  off the Sun and the planets. Kant’s theory was largely ignored in his lifetime. Then in 1796 the French astronomer and mathematician Pierre-Simon Laplace (1749–1827) developed a similar

  theory, quite independently of Kant’s work. Later scientists, noticing Kant’s precedent, called it the Kant-Laplace hypothesis. It is the basis for the generally accepted nebular

  hypothesis that scientists use today to explain the formation of the solar system. In the Critique of Practical Reason Kant said: ‘Two things fill the mind with ever new and

  increasing admiration and awe, the more often and steadily we reflect upon them: the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me.’ These words are carved on his tombstone.




  Kant’s legacy




  Kant represents the culmination, the perfection, of the Enlightenment. In Kant all traces of religious, medieval thinking are cast aside and man is placed at the forefront of

  his own situation. His freedom extends from his perception of himself as an autonomous agent; and from this understanding flows his role as a political actor and ethical being. With his theory of

  transcendental idealism Kant demonstrated how man makes his world; how knowledge and experience do not exist apart from him, but by and through him. His importance and influence cannot be

  overestimated.




  

    

      Experience is without doubt the first product that our understanding brings forth . . . Nevertheless it is far from the only field to which our understanding can be

      restricted. It tells us, to be sure, what is, but never that it must necessarily be thus and not otherwise. For that very reason it gives us no true universality, and reason, which is so

      desirous of this kind of cognitions, is more stimulated than satisfied by it. Now such universal cognitions, which at the same time have the character of inner necessity, must be clear and

      certain for themselves, independently of experience, hence one calls them a priori cognitions: whereas that which is merely borrowed from experience is, as it is put, cognized only a

      posteriori, or empirically.




      Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (1781/1787)


	  (trans. Paul Guyer, 1998)


     




  




  

    

      Ancient philosophy adopted an entirely inappropriate standpoint towards the human being in the world, for it made it into a machine in it, which as such had to be entirely

      dependent on the world or on external things and circumstances; it thus made the human being into an all but merely passive part of the world. Now the critique of reason has appeared and

      determined the human being to a thoroughly active place in the world. The human being itself is the original creator of all its representations and concepts and ought to be the sole author of

      all its actions.




      Immanuel Kant, The Conflict of the Faculties (1798), trans.




      Mary J. Gregor, 1992
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  John Stuart Mill




  20 May 1806 – 8 May 1873




  

    

      British philosopher who defined nineteenth-century British empiricism’s application of utilitarian principles to political, economic and social questions.


    


  




  John Stuart Mill was an advocate of utilitarianism, the doctrine developed by Jeremy Bentham (1748–1832) that the greatest good for the greatest number of people should

  be the guiding force in ethics and government. Mill’s utilitarianism differed from that of Bentham, who stressed the quantity of pleasure as a measure of social justice; instead Mill

  emphasized the quality of happiness as a better index. (His position came to be known as the ‘greatest happiness principle’.) Mill’s A System of Logic (1843)

  dominated the period between Immanuel Kant and Gottlob Frege. His logic formed the basis for a theory of how the laws of science are discovered, a position that was promoted (but not acknowledged)

  by Karl Popper (1902–94). He also prefigured T. S. Kuhn’s (1922–96) view that science proceeds by a series of revolutions or ruptures that shift prevailing paradigms. Mill’s

  enduring contributions to political discourse are his classical liberal defence of individual freedom in On Liberty (1859) and of women’s rights in The Subjection of Women

  (1869).




  Nervous breakdown and recovery through poetry




  Electing not to study at Oxbridge because he refused to take Holy Orders (as was then required), Mill was educated at home by his father, the Scottish philosopher James Mill

  (1773–1836), who was Bentham’s strongest supporter. Mill’s upbringing was exceptionally rigorous, and successful in that it helped produce Britain’s most important

  philosopher of the period; but it was also overly strict and Mill suffered a nervous breakdown when he was twenty, an event he describes in his Autobiography (1873). Mill would eventually

  become godfather to Bertrand Russell (1872–1970), placing him at the epicentre of a British philosophical dynasty.




  Mill’s influences are various and, for a logician, unusually broad. The poetry of William Wordsworth (1770–1850), with its emphasis on transcendental consciousness, was an aid to

  recovery from his nervous breakdown. Indeed, Mill’s devotion to Wordsworth made him a philosopher with heart; for all his expertise in logic and empiricism, Mill’s work shows a deep

  sympathy with his fellow man. Although Mill and Kant represent different philosophical traditions, Mill’s affinity for Wordsworth – whose long poem The Prelude

  (1798–1850) may be regarded as a meditation on Kant’s transcendental idealism – indicates a certain predisposition to the Kantian spirit.




  Mill was also a Francophile, spending much time there (indeed he died and was buried in France at St Véran). He closely followed the work of the father of positivism Auguste Comte

  (1798–1857), but could not agree with his positions to the extent that Comte wished him to. In Paris Mill was exposed to the early socialist ideas of Henri de Saint-Simon (1760–1825).

  He also knew the English political economist David Ricardo (1772–1823), who was a close friend of his father’s, and he observed Ricardo’s thinking as he developed the first

  systematic economic theory, including the labour theory of value (which states that the values of commodities are measured by the labour cost of their production) – an idea that much

  influenced Karl Marx. Mill himself made a distinguished contribution to political economy with his own book The Principles of Political Economy, which was published in 1848, the year of

  European revolutions.




  A System of Logic




  Underlying his popular thought is a corpus of more specialist work in logic, of which A System of Logic (1843) is the most important. Mill was a radical empiricist and

  believed that the truths of logic and mathematics – what he called ‘necessary truths’ – could be derived from experience and the psychological process of

  associationism.




  Associationism is an epistemological doctrine that says the association of ideas or experiences with things or events in memory accounts for our understanding of them. Mill’s

  associationist psychology, which underpinned his system of logic, was inherited from his father, who was the main nineteenth-century exponent of an idea first developed by Plato and Aristotle, and

  then by the British empiricists John Locke (1632–1704) and David Hume (1711–76). Mill distinguished between connotation (‘real’ meaning) and denotation (attributive

  function, which refers to a description such as a good book, a cold drink). Then Mill broke down propositions into those that are verbal/analytic or real/synthetic, rejecting any

  appeal to a priori assumptions. For Mill, mathematics could be reduced to generalizations from previous experience.




  Mill’s politics: liberalism and radicalism




  The subject of Mill’s On Liberty is ‘the nature and limits of the power which can be legitimately exercised by society over the individual’. For Mill

  each individual is sovereign ‘over himself, over his own body and mind’. He identified various manifestations of tyranny that threatened individual liberty, including the tyranny of

  political rulers, social tyranny and the tyranny of the majority. Even where society guards against the tyranny of political rulers, individual liberty can be threatened by social tyranny:

  ‘Society can and does execute its own mandates: and if it issues wrong mandates instead of right, or any mandates at all in things with which it ought not to meddle, it practices a social

  tyranny more formidable than many kinds of political oppression.’ Mill established the view that individuals ought to be free to act as they wish, provided they do no harm to others. A

  cornerstone of his liberalism was the concept of free speech, of which he was a passionate defender. His views were held to be so fundamental by the authors of the Constitution of the United States

  (1789) that they form the First Amendment to that document: ‘Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the

  freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.’ A consequence of Mill’s free-speech

  position was his rejection of censorship.




  While James Mill was a political radical who advocated universal male suffrage, Mill fils went much further and argued – indeed, agitated for – universal female suffrage.

  Mill was familiar with the work of the feminist and first woman sociologist Harriet Martineau (1802–76), who, apart from her own work as a commentator on politics and social issues,

  translated the works of Comte into English. For many years Mill enjoyed a friendship with Harriet Taylor (1807–58), whom he married upon her husband’s death. Taylor and Mill worked

  together to develop the ideas that Mill would publish in The Subjection of Women. ‘With regard to the fitness of women, not only to participate in elections, but themselves to hold

  offices or practise professions,’ he wrote, ‘this consideration is not essential to the practical question in dispute: since any woman who succeeds in an open profession proves by that

  very fact that she is qualified for it.’ Mill’s ability to imagine and to promote the positions of women, blacks and people of modest origins was partly developed by his cultivation of

  the sensibilities of poetry that he got from reading Wordsworth and Samuel Taylor Coleridge (1772–1834).




  Mill is unique among English philosophers in that he combined themes of the Enlightenment and Romanticism – a tendency that imbues his writing with a concern for others that is best

  characterised by the term decency. As a Liberal member of parliament Mill exemplified his view that action is the natural articulation of thought. In this way he influenced the American

  pragmatists, including C. S. Peirce, William James and John Dewey. While his logic and epistemology hold historical interest, Mill’s political views and his feminism continue to be relevant

  today.




  

    

      Mill’s presence in nineteenth-century politics and culture is so powerful, his writings so diverse and detailed, that it can be hard to see his thoughts as a whole.

      Yet there is a very strong unifying theme: it is his lifelong effort to weave together the insights of the Enlightenment in which he had been reared, and the nineteenth-century reaction against

      it, a reaction sometimes romantic, sometimes historical and conservative, and often both.




      John Skorupski, Why Read Mill Today? (2006)


    




  




  

    

      As it is useful that while mankind are imperfect there should be different opinions, so is it that there should be different experiments of living; that free scope should be

      given to varieties of character, short of injury to others; and that the worth of different modes of life should be proved practically, when any one thinks fit to try them. It is desirable, in

      short, that in things which do not primarily concern others, individuality should assert itself. Where, not the person’s own character, but the traditions or customs of other people are

      the rule of conduct, there is wanting one of the principal ingredients of human happiness, and quite the chief ingredient of individual and social progress.




      J. S. Mill, On Liberty (1859)


    




  










  3




  Johann Gottlieb Fichte




  19 May 1762 – 27 January 1814




  

    

      Developed German idealism after Kant, and was often cited by German nationalists as a forecaster of that country’s destiny in the nineteenth and twentieth

      centuries.


    


  




  In 1792 Fichte published his first work, Attempt at a Critique of All Revelation. He was aided by Immanuel Kant, whose support – financial and otherwise –

  he had sought. The work was anonymous and was put out by Kant’s publishers after an introduction by him. In one of the most successful stunts in the history of philosophy, Fichte allowed it

  to appear that the Attempt was in fact the work of Kant. When Kant loudly and publicly distanced himself from Fichte’s work, it drew even more attention, guaranteeing Fichte’s

  fame. He argued that revealed religion is a critical element in the education of man, regarding God, not man, as fixing the moral order of the world. He was closely associated with Friedrich

  Schlegel and the German Romantics who regarded him as a major influence. Of Fichte, Schlegel remarked in his ‘Fragment No. 216’ (1798), ‘The three greatest tendencies of the age

  are the French Revolution, Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre [see p. 135] and Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister.’




  Fichte used Kant’s transcendental idealism as groundwork for a philosophy that made the subject – the ‘I’ – supreme. He further developed the Kantian idea of

  freedom and attempted to identify a unity of knowing and doing that he claimed was the foundation of all branches of philosophy. He is also famous for supporting the French Revolution

  (1789–99); but when Napoleon invaded Austria, Fichte wrote a series of fiercely nationalistic essays that identify race as a key component of being German.




  Fichte and Kant




  Fichte was a child prodigy born into modest circumstances in Saxony. He attracted the interest of a clergyman who became his benefactor after learning that Fichte could recite

  from memory an entire sermon after hearing it once. Fichte was sent to the famous boarding school at Pforta, where Friedrich Nietzsche (1844–1900) would later be a pupil. Though Fichte

  attended the Universities of Jena and of Leipzig, the death of his benefactor left him without funds and he did not take a degree. Fichte worked unhappily as a tutor teaching Kantian philosophy,

  but two years after the publication of his Attempt he was appointed to the Chair of Critical Philosophy at Jena.




  In Kant’s transcendental idealism there is a world outside the subject that includes ‘things in themselves’ (noumena), in addition to things as they appear to us in

  our experience (phenomena). For Fichte this isn’t so. Consciousness isn’t grounded in the world of things outside itself, but rather in its own consciousness of itself. It is

  from this situation that all understanding arises. Fichte began to elaborate his system in the ambitiously titled Foundations of the Entire Science of Knowledge. (1794/5, 2nd ed. 1802).

  This was the first of several works in which Fichte would develop the notion of Wissenschaftslehre, variously understood as his doctrine of science or theory of knowledge, in which all

  philosophy is grounded in radical subjectivity. Fichte attempted to systematize idealism, making all knowledge dependent upon consciousness of what he called the absolute ego – his concept of

  God. From the absolute ego our individual – or historical – empirical egos emerge. The goal of Wissenschaftslehre is to discover the individual ego from its source in the

  absolute ego.




  German nationalism




  While Fichte may be regarded as a difficult and highly technical philosopher he was, at the same time, a popularizer of ideas and an accomplished orator. He paid close attention

  to the French Revolution, which he supported until Napoleon’s occupation of Prussia in 1806. This prompted his series of ‘Addresses to the German People’, which were enormously

  influential in developing a growing sense of German national identity. In defining a good German, Fichte began by saying what a good German isn’t: a Jew, for instance. In his address

  ‘Contribution towards Correcting the Public’s Judgement of the French Revolution’ (1793), Fichte referred to Jews as a ‘state within a state’, a view whose history

  Hannah Arendt traced in The Origins of Totalitarianism (1951). By describing Jews as a ‘state within a state’ Fichte fed the idea that Jews are unreliable at best and disloyal

  at worst. He said that the only conditions that would be acceptable for giving Jews civil rights would be ‘to cut off all their heads in one night, and to set new ones on their shoulders,

  which should contain not a single Jewish idea’.




  Martin Heidegger’s sense of Germany’s historical purpose was influenced by Fichte. Heidegger believed that the German people were special because, like the ancient Greeks, they

  shared a primordial language: German was the basis of a culture defined by poets like Johann Christian Friedrich Hölderlin (1770–1843) and philosophers of destiny like Friedrich

  Nietzsche. In his ‘Thirteenth Address to the German Nation’ (1806) Fichte argued that the natural boundaries of states are linguistic rather than geographical: ‘Those who speak

  the same language are joined to each other by a multitude of invisible bonds by nature herself, long before any human art begins.’ The nation, made up of people bound by a common language,

  must be kept whole and pure. ‘Such a whole, if it wishes to absorb and mingle with itself any other people of different descent and language, cannot do so without itself becoming

  confused.’ The German nation is blessed, in Fichte’s view, by being separated from others by ‘a common language and a common way of thinking’, as well as by geography

  (‘sharply enough severed from the other peoples – in the middle of Europe, as a wall to divide races not akin’). Race, language and culture are identified and gathered together by

  Fichte as key elements of German nationalism, which would play a role in fostering an extreme sense of German nationalism after that nation’s defeat in the First World War, and provide a

  rallying point for the Nazis during their rise to power.




  Schelling: overcoming the ‘I’




  After Fichte, Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling (1775–1854) is the philosopher who continues to develop Kantian idealism until its primacy is challenged by Hegel.

  Schelling’s purpose, as outlined in his System of Transcendental Idealism (1800), was to create a philosophy of nature from which he would deduce an objective system of reason. He

  thought nature to be the ‘I’ (mind) in the process of becoming. In his late work Schelling developed a theology in which ideas emanate from God, while man’s quest is defined as

  breaking loose from God and then returning to him. These ideas reappear in the work of Arthur Schopenhauer and influenced Friedrich Nietzsche. Schelling’s Philosophical Inquiries into the

  Essence of Human Freedom (1809) had an enormous impact on Martin Heidegger; the existentialist theologian Paul Tillich (1886–1965) was also deeply influenced by Schelling.




  Like his contemporary Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749–1832) he was against all forms of reductionism or attempts to portray and understand the world by mechanical or quantitative means.

  Rather, reason is seen as an infinite determination of the conscious by the unconscious. Everything proceeds towards the Absolute, which is realized in art. In this, both Fichte and Schelling set

  the stage for Hegel.




  

    

      Our task is to discover the primordial, absolutely unconditioned first principle of all human knowledge. This can be neither proved nor defined,

      if it is to be an absolutely primary principle. It is intended to express that Act which does not and cannot appear among the empirical states of our consciousness, but rather lies at the basis

      of all consciousness and alone makes it possible. In describing this Act, there is less risk that anyone will perhaps thereby fail to think what he should – the nature of our

      mind has already taken care of that – than that he will thereby think what he should not. This makes it necessary to reflect on what one might at first sight take it to be, and

      to abstract from everything that does not really belong to it.




      Johann Gottlieb Fichte, The Science of Knowledge (1792)


	  (trans. Peter Heath and John Lachs, 1970)


    




  




  

    

      There is nothing more common regarding philosophy lectures than to hear complaints about their unintelligibility . . . where the subject is in itself unintelligible

      and muddled, the highest art of oratory would still be incapable of making it intelligible.




      F. W. J. Schelling, ‘On the Academic Study of Philosophy’ (1842)
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  G. W. F. Hegel




  27 August 1770 – 14 November 1831




  

    

      The greatest system builder in philosophy, whose work marked the climax of German idealism and had a great influence on Karl Marx.


    


  




  Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel was the last in the line of great German idealist philosophers that included Fichte and Schelling. His goal was to create a system to explain

  everything. By everything he really did mean everything: from solar systems to microbes, from God to man. Hegel tried for a unified system of understanding in which reason would replace

  faith – the ultimate Enlightenment effort. His quest was that of the first philosophers when they turned away from mythical belief and applied their reasoning powers to the universe. More

  than any other philosopher since Aristotle (384–322 BC), Hegel stressed the importance of dialectical reasoning. Karl Marx claimed to be a Hegelian, although he

  rejected Hegel’s idealism. Marx ‘stood Hegel on his head’ and used his thought to make a materialistic philosophy that would be developed into dialectical materialism.

  One of the main challenges in getting to grips with Hegel is that he is very difficult to read. His prose is dense, his books are long. In A History of Western Philosophy (1945) Bertrand

  Russell, whose German was very good, said of Hegel: ‘he is, I should say, the hardest to understand of all the great philosophers’.




  Key works in the Hegelian oeuvre are: The Phenomenology of Spirit (1807), The Science of Logic (1812–17), Encyclopedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1817) and

  Elements of the Philosophy of Right (1820) in which he progressively outlines a philosophical programme that begins with an understanding of individual consciousness and proceeds to a

  description of how individuals form groups, and what are the duties and responsibilities of individuals and the state. Hegel himself changed the way man was to be understood in relation to himself,

  to others and to history. But through his influence on Marx, Hegel also had an enormous influence on the practical politics of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.




  Hegel was the dominant influence in British philosophy before Bertrand Russell and G. E. Moore (1873–58) turned against idealism and embraced the logicism of Gottlob Frege

  (1848–1925) and the logical atomism of Ludwig Wittgenstein. He was the force behind British idealism – a somewhat misleading term since many philosophers in British

  universities were followers of Hegel in one guise or another; so it would be more accurate to say that, during the second half of the nineteenth century, British philosophy was Hegelian as much as

  it was empirical. The most important British idealist was F. H. Bradley (1846–1924), whose Appearance and Reality (1893) was the subject of the poet T. S. Eliot’s

  (1888–1965) doctoral dissertation at Harvard.




  Hegelian historicism




  Born into a bourgeois household in Stuttgart, Hegel thought he was destined for the clergy; but at the Protestant seminary attached to the University of Tübingen he made

  two close friends with whom he would turn towards other interests: the poet Friedrich Hölderlin (1770–1843) and the philosopher Schelling. All three were enthusiastic followers of the

  French Revolution (1789–99). They were hungry for change. The way to a new understanding, according to Hölderlin and Schelling, was through studying the work of Immanuel Kant and his

  doctrine of transcendental idealism, which Hegel was initially reluctant to do.




  The three young thinkers were key members of the movement that came to be known as German Romanticism. Like all ‘schools’ that contain a large number of major talents across numerous

  disciplines, the definition gets fuzzy fairly quickly. But in general one can note a resistance to mechanistic and rationalist explanations of the world, a sense of the importance of the perceiving

  subject (promoted by Kant’s transcendental idealism) and, in Germany, a nationalistic pride in the German language and people (das Volk).




  Hegel earned his qualification in theology and went to work from 1793 to 1796 as the private tutor to a wealthy family in Bern. During his Swiss period, Hegel was concerned with two things:

  Christianity and history. There, in 1795, he wrote ‘The Life of Jesus’ and The Positivity of the Christian Religion. After a disagreement with his employer Hegel moved to

  Frankfurt to take up another tutoring post. He stayed there from 1797 to 1801, renewing his friendship with Hölderlin and writing further essays on Christianity. Hegel was attracted to the

  humanity of Christ and the mystery of his divinity through God the Father. While Hegel would ultimately refer to an absolute ‘Spirit’ rather than God, he would attribute to Spirit a

  teleological purpose. Here in these early writings on Christianity one can find the roots of Hegel’s historicism, which he would develop more fully in his mature work.







OEBPS/html/docimages/cover.jpg





OEBPS/html/docimages/tp.jpg
FIFTY THINKERS
WHO SHAPED
THE MODERN

WORLD

Stephen Trombley

ATLANTIC BOOKS





OEBPS/html/page-template.xpgt
 

   
    
		 
    
  
     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
		 
    

     
		 
		 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





