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	♦

	 

	He only is free, who would make all around him free likewise, and does really make them free.

	 

	J.G. Fichte, The Vocation of the Scholar
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	Fichte is a titan who fights for humanity and whose circle of influence will definitely not remain within the walls of the auditorium.

	F. Hölderlin

	 

	♦

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	
 

	 

	 

	About the Author

	 

	 

	[image: Image]

	 

	 

	DIEGO FUSARO (1983) teaches History of Philosophy at the IASSP (Institute for Higher Strategic and Political Studies) in Milan. He is an attentive student of the history of Marxism and of German and Italian idealism, as well as a counter-current interpreter of the present. He also collaborates with “Il Fatto Quotidiano” and “Affari Italiani.” Among his most successful books we find: Welcome Back Marx! Rebirth of a Revolutionary Thought (Bompiani 2009), Thinking Otherwise (Einaudi 2017), The New Erotic Order (Rizzoli 2018), and Globalization (Rizzoli 2019).

	 

	
 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	Contents

	 

	♦

	 

	1. Genesis and History of the Work

	2. “Intellectual,” not “Scholar”

	3. The Doctrine of Knowledge as Fundamentum of the     Lectures on the Intellectual

	4. The Content of the Lectures on the Scholar

	First Lecture: The Vocation of Man as Such

	Second Lecture: The Vocation of Man in Society

	Third Lecture: On the Distinction of Estates in Society

	Fourth Lecture: The Vocation of the Intellectual

	Fifth Lecture: Examination of Rousseau’s Doctrines Concerning the Influence of Art and Science on the  Wellbeing of Man

	 

	
 

	 

	 

	 

	 

	♦

	 

	Under what I call philosophy, there cannot be anything that is static, immobile, or dead. In philosophy, everything is action, movement, and life; philosophy does not find anything, but makes everything rise under her own eyes to such extent that I entirely refuse the name of philosophy, as if it were a business of dead concepts.

	 

	J.G. Fichte, From a private letter, January 1800

	English translation by A. Carnesecchi. 

	 

	♦

	 

	A man who isolates himself gives up to his destiny; he does not care about the moral progress. Speaking in moral terms, to think only of yourself is the same thing as not thinking of yourself at all, because the absolute end of the individual lies not inside him, but in humanity as a whole.

	 

	J.G. Fichte, The System of Ethics 

	English translation by A. Carnesecchi.
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	1.

	 

	Genesis and History of the Work

	 

	
 

	♦

	 

	One can apply to Fichte, more than any other author who belongs to the Western canon, Foucault's thought on any thinker, indistinctively from their context and their specific theoretical standpoint. “The unique unity that we can acknowledge in an author’s work,” wrote the philosopher, “is a specific function of expression,” a horizon of meaning that often is neither made explicit nor coherent, but that is the basso continuo of his lucubration.1 In order to grasp it, one needs to start off the “long journey” of a “surplus labor of hermeneutics” beginning with the quotations of the thinker’s work and showing in which sense they enclose in a concise form the expressive function of his thought. If it is true that the book does not end with the pages that enclose (and apparently fulfill) the message, it is also true that in the nomadic pluralism of the texts (or, not rarely, of the very same text) comprising the prismatic constellation of the opus, it is necessary to retrace—beyond the fragmented proliferation of meaning and allusions—a structural unity, a unitary function, a common horizon which could allow one to understand and locate the thinker and his scattered fragments.

	This aporia is, on the other hand, amplified if one considers while following Foucault’s footprints, that not only the thought but also the single work tends inexorably to escape any attempt to rigorously trace the borders and limits, inasmuch as it is part of a constellation of texts and cross-references that cannot be expressed in the printed pages in which the work is apparently confined. As Foucault explains:

	 

	The frontiers of a book are never clear-cut: beyond the title, the first lines, and the last full stop, beyond its internal configuration and its autonomous form, it is caught up in a system of references to other books, others texts, other sentences: It is a node within a network.

	 

	As implied, Fichte’s can be employed as a paradigmatic case of the elusive and protean character of an author’s opus. This is not only because of the multidimensional structure of a work in progress that is the Wissenschaftslehre (The Doctrine of Knowledge)—with its twelve versions handled in printed pages as well as in drafts of private manuscripts;2 but also, and perhaps especially, because of his The Vocation of the Scholar (Bestimmung des Gelehrten). The latter, an authentic “node within a network,” is not only a book resulting from a series of public lectures given in Jena in 1794, but has both the unsettling form of a thick web of references to the culture of its time and to the debates that animated it, as well as the comprehensive theoretical elaboration of its author, his majestic Wissenschaftslehre upon which Fichte kept on working while giving other university lectures. Among these lectures, The Vocation of the Scholar is nothing but a coherent social and political fulfillment of it.

	While further developing Foucault’s hint, one would be tempted to assert that Fichte’s overall production is like a heated melting pot of ideas, a rich and heterogeneous constellation of texts, lectures, manuscripts, drafts, and essays that orbit around the holistic and founding project of Wissenschaftslehre that—as an authentic system of philosophical truth—is able to demonstrate its real wholeness given by its dynamic unity together with its specific determinations.3 The Vocation of the Scholar is just one (not, of course, the only one) of its possible realizations on the political and social level.4 It is the meeting point between the theoretical principles of Wissenschaftslehre and the actual way mankind (and in this particular case, intellectuals) act in accordance with these principles in the social sphere, along the moving ground of history, and in the agonal network of society. It is only from this perspective that The Vocation of the Scholar, the text in which the ineludibly practical, social, and political vocation of Fichte’s reflection shines through, can be thereon understood.5 Hence, The Vocation of the Scholar is also the text upon which to focus in order to decipher the origin of Fichte’s thought. The Vocation of the Scholar’s genesis in 1794 and its editorial case are essential to understand the existing nexus (not at all easeful and unambiguous) that links the thinker to the actual events of his time and therefore, to the existing relation between his work and the sociopolitical context, which is too much a part of the inextricable net in which any book is placed.6 

	As is well known, The Vocation of the Scholar is the result of five public lectures given by Fichte at the University of Jena between May and June 1794. The Catalogus praelectionum, that is the official program of the learning activities of the university written in Latin, according to the use of the time, announced the series of public lectures meant as meetings open to everyone without exclusions, and therefore not only for philosophy students, as was the case for the lectures that Fichte was giving at the same time on Wissenschaftslehre. Furthermore, the official program that scheduled lectures for the summer semester presented a series of gatherings with the grandiose title “De officiis eruditorum,” which is literally “on the duties of the scholars” or “learned people.” As will be demonstrated in the following pages of this work, this translation from Latin, irreproachable on literal grounds, is actually deeply ambiguous, if not misleading, on the conceptual one. By annihilating the social and political value of the original meaning of the word scholars (Gelehrten), and consequently by reducing the intellectual to a learned person as an end in itself, it winds up contradicting the spirit of Fichte’s teaching. The risk is that for the word “scholar,” solely a theorist is meant who lives in an “ivory tower” extremely far from that society from which, according to Fichte, he cannot be detached. If so, he may fall into corrupt forms of a solipsistic culture devoid of any relation with mankind’s emancipation that is transcendentally conceived as a unitary subject. Besides—as it was observed since the beginning—it would be an utter paradox if these lectures, destined to a public not familiar with the topic, had then as their subject scholars as traditionally meant, viz. that this social class first of all was identified because of its separation from society and its direct and exclusive contact with knowledge, then conceived as elitist good, merely theoretical and devoid of any social or political implication.

	Moreover, it cannot be ignored that originally the series of meetings called “De officiis eruditorum” were not meant to be published. If then Fichte decided to do so and spread his lectures out, it was due to reasons linked to the political events of his time and to the author’s position characterized by a fruitful union of coherence, courage, and honesty, all features that would accompany Fichte for his entire life. In doing so, not only does Fichte exemplify the sociopolitical mission of the scholar, but he also showed the sociopolitical vocation of the Wissenschaftslehre and its theoretical pillar: The importance of social action in order to transform the existing actuality by adapting it to the principles of an active subjectivity, the so-called “pure I” (Ich), identified with a mankind transcendentally conceived.7

	Why, therefore, did Fichte decide to publish his lectures? What did persuade him to do so, even if originally his work was conceived for a different purpose? In order to answer these questions, we need to look back at the events Fichte was involved in a year before he started his course in 1794, when the University of Jena—which is after Weimar the most relevant city in the Duchy of Saxony—was feverishly looking for a professor of the highest repute who would occupy the vacant chair of philosophy. The post had until then been occupied by Reinhold who, before spring 1794, would have left it vacant as he intended to work at the University of Kiel. Therefore, the University of Jena needed to find a substitute up to Reinhold’s level in regard to his speculative rigor and reputation among a large audience.

	All the attention immediately converged on Fichte. With his Attempt at a Critique of All Revelation (Versuch einer Kritik aller Offenbarung, 1792), Fichte had achieved an impressive fame, but also raised a lively and wide debate in which Kant himself had to intervene to clarify that the book, which initially appeared as anonymous, was not his, even though the lexicon and the argumentative structure employed could legitimately cast a doubt as to Kant’s original authorship.8 In particular, what especially had led one to think so was the attempt in Fichte’s work to find a new religion conceived “within the limits of simple reason” (innerhalb der Grenzen der bloßen Vernunft: “We [uphold Fichte in a Kantian tone] have of God only the moral concept given by pure practical reason”).9

	However, there were some reservations—when not real shadows—in regard to Fichte’s theoretical profile. If An Attempt at a Critique of All Revelation was the object of a certain polyphonic debate not devoid of openly opposing standpoints (even if all agreed on considering Fichte’s text a good point of reference for a critical discussion), then his two following pamphlets in 1793 blatantly support the ideas of the French Revolution, together called Revolutionary Writings (Revolutionsschriften), which contained Contribution to the Rectification of the Public’s Judgement of the French Revolution  (Beitrag zur Berichtigung der Urtheile des Publicums über die französische Revolution) and Reclaiming Freedom of Thought  (Zurückforderung der Denkfreiheit), and had dangerously attracted  censors’ attention to him. In Fichte’s work, the sharp-eyed censors glimpsed features of thought that was at the same time revolutionary, democratic, Jacobin, and a sworn enemy of the sociopolitical establishment. 

	Although the two texts had circulated in a rigorously anonymous form, their real authorship became almost immediately of public domain, so that Fichte, not without a bit of a stretch, was classified as a radical Jacobin. In his two Revolutionary Writings, it is superfluous to remind the reader that the author manifested such an open adhesion to the revolutionary principles that, as the critics noticed, “Fichte’s attitude towards the French Revolution shall be actually described as a kind of enthusiasm that is both restrained and deep.”10 That very enthusiasm, the landing point of his political reflection, was identified by the then elderly Kant as a prophetic sign of “the constant progress of humanity towards a better future.”11

	Beyond the thorny question around Fichte’s political stance on which we shall come back later, it is necessary to notice that the censors were not wrong at all to focus attention against the philosopher, if we consider that a generic, anti-adaptive, political expression as well as an enthusiastic opinion on the French Revolution’s legitimation emerged from the two 1793 texts. Fichte’s judgement on the French Revolution was of a such a eulogistic nature that, as Reinhard Lauth reminded us, in Fichte’s Contribution “It is missing the second part, the historical one, where the situation of the time needed to be discussed. The main interest was the judgment on the Revolution’s legitimacy.”12 That is to say, the theoretical justification of French actions and, as a consequence, the opportunity—unrevealed in the core of Fichte’s works—to extend the influence towards the whole world according to that cosmopolitan call that opens the Contribution (“The French Revolution seems to me important for the entirety of humanity”). Fichte writes with universalistic stigma:

	 

	Revolution, that for the moment embraces nothing but just a part of the individuals, is accomplished. It is characteristic of any revolution to get rid of the ancient contract and to form a new union with a new contract. Both of these are lawful in any revolution in which the one thing and the other happen in a legitimate way, namely by virtue of the free will. 

	 

	Because of his praise of the French Revolution as an emancipative moment for humanity—in Kantian manner—“from a cosmopolitan standpoint,” it is not a surprise that those who intended to give the Jena chair to Fichte were restrained by the worries regarding the philosopher’s political profile and his proximity to the revolutionary radicalism that, as we shall see, will affect—not in a marginal way—The Vocation of the Scholar and in general the elaboration of Fichte’s Wissenschaftslehre.13

	Since the very beginning, two factions were formed at the University of Jena: One made up of those who were worried about Fichte’s positions and did not want him to fill the chair, and those at the polar opposite who, even though they did not share the radicalism of the philosopher, wanted him to be part of the teaching body at Jena at any cost, to such an extent that they were even ready to soften the most bitter and radical traits of his theoretical positions. For example, Gottlieb Hufeland, professor of Law at Jena who belonged to this second group, claimed that Fichte was indeed a Democrat, but only law-wise, in an abstract way, without any concrete practical-political implication.14 

	The very same Christian Gottlieb von Voigt, grand-ducal official responsible for the university, expressed his perplexity upon the arrival of Fichte, wishing that the new professor would have soon softened or, even better, abandoned his pernicious “democratic fantasy.” Because of this growing concern, on the May 18th, 1794, on the occasion of Fichte’s arrival at Jena, von Voigt recommended Hufeland to cooperate so that the philosopher could dismiss without hesitation his odd democratic fantasies and in general, his political passion.  Then he would exclusively commit to his teaching career and academic life with detached contemplation of any transforming wish. In short, the authorities asked Fichte—even if in a soft and open way—about his normalization and, as we shall see, especially the dismissal of his role of intellectual in order to take on the one of a mere scholar as a simply learned person, without any concrete link with the society and politics of his time. The intentions were clear and can be seen in the attempt of integrally neutralizing Fichte’s political expressiveness by completely absorbing him in the institutional establishment.  Fichte was expected to function as a symbolic doubling of the state of things as had, in part, happened with Schiller. The latter, made professor at Jena in 1789, had to abandon his revolutionary and tyrannicidal passion to then reconcile with the status quo, of which he had become more and more an integral part.

	The reference to Schiller is not a heteroclite coincidence if one considers that at Jena, the latter had not only completed this normalizing turn, but that Fichte in the very same university instead rejected this turn.  In 1795, by publishing On the Aesthetic Education of Man (Briefe über die ästhethische Erziehung des Menschen), Schiller’s title politically opposed Fichte’s lectures on the scholar’s vocation.15 It is particularly significative that in his Briefe, Schiller acknowledged the maximum expression of his time’s negativity in that sectorial specialization culminating with, in his view, the division in estates which Fichte instead, in his Vocation of the Scholar, praises as a condicio sine qua non of the progress of humanity as a community.

	Contrary to what had happened with Schiller, the authorities’ wishes regarding Fichte would quickly prove delusive. Not only by keeping his distance from any kind of normalization, Fichte also had not introjected power’s asymmetries and a resigned acceptance of actuality’s logic, but the philosopher had also started off a course of additional lectures, which were open to anyone.  De officiis eruditorum had at its core the political function of the intellectual as master and pedagogue of humanity, guide of a democratic and sympathetic human community towards its emancipation from power and other forms of submission to external forces in regard to the autonomous reason. The revolutionary ideas were not rejected but, in a totally opposite way, embodied in a larger framework of a theory of emancipation of mankind guided by culture, and thereon, by that particular estate, the intellectuals of which they were the holders. Also, the very Wissenschaftlehre that developed upon this basis became more and more clearly the philosophy of freedom of humankind, thought as solely acting subjectively in view of a full correspondence with itself. It is possible to legitimately claim with Buhr that “Fichte’s relation with the French Revolution does not change, neither after his call at the University of Jena,” as he remains faithful to the ideal which more than any other had animated the Revolution, nor had the possibility of transforming through action actuality’s morphology, in view of a rationality still missing from the structures of reality.16 

	From this perspective, the five lectures on The Vocation of the Scholar are a splendid example of refusal of any resigned acceptance (Anpassung) firmly imposed by power and, in a symmetrical way, a demand for freedom of thought and of emancipative practices in the framework of a pragmatic and political conception of philosophy, as an unceasing attempt to make objective reality correspond to the reason of the social subjectivity of the human community. Since Fichte did not dismiss the revolutionary ideas but instead metabolized them through his explosive philosophy of praxis, his arrival at Jena was therefore:

	 

	A resounding beginning of his academic career. But such a debut, sided with the rumour of his political stance and a growing attention towards his persona for his lectures on the Wissenschaftslehre, ended up turning into a kind of burning mirror.”17

	 

	Among Fichte’s most enthusiastic listeners, Hölderlin wrote in November 1794: “Fichte is now the soul of Jena. And praise be to God that he is. I have never before known a man of such depth and energy of spirit.”18 

	Without resorting to using encoded language or diplomatic compromises, Fichte sent to the authorities an adamantine and unconditional message of opposition. Not only did he not want to submit to the will of the power, but also, he crossed the line by means of the series of incendiary lectures launched on May 23rd, 1793, the day of the first lesson on The Vocation of the Scholar. This heroic modus operandi, devoid of any will of compromise or of giving up, will accompany Fichte until 1799 when, with the epilogue of the atheism dispute (Atheismusstreit), the philosopher would leave his post following the accusation of atheism.  Instead, however, what the institution could not stand was his emancipative democratism.19 It is also true that, as had been underlined, in Fichte’s reflection “There was no space for the notion of God as an essence or a being, whereas there was a unique activity, the one of the I, of the subject”—the unique guarantee of the world’s moral order (moralische Weltordnung)—according to a line of thought that, strictly speaking, not only did not present any friction with the previous Critique of all Revelation, but instead seemed to be its most coherent fulfillment.20 Nevertheless, as Fichte was very well aware, the accusation of atheism was just the paint that covered the unappealable condemnation of his ultra-democratic political positions.

	In 1812, Fichte would prove once more he had a noble and free spirit. On that occasion, Fichte resigned from the post of Dean of the University of Berlin because of the conflict that placed him in opposition to the academic senate of the university.  This was following the events in which he took the side of a Jewish student unjustly humiliated by a colleague who belonged to a wealthy and powerful family, as the latter was supported by the majority of the senate.

	The 1794 lectures on the scholar that took place every Friday from six to seven p.m. were tremendously successful since the very beginning. Their success revealed how important Fichte’s topics were perceived to be by the public; in particular, the role of culture in society as a possible way to transform the structure of power in view of a rationality still missing. On the other hand, the success could do nothing but reinforce the concern of authorities and professors who had meanwhile received confirmation of Fichte’s ultra-democratic position. Fichte himself did not expect such a triumph as demonstrated by the active interest of his audience, inasmuch as the lecture hall was so packed that the public had to occupy the corridor as well as the courtyard to take part at the meetings. 

	With blatant satisfaction, on May 26th, 1794 Fichte wrote to his wife Johanna Rahn: “The biggest lecture hall in Jena’s was too small, the corridor and the courtyard were packed, on desks and tables people were literally one on top of another.”21

	In the following lectures that took place weekly, the audience did not decrease. The second lesson concerning Man’s Vocation Within Society took place on May 30th, the third one The Difference between Estates within Society on June 6th, while the fourth lesson, The Scholar’s Vocation was on June 13th. The last one, An Examination of Rousseau’s Claims Concerning the Influence on Human Welfare of the Arts and Sciences, was held on June 20th. Since the third lesson, the authorities had focused their attention on Fichte, labeling him as a revolutionary preacher who used his lectures to spread Jacobin messages, along with the idea that freedom is achievable through a revolutionary praxis that is meant to crush any form of resistance along the way. This was the only possible outcome that, on the sociopolitical level, descended from the principles of Wissenschaftslehre.  Therefore, from the very specific lectures that Fichte held in parallel for the students of philosophy, the authorities targeted the offices of learning (De officiis eruditorum) lectures because on the one hand, the massive participation of the public had raised some concern in the establishment, and on the other hand, their openly anti-adaptive, if not directly revolutionary message was incommensurably more evident. In this case, the all-encompassing (toto genere) sociopolitical perspective of Fichte’s message was not in any way mediated by the sophisticated categorical apparatus of the Wissenschaftslehre, as it was the foundation from which the message arose.

	Since December 1794, Friedrich Karl Forberg had highlighted the revolutionary-practical character of Fichte’s lectures at Jena, noticing that the real goal of the philosopher’s ontology of praxis, an outcome of the French Revolution, was the transformation of the existing system. 

	 

	Fichte does really mean to operate in the world through his philosophy. The unsettled praxis’ tendency that lives in every heart of a young person is diligently fed and cultivated by him so that, in this way, it will bear fruit in his time. Every occasion is good for him to inculcate the idea, according to which, to act is man’s vocation.22

	 

	This continuity, compared to the theoretical line developed in the Contribution and in the Reclaiming Freedom of Thought, could only appear blatant. In his Revolutionary Writings, by metabolizing some of Rousseau’s starting points on popular sovereignty, Fichte upheld that peaceful reforms were preferable as a possible means of an irenical overcoming of the contradictions of the present time. However, he also expressly admitted that, in this case, the constant process of emancipation of mankind was hindered by the power structures in their despotic forms, and that this emancipative process, like gas pressurized in a tank, would explode, breaking the tank and destroying any surrounding reality, exactly like the 1789 revolution: a legitimate reaction of mankind to the obstacles preventing its free development oriented towards the future. With the unmistakable words of the Reclaiming Freedom of Thought, which were already a prelude to the infinite effort needed in order to overcome the obstacles codified in the Wissenschaftslehre in his first versions: 

	 

	Humanity had to be miserable, but had not to remain such. Its political constitutions, source of the common misery, could certainly not be better (otherwise they would be already), but they must always become better and better. This happened during the time that we can trace back in the history of humanity before us and that will keep on happening as long as there would be a history of mankind, in one of these two ways: either through violent jumps or through a gradual progress, slow, but safe. By means of violent jumps, with great shakings, and social turmoil, a population may, in half of a century, advance more than it would otherwise have done in ten centuries. But this half of century is also miserable and full of sufferings, and this very same population can bounce back to the barbarity of a millennium before. The history of the world has evidences of both processes. The violent revolutions are always a daring shot for humanity; if they succeed, the victory fully compensates the distress they caused; if they fail, everything collapses into a bigger misery. More secure is to gradually proceed towards a greater progress of the light of reason and from thereon, towards the improvement of the political constitution. In such a scenario, the progress that you make is less considerable, while unfolding it; but look behind yourselves and you can see a long stretch of road that has already been covered.23

	 

	The theme of the revolutionary action which is at the core of the Contribution and of the Reclaiming Freedom of Thought also diagonally crosses the Vocation of the Scholar’s lectures, even though in a more cautious, dissimulated, though not less intense way. The duty of humanity is a never-ending process of emancipation, and its progress unfolds through society’s overcoming of such obstacles according to the rhythm of history. Thereon, any force that hindered, slowed down, or stopped such process would be ipso facto illegitimate, and therefore, it would deserve destruction by means of radical and violent forms. 

	The perspective that has been adopted, as we can see, is always the Contribution’s and Reclaiming Freedom of Thought’s one, and it will remain so even after more or less fundamental adjustments are made until the end of Fichte’s theoretical activity. In the Wissenschaftslehre—and in a more blatant way in the 1794-1795 Foundations of Natural Right matured almost at the same time as the Vocation of the Scholar)—Fichte’s thought will find its solid theoretical foundation. Through a proper translation in philosophical concepts, the legitimacy is posited as an always reiterative, never-ending overcoming of obstacles put in place by human subjectivity. 

	The authorities’ concerns were, therefore, reasonable yet completely delusive in their expectations of the possibility of “normalizing” Fichte’s ideas. Suddenly, at Jena there were rumours that the thinker from Rammenau was a subversive Jacobin who went about preaching that, in about twenty or thirty years, all the kings and princes would end up extinguished and that the people would become sovereign. On the other hand, one must not forget that in the German area, the term “Jacobin” enclosed several meanings that do not always converge. “Jacobin” not only referred to the French Revolution, but also by extension referred to any democratic orientation (even in the most pacific forms) or, in any case, to any political passion not embeddable in the chorus of the virtuous apologists of the system. From this perspective, Fichte’s so-called “Jacobinism” must be carefully contextualized; otherwise, one may run the risk of falling into misleading interpretations of a different kind. Fichte was certainly a Democrat who did not reject revolution as an extreme measure (extrema ratio); however, he was certainly not  altogether a Jacobin because of his resolute refusal of the principles of the Enlightenment (Aufklärung), even if it is undeniably present, especially in the 1796 writings, on the natural law of strong connections with Jacobin politics.24

	The philosopher’s detractors, in order to discredit and show Fichte’s theoretical and practical dangerousness, tagged him as a Jacobin, highlighting his full adhesion to the principle of the revolution in its most radical declination. In 1795, for example, the reactionary newspaper “Eudaemonia” in its review of the second part of the Contribution, explicitly compared the German philosopher to Robespierre by defining Fichte as a “patriarch of the German sans-culottes,” and his writings as “gospel of the beheaders,” which maliciously presented the philosopher as a theoretical defender of the French guillotine in the German area. 

	In the meantime, in the ears of Jena’s authorities the brave words of Reclaiming Freedom of Thought kept on resounding. Fichte openly claimed against every authority the inalienable right of freedom of thought and expression that he, himself, in 1794, did not intend to give up in his lectures, stating “On our freedom of thought, you princes do not have any right at all, no faculty to decide what is true and what is false, no right to determine the objects and the limits of our research.”25

	The truth cannot depend upon authorities, but can instead—this is the anti-Hobbesian corollary—become an incentive to react to the falseness of a power that opposes the goal of free development of humanity. This is a theme that in a more explicit way (if it is even possible) will be the core of The Foundations of Natural Right (1796) which followed.26

	In the face of the more and more pressing accusations that outraged and quickly liquidated Fichte as a mere Jacobin, the philosopher energetically answered, as he used to, with a radical decision. He decided to publish his text on Wissenschaftslehre without changes or sweetening, in the exact form in which he edited his oral presentations that resulted in the accusation of Jacobinism. This was a reaction that, because of his resoluteness, seemed to anticipate Fichte’s decision a few years later when he was accused of atheism (Atheismusstreit).  He firmly answered the accusations and after having gained the support of his students, resigned from his post at the University of Berlin. The analogy with the atheism dispute is relevant because on that occasion, as Fichte bitterly noticed, the accusation of atheism was nothing but the paint that hid a much more radical accusation against the political position of the philosopher, directed against his adherence to the cause of humanity which, guided by the intellectuals, freely acts upon and emancipates itself. “They are not after my atheism, but my democratism,” Fichte wrote, referring to the atheism dispute case that undoubtedly marks a decisive moment in the transition of the work and life of the author.27 As effectively, Luca Fonnesu underlined:

	 

	Since 1798, a whole series of events led Fichte to a deep rethinking of his philosophy. The abandonment of the chair of Jena following the accusation of atheism in 1798 marks for the thinker the end of a period of great influence on the cultural life and philosophical debate of the time. In the following years, Fichte’s reservations start to arise also upon the French Revolution; if not for the “principles,” at least for the “praxis.” Even Kant, author of that revolution that Fichte and his contemporary had matched to the French one, publicly claims that Fichte’s philosophy is “a system altogether unsustainable.” Moreover, Fichte’s rupture with Schelling will not delay, and it will be Schelling himself to substitute Fichte, and therefore, to become the new guiding star in the conscience of the intellectuals.28

	 

	In the preface of the lectures on the intellectual, Fichte explicitly highlights the external “motive” which had led him to publish the text of the five lectures as he had prepared it for his presentation “without the alteration of a single word.” The circumstance he refers to is actually the accusation and unwanted attention from authorities. As an inherent reaction to the censorship’s promptness, The Vocation of the Scholar was published the very same year (1794) by Christian Ernst Gabler, editor in Jena and Leipzig. The reason for this choice was not only the free distribution of his idea of the intellectual who works with the social community with a view towards the constant evolutionary progress of the latter, but also a circumstantial goal to demonstrate how the accusations of being a sinister Jacobin revolutionary completely lacked any foundation. 
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