ACTA FACULTATIS PHILOSOPHICAE UNIVERSITATIS SAFARIKIANAE 12
Monografia 2011

PHILOSOPHY
OF THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY

Strong and Weak Models

Viadimir Lesko

Kosice
2011



PHILOSOPHY
OF THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY
Strong and Weak Models

Viadimir Lesko

Katedra filozofie a dejin filozofie FF UPJS v Kosiciach

Editor: prof. zw. dr hab. Czestaw Glombik, Dr. h. c.

Reviewers:  prof. PhDr. Stanislav Hubik, CSc.
doc. PhDz. Pavol Tholt, PhD.

© Vladimir Lesko
© Filozoficka fakulta UP]S v Kosiciach, 2011

ISBN 97880-7097-8726 WODpPHQi YHU]JLD SXEOLNIF
EAN 9788070978726

ISBN 97880-81521133 (e SXEOLNIFLD



Table of Contents

Foreword to the English edition 9
Introduction 11
I. THE STRONG MODELS 13

1. Hegel’s history of philosophy
as a ‘philosophical science’ 15

2. Schelling’s fragment of the history of modern
philosophy (Munich Lectures) 83

3. Hegel versus Schelling — a historical-philosophical
confrontation 97

4. Marx’s doctoral dissertation and the history of

philosophy 111
5. Nietzsche’s polyphonic history of

Greek philosophy 133
6. Husserl and the history of philosophy 157
7. Heidegger and philosophy of the

history of philosophy 173
8. Heidegger versus Hegel or a struggle for

the ancient philosophy 196
9. The main question of philosophy of

the history of philosophy: What is Philosophy? 211
II. THE WEAK MODELS 225
1. Fink’s cosmological philosophy and 229

the history of philosophy

2. Patocka and the history of philosophy as
preocuppation with the care for the soul 280



3. Gadamer and the history of philosophy as
a mission

Conclusion

Bibliography

Index of Persons

334

386
392
402



With compliments to
Milan Sobotka



Introduction

The origins of philosophy of the bistory of philosophy as an in-
tegral part of philosophizing at the system level is closely
related to the development of German philosophical
thought in the first third of the 19% century. Its foundations
were laid by G. W. F. Hegel, whose ingenious Lectures on the
History of Philosophy demonstrated a fundamental and dra-
matic inter-connection between the history of philosophy
and system philosophy. Ever since, the relationship be-
tween philosophy and its own history has been a significant
and, in asense, an indispensable philosophical issue. Hegel
puts a definite end to the non-philosophical — doxographic
concept of the history of philosophy, and gives a principled
impetus to a new stage in the philosophical approach to
historical-philosophical thought as a philosophical science — the
philosophizing of the history of philosophy.

This work has resulted from a long-term thinking about
the relation between the history of philosophy and its re-
flection in more or less systemic and asystemic forms of
philosophizing within the most significant philosophical
doctrines of the 19% and the 20 centuries. It should be
noted that the main theoretical (and other) impulses for the
examination of the problems in question primarily came
from M. Sobotka’s works. His analysis of modern philoso-
phy, the classical German philosophy, and Hegel’s histori-
cal-philoso-phical concept in particular, has been the theo-
retical point of departure.

In addition, this work presents research results achieved
within the project Philosophy of the History of Philosophy — basic
models and results, VEGA 1/4441/97, Philosophy of the History
of Philosophy — Weak models 1., VEGA 1/9238/02, Philosophy
of the History of Philosophy — Weak models 1I., VEGA
1/2500/05 and Heidegger and the History of Philosophy, VEGA
1/0650/08. The theoretical efforts of the research team
enabled us to arrive at in-depth and specific understanding
of the individual models of the philosophical reception of
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the history of philosophy. By implication, I wish to appre-
ciate the theoretical contribution of the other members of
the research team, notably, I’. Belas, S. Hubik, P. Tholt and
M. Jesic. Moreover, this work attempts to continue upon
the previous most important historical-philosophical
achievements in our country, such as works by M. Zigo, M.
Marcelli, and F. Novosad.

The main goal of this work is to philosophically introduce
the most significant historical-philosophical_concepts of the
19t% and the 20t centuries that established the necessary
conditions for the strong and weak models of philosophy of
the history of philosophy in the concepts of G. W. F.
Hegel, F. W. J. Schelling, young Marx, F. Nietzche, E.
Husserl, M. Heidegger., E. Fink, J. Pato¢ka and H.-G.
Gadamer. Some achievements of the philosophy of the
history of philosophy are presented as wetatheoretical motion
within the historical-philosophical thought, the purpose of
which is both the empirical description of the historical-
philosophical process and understanding and accounting
for it as an integral part of the most significant philosophi-
cal problems. Let the reader assess the extent to which the
objectives have been accomplished.

12



I. THE STRONG MODELS
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1. Hegel’s history of philosophy as a philosophical
science

Hegel’s Lectures on the History of Philosophy is the first phi-
losophical text dealing with the history of philosophy. In
his doctoral dissertation (1841), K. Marx assesses Hegel’s
concept of the history of philosophy as an admirably great
and bold plan, from which alone the history of philosophy
can be dated as a philosophical science.! Later, Hegel’s
historical-philosophical concept was similarly characterized
by Heidegger, Gadamer, Patocka, Sobotka, Geldsetzer, etc.?
Hegel challenged the relativist-doxographic approach to the
history of philosophy, the depreciation and degradation of
the historical-philosophical heritage. To Hegel, philosophy
is an objective science about truth and the necessity for
truth. It itself is a comprehending cognition. In his view,
truth is a historical process, a journey, a motion, rather than
a pure ot ultimate result. Consequently, the borderline be-
tween philosophy and the history of philosophy is rather
relative. Any separation of the history of philosophy from
its systemic core is not only ahistoric, but primarily aphi-
losophical, or even anti-philosophical. The history of phi-
losophy as the philosophy understood as an element of the
historical-philosophical cognition in evolution, is, in Hegel’s
view, an indispensable system-establishing form of phi-
losophy itself. This is the main reason why ,,the account of

! Marx, K. and Engels, F. 1975. Collected Works. Vol 01. London:
Lawrence & Wishart, 29-30.

2 Sobotka, M. 1961. ,,Heglovy d¢jiny filosofie.” In: G. W. F. He-
gel. Déjiny filosofie 1. Praha: Nakladatelstvi CSAV, 5-36. Also cf.
Geldsetzer, 1. 1968. Die Philosgphie der Philosophiegeschichte im 19.
Jabrhundert. Meissenheim am Glan: Antonio Hain, 47 ff; Bogo-
molov, A. S. — Ojzerman, T. 1. 1983. Osnovy fteorii istoriko-
filosofskaogo processa. Moskva: Nauka, 178— 194.
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the Absolute Spirit culminates in the philosophy of philo-
sophy.”!

Methodological foundations of historical-philosophi-
cal inquiry

Hegel realizes the importance of outlining an introduc-
tion to the history of philosophy which should treat of the
methodological foundations of historical-philosophical
inquiry. It is precisely these foundations that enable him to
define the concept of philosophy in a scientific way and to
develop the understanding of the history of philosophy as
a philosophical science. In his view, the uniqueness of philoso-
phy as a science is in the fact that its notion only seemingly
representing its beginnings. Only a comprehensive elabora-
tion of this discipline provides him with relevant evidence
and enables him to define this concept. Therefore, Hegel
assumes that the concept ,,is really a result of that treat-
ment.”’? Hegel relates the problem of philosophy as
a science to the scope of the history of philosophy. The
relation between philosophy and the history of philosophy
demonstrates an intrinsic relationship resulting from the
method of philoso-phizing. ,,What the history of Philoso-
phy shows us is a succession of noble minds, a gallery of
heroes of thought, who, by the power of Reason, have
penetrated into the being of things, of nature and of spirit,
into the Being of God, and have won for us by their la-
bours the highest treasure, the treasure of reasoned
knolwedge.””

Hegel appreciates those philosophical achievements,
which, rather than foregrounding the personality of

! Major, L. - Sobotka, M. 1979. G. W. F. Hegel. Zivot a dilo. Praha:
Mlada fronta, 114.

2 Hegel, G. W. F. 1995. Lectures on the History of Philosophy. Greek
Philosgphy to Plato. Vol. 1. Transl. E. S. Haldane. Lincoln and
London: University of Nebraska Press, xlvi.

3 Ibid,, 1.
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a philosopher, are devoid of any individual cha-racteristic.
This attitude underlies the principle of historicism in the history
of philosophy. Hegel maintains that, ,,we are what we are
through history: or, more accurately, as in the history of
Thought, what has passed away is only one side, so in the
present, what we have as a permanent possession is essen-
tially bound up with our place in history. The possession of
self-conscious reason, which belongs to us of the present
world, did not arise suddenly, nor did it grow only from the
soil of the present. This possession must be regarded as
previously present, as an inheritance, and as the result of
labour — the labour of all past generations of men ... 5o,
likewise, in science, and specially in Philosoply, do we owe what we
are to the tradition which ... runs through all that was transient, and
has therefore passed away. Thus has been preserved and trans-
mitted to us what antiquity produced.”

Hegel does not conceive the history of philosophy as
a motionless statue, a lifeless stationary creation. Rather, the
history of philosophy represents a continuous rzver-like, life-
giving stream, or torrent. The more distant from the spring
the mightier is the river being filled with the traditions that
underlie the spiritual world. Hegel emphasizes the fact that
the wniversal Mind never sinks into the realm of indifference.
The World-spirit is characterized by activity ,for its activity is
its life.”? That which each generation produced in intellec-
tual activity is thus understood as sacrament. The soul of
each successive generation rests upon the ties with this
sacrament, i.e., upon this inheritance in the sense of accept-
ing and appropriating this philosophical message. Hegel
views his own philosophy in close interaction with the phi-
losophical heritage: ,,... out... Philosophy can only arise in
connection with previous Philosophy, from which of ne-
cessity it has arisen. The course of history does not show us
the Becoming of things foreign to us, but the Becoming of

1 Ibid., 2.
2 Tbid., 3.
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ourselves and of our own knolwedge.”! By implication, ,,...
the study of the history of Philosophy is an introduction to
Philosophy itself.””2

In this respect, Hegel points out that any method of
processing historical-philosophical sources must take into
consideration the above-given relation. Any depiction of
the history of the world of thought and the way this world
has arisen and produced itself requires specific methodo-
logical approaches. Therefore, Hegel’s history of philoso-
phy as a philosophical science is the history of thought finding
itself: ... and it is the case with Thought that it only finds
itself in producing itself; ...that it only exists and is actual in
tinding itself. These productions are the philosophic sys-
tems...””

Hegel views the relation between the history of philoso-
phy and the philosophical science itself in a very close in-
teraction. The historical-philosophical inquiry does not
concentrate on what is outside the content of philosophical
doctrines. It does not investigate events. Its main focus is
on content, which while relatively insignificant, is present
historically and still belongs to the science of philosophy.
The gist consists in revealing the persisting, the non-
passing. ,,Philosophy is presented here as the most ade-
quate way of recognizing the whole of existence as an infi-
nite, free, and true idea, and simultaneously, of compre-
hending man’s intrinsic unity with this absolute ofject ... It is
in philosophy and through philosophy that the infinite idea
fully becomes what it actually is according to its concept,
according to its immanent teleological character, that is to
say, the absolute spirit. Therefore, philosophy actually is
absolute knowledge.”

Previous attempts at developing the history of philoso-
phy are subject to sharp criticism by Hegel. He mainly criti-

1 Ibid., 3-4.

21bid., 4.

3 1bid., 5.

4 Major, L. -- Sobotka, M.: G. W. F. Hegel. Zivot a dilo, 114-115.
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cizes their approach to the history of philosophy at the
level of sheer doxography. This kind of history of philoso-
phy is labelled as a display of senseless follies. Since he con-
ceives of philosophy as an objective science of truth and of
the necessity for truth as conceiving knowledge, the con-
cept of the history of philosophy based on opinions is by
necessity subject to overwhelming criticism. In this connec-
tion, one cannot disregard the immense variety of the his-
torical-philosophical thinking. The diversity of various phi-
losophical doctrines is not, in Hegel’s view, in contradiction
with the concept of philosophy as science. On the contrary,
this diversity is indispensable to the existence of the philoso-
phical science; it is connected with its essence. ,,The facts
within that history are not adventures and contain no more
romance than does the history of the world. They are not
a mere collection of chance events, of expeditions of wan-
dering knights, each going about fighting, struggling pur-
poselessly, leaving no results to show for all his efforts.”!

Both in his Lectures on the History of Philosophy and his
most significant systematic works, 1.e., The Phenomenology of
the Mind and Science of ogic, Hegel vividly explains that the
historical-philosophical movement represents various de-
velopment processes that cannot be abstractly compared to
a straight line. The history of philosophy does not head for
any abstract (vague) infinity. Hegel compares the history of
philosophy to a crcle ,,returning within itself, which, as pe-
riphery, has very many circles, and whose whole is a large
number of processes in development turning back within
themselves.”

Hegel views philosophy as a system in perpetual move-
ment, and development. The same applies to the history of
philosophy. The only difference pertains to the fact that
while the task and the object of philosophy rely on the
depiction of a special way of coming into existence and the

! Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 1, 19.
21bid., 27.
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derivation of the specific forms of the individual determina-
tions of the idea, the history of philosophy is supposed to
offer a different picture. It should reflect the different
stages and moments in development in time, in manner of
occurrence, and in particular places; it should reflect the
empirical form.! This is where Hegel’s dominant philoso-
phical postulate comes from; according to this postulate, #e
sequence in the systems of philosophy in history is the same as the
sequence in the logical deduction of the concept — determinations of the
Idea? Obviously, this postulate can be called into question
in terms of, for example, ,imperial claims”, ,,despotic ap-
proach to the problems of pluralism in philosophy,” etc.
Yet, it has significant philosophical consequences. Most
importantly, in the opinion of this author, it emphasizes #hat
the study of the bistory of philosophy is the innermost way to the com-
prebension of philosophy itself.

Hegel aims to justify the idea of development as the
dominant idea in the history of philosophy. ,,... only
a history of Philosophy thus regarded as a system of devel-
opment in Idea, is entitled to the name of Science...”
Hegel asks the question how it happens that philosophy
appears to be a development in time and has its history. In
his view, the answer to this question relates to the wetaphys-
zes of time. The essence of Mind is its being and its activity.
The activity of Mind is to know itself. The idea, thought of
as being at rest, is not in time. From this point of view, the
history of philosophy is #he temple of self-conscions reason.>

Hegel maintains that philosophies belong to the region of
mind. These are no accidental phenomena. The history of
philosophy as a whole ,,is a progtession impelled by an

! Ibid., 30.

2 Ibid., 30.

3 Etudes sur ['histoire de la philosophie en hommage & Martial Gueronlt,
1964. Paris, 200. Hyppolite, J. 1955. Etudes sur Marx et Hegel. Pa-
tis, 82.

* Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 1, 31.

> Ibid., 35.
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inherent necessity, and one which is implicitly rational and a
priori determined through its Idea.. Contingency must
vanish on the appearance of Philosophy.”! But not only
this. In his view, every philosophical system has been, and
still is, necessary. By implication, no philosophical system
has passed away. All philosophical systems are affirmatively
contained in the philosophical science as elements in a
whole. In addition, no philosophical system can be, in fact,
refuted. ,,What has been refuted is not the principle of this
philosophy, but merely the fact that this principle should be
considered final and absolute in character.”? Hegel suggests
that any historical-philosophical attitude to a specific phi-
losophy in history must include both affirmative and negative
facets. He assumes that the history of philosophy is the his-
tory in which the past is not dealt with. The reason is sim-
ple. ,,Hegel emphasizes that there is, in fact, only one phi-
losophy, and the history of philosophy represents its con-
sistent, in itself necessary, progress towards the pre-
determined goal, the comprehension of the totality of
truth.”? The scope of the history of philosophy covers the
scientific products of reason. ,,\What is obtained in this field of
labour is the True, and, as such, the Eternal; it is not what
exists now, and not then...”

What changes and what is lost in the past in the history
of philosophy is primarily the fate of philosophers, their
life. The works of philosophers and their ideas follow
a different fate, because philosophers ,neither conceived
nor dreamt of the rational import of their works. Philoso-
phy is not somnambulism, but is developed consciousness;
and what these heroes have done is to bring that which is
implicitly rational out of the depths of Mind, where it is
found at first as substance only, or as inwardly existent, into
the light of day, and to advance it into consciousness and

1 Tbid., 36-37.

2 Tbid., 37.

3 Major, L. -- Sobotka, M.: G. W. F. Hegel. Zivot a dilo, 116.
*Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 1, 38.
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knowledge. This forms a continuous awakening.”! Hegel’s
concept of the history of philosophy is thus the concept of
awakening philosophical knowledge. 1t is in this sense that this
concept is viewed as something that does not age, that lives in
the present. The stress on this motif cleatly assumes that the
history of philosophy is philosophy itself in its historical
metamorphoses. As aresult, within a historical-
philosophical inquiry, we are supposed fo set to work on
an historical basis, and to ascribe to each philosophical system only
what is immediately given to us, and that alone.?

Hegel maintains that, within the logical system of
thought, each intellectual achievement has its unique place,
and it is only at that place that it applies. An ahistorical
transfer of intellectual achievements results in errors. ,, The
history of philosophy is an external, world-historical corre-
late of the time-independent pure thought, of the logical
idea captured by the speculative logic. Each logic category
corresponds with a specific historical form of philosophy.”?
Each philosophy is ,,a particular stage in the development
of the whole process and has its definite place where it
finds its true value and significance.” Realizing this fact
leads to the assumption that since each philosophy in his-
tory represents a special stage in the development of phi-
losophy it is bound to its time. No philosopher can neglect
this important fact. ,,... Philosophy is Mind’s thought of
itself and therefore its determinate and substantial content.
Every philosophy is the philosophy of its own day, a link in the
whole chain of spiritual development, and thus it can only
find satisfaction for the interests belonging to its own par-
ticular time.””> What is crucial in this view is that Hegel ac-
centuates the concept of philosophy which, rather than by
content, survives its times by its form only.

! Tbid., 39.

21bid., 43.

3 Major, L. -- Sobotka, M.: G. W. F. Hegel. Zivot a dilo, 116 — 117.
* Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures..., Vol. 1, 45.

5 Tbid., 45.
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Thus, any subsequent analysis must deal with the link
between philosophy and other areas of spirituality. In his
historical-philosophical concept, Hegel studies the histori-
cal facet of relation between philosophy and the other areas
of spiritual production — science, arts and, mainly, religion.
He discusses in detail the external historical conditions of
philosophizing, and suggests that what is common to phi-
losophy, arts, and religion is that their content pertains to
universal objects. In his Science of Logic and Lectures on the
History of Philosophy, Hegel maintains that philosophy builds
upon the same foundation as religion. The object of phi-
losophy and the object of religion are the same.! In phi-
losophical terms — it is the universal reason existing in and for
atself. ,,Worship is only the operation of reflection; Philoso-
phy attempts to bring about the reconciliation by means of
thinking knowledge, because Mind desires to take up its
Being into itself. Philosophy is related in the form of think-
ing consciousness to its object; with Religion it is differ-
ent.”?

At the same time, in his Science of Logic and Lectures on the
History of Philosophy, Hegel points out a big difference be-
tween philosophy and religion. He does not intend to beat
about the bush in order to find evasions or shifts. ,, This is
nothing else than to appear to wish to conceal the fact that
Philosophy has directed its efforts against Religion.”” In his
view, religion is at the level of zmages; hence, it can only
comprehend that which is at the same level. Consequently,
religion cannot comprehend philo-sophy, because it is the
concept, the universal intellectual specification that is crucial to
philosophy. Hegel openly admits that he is not interested in
those philosophical thoughts that are implicit in religion.
He is only interested in philosophical thought as thought,
because only thought is the absolute form of idea. By implication,

! Hegel, G. W. F.: The Shorter Logic. Transl. W. Walled, § 1.
2 Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 1, 63.
3 Ibid., 65.
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the freedom of thought is an indispensable condition of phi-
losophizing. Greek philosophy was the first to meet this con-
dition. No doubt, Hegel calls into question #he freedom of
thought within the framework of religious perception of
reality. Consequently, he finds the origins of philosophy in
ancient Greece.

The main systemizing task of the history of philosophy
as a philosophical science in Hegel’s doctrine is to deal with
various categories of the system of logic. The system of
logic should enable Hegel to completely understand and to
dialectically explain the whole reality. The emphasis is laid
upon the dialectical contradiction and development.
Hegel’s presentation of historical-philosophical develop-
ment is methodo-logically conditioned by understanding
the dialectic as logic of intellectual activity. The understand-
ing of the history of philosophy as a philosophical science
required, however, dialectical identification of the place of
this science within the encyclopedic philosophical system. This is
because the development of thought, illustrated by the
history of philosophy, is also expressed by philosophy it-
self, without any historical exzernality. Philosophy devoid of
a system cannot be, in Hegel’s opinion, scientific, because
wlejach of the parts of philosophy is a philosophical whole, a circle
rounded and complete in itself. In each of these parts, however,
the philosophical Idea is found in a particular specificality
or medium. The single circle, because it is a real totality,
bursts through the limits imposed by its special medium,
and gives rise to a wider circle. The whole of philosophy in
this way resembles a circle of circles. The 1dea appears in each
single circle, but, at the same time, the whole Idea is consti-
tuted by the system of these peculiar phases, and each is
a necessary member of the organisation.”!

Hegel’s historical-philosophical concept is dominated by
a Jogical sequence of philosophies. The author believes that
when the fundamental concepts of philosophies, which

U Hegel, G. W. F.: The Shorter Logic, §15.
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emerged in the process of the development of philosophi-
cal knowledge, are cleared of anything related to their ex-
ternal form, their application to the idiosyncratic, etc., one
obtains various degrees of specification of the idea itself in
its logical concept, and vice versa. If we take logical proce-
dure as such, we find out that it expresses the main point —
the succession of historical events. ,,Similar to logical cate-
gories the history of philosophy proceeds from the abstract
to the concrete. Each philosophy claims to be absolutely
true, suggesting that it has succeeded in arriving at the
complete and ultimate explanation of the existence, even
though it has, in fact, captured only one side of truth.”!
Hegel finds it necessary to reveal pure concepts in historical
form. The history of philosophy deserves the status of
science if it is conceived as a system capturing the develop-
ment of rational thought.

Hegel, therefore, does not conceive the history of phi-
losophy as an accidental aggregate of philosophical doc-
trines. The history of philosophy is, in its innermost nature,
an independent philosophy in its historical forms. The
dominant methodological postulate of the wnity between
philosophy and the history of philosophy also strongly
applies to the periodization of the historical-philosophical
thinking. Hegel’s concept divides the history of philosophy
to eight basic stages.

The first stage concerns the most ancient history of
Greek thought when, rather than the idea itself, the objec-
tive was philosophy’s point of departure, and transformed
the same into the idea. In Hegel’s view, the most significant
achievement of this period was the philosophy of Par-
menides. The next stage established an abstract idea (nots),
which became known to itself as a universal idea rather
than a subjective thought. The main representative of this
petriod was Plato. The third stage is characterized by the
concept of comprehending thought, permeating and spiri-

! Major, L. - Sobotka, M.: G. W. F. Hegel. Zivot a dile, 117.
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tualizing all the forms that the Universe contains. The most
distinguished representative of this stage was Aristotle. The
fourth stage of Hegel’s historical-philosophical concept
introduces the concept of subject, that is to say, how some-
thing comes to exist for itself. This fact is reflected in the
philosophy of the Stoics, Epicureans, and Skeptics. The
fifth stage is characterized by the thought of totality; the
intelligible world is a concrete idea. While this principle, devel-
oped by the Neo-Platonists, is considered by Hegel to be
ideal in all reality, it is not an idea which knows about itself.
The principle of subjectivity and individuality has been
transformed to it; as a result, God as self-conscious spirit
becomes actual to Himself.

This period is followed by modern times, in which this
idea of spirit is first conceived; the self-conscionsness of the idea is
connected with an infinite opposition: the idea has come to
the consciousness of being absolutely separated. In this
way, philosophy perfected the intellectnality of the world, be-
cause the spirit thinks the objective essence. By implication,
philosophy produced the spiritual world as an object exist-
ing beyond presence and reality, like a version of nature —
the first creation of spirit. The work of the spirit was aimed
at bringing this world back to reality and self-
consciousness. For this purpose, self-consciousness
thought itself and recognized absolute existence as self-
consciousness thinking iself.

In Hegel’s view, the first to overcome the above-
mentioned separation was Descartes. ,,Self-conscious-ness,
in the first place, thinks of itself as consciousness; therein is
contained all objective reality, and the positive, intuitive
reference of its reality to the other side. With Spinoza
Thought and Being are opposed and yet identical...”! This
is the perception of substance, but the knowledge of sub-

! Hegel, G. W. F. 1995. Lectures on the History of Philosophy. Medieval
and Modern Philosgphy. Vol. 3. Transl. E. S. Haldane and F. H.
Simson. Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska Press,
549.
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stance in Descartes’ case is external. ,,We have here the
principle of reconciliation taking its rise from thought as
such, in order to abrogate the subjectivity of thought: this is
the case in Leibnitz’s monad, which possesses the power of
representation.”! This approach to the central problem of
modern philosophy leads to the stage at which ,,self-
consciousness thinks of itself as being self-consciousness;
in being self-conscious it is independent, but still in this
independence it has a negative relation to what is outside
self-consciousness. This is infinite subjectivity, which ap-
pears at one time as the critique of thought in the case of
Kant, and at another time, in the case of Fichte, as the ten-
dency or impulse towards the concrete. Absolute, pure,
infinite form is expressed as self-consciousness, the Ego.””?

The last, eighth stage is figuratively characterized by
Hegel as a /ight ,that breaks forth on spiritual substance,
and shows absolute content and absolute form to be identi-
cal; substance is in itself identical with knowledge. Self-
consciousness thus ... recognizes its positive relation as its
negative, and its negative as its positive, --or, in other
words, recognizes these opposite activities as the same, i.e.,
it recognizes pure Thought or Being as self-identity, and
this again as separation. This is intellectual perception; but
it is requisite in order that it should be in truth intellectual,
that it should not be that merely immediate perception of
the eternal and the divine which we hear of, but should be
absolute knowledge. This intuitive perception which does
not recognize itself is taken as starting-point as if it were
absolutely presupposed; it has in itself intuitive perception
only as immediate knowledge, and not as self-knowledge:
or it knows nothing, and what it perceives it does not really
know, - for, taken at its best, it consists of beautiful
thoughts, but not knowledge.””

1 Thid., 549.
2 Thid., 549-550.
3 Tbid., 550.
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However, in Hegel’s view, intellectual intuition is
knowledge if all external reality is known as internal. If it is
known through its essence it manifests itself as changeable,
and its essence consists in the transition to something else.
This point resembles the principle of Heraclitus or that of
Stoics, according to which nothing is at rest. This principle
must be demonstrated for everything. Hegel maintains that
what matters is knowing this unity in its essence. ,,[I]ts
essence as this identity is, in the same way, to pass over into
its opposite, or to realize itself, to become for itself some-
thing different; and thus the opposition in it is brought
about by itself. Again, it may be said of the opposition...
that it is not in the Absolute; this Absolute is existence, the
eternal, etc. This is, however, itself an abstraction in which
the Absolute is apprehended in a one-sided manner only,
and the opposition is apprehended only as ideal ...; but in
fact it is form, as the essential moment of the movement of
the Absolute. This Absolute is not at rest, and that opposi-
tion is not the unresting Notion; for the Idea, unresting
though it s, is yet at rest and satisfied in itself. Pure thought
has advanced to the opposition of the subjective and objec-
tive; the true reconciliation of the opposition is the percep-
tion that this opposition, when pushed to its absolute ex-
treme, resolves itself; as Schelling says, the opposites are in
themselves identical — and not only in themselves, but eter-
nal life consists in the very process of continually producing
the opposition and continually reconciling it. To know
opposition in unity, and unity in opposition — this is abso-
lute knowledge; and science is the knowledge of this unity
in its whole development by means of itself.”!

Hegel presents his history of philosophy in three basic
volumes. ,,This structure follows from recognizing the
reality as zntellectual objectivity, from recognizing the world as
externalization, self-manifestation of absolute idea whose
intrinsic determination includes, as we already know, its

1 Tbid., 550-51.
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effort to know itself, and thus to realize itself.”! The three
volumes of Hegel’s Lectures on the History of Philosophy repre-
sent three basic stages in the development of historical-
philosophical knowledge. From the point of view of con-
tent, the largest space is devoted to the Classical philoso-
phy, covered by the first, the second, and a part of the third
volumes of Hegel’s Lectures. The medieval and the Renais-
sance philosophies are paid very little attention. Much more
attention is, however, paid to the modern philosophy, from
Descartes to Schelling.

Hegel’s interpretation of Greek philosophy.

Hegel distinguishes two great eras in the history of phi-
losophy, including the Greek and Germanic philosophies. While
the Greek world, in his view, developed thought to the
level of idea, the Christian-Germanic world understood
thought as spirit. The history itself is divided by Hegel into
three periods: 1. Greek philosophy, 2. the Middle Ages, and 3.
the Modern age. The first question to be asked by the history
of philosophy is, in Hegel’s view, ,,what a deed in Philoso-
phy is; and whether any particular thing is philosophic or
not.”? The answer to this question is sought, first of all, in
Greek philosophy. In introducing the Greek world, he em-
phasizes the theme of Hewmatlichkeit [home]. The Greeks
,made their world their home.”” It is this common spirit of
home that links us with Greece. In the Greek spirit of free
beautiful bistoricity, we can find the latent germs of thinking
freedom. Therefore, the origins of philosophy emerge in
Greece. Hegel sees the essence of the Greeks in #he substan-
tial unity of nature and spirit. The Greek spirit sets a limit to
the oriental limitless power of substance. ,,The riches of the
Greek world consist only of an infinite quantity of beauti-

I Major, L. - Sobotka, M.: G. W. F. Hegel. Zivot a dilo, 118.
2 Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 1, 115-116.
3 Ibid., 150.
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ful, lovely and pleasing individualities in the serenity which
pervades all existence...”!

Hegel identifies Thales’ doctrine as the first step of phi-
losophy. Thales’ specification of primordial stuff is seen as
philosophy because the primordial stuff does not refer to
water perceivable by senses in its uniqueness with regard to
other natural objects. In his theory of the primordial stuff,
Thales presents a ,,Thought in which everything is resolved
and comprehended. Thus we approach the divorce of the
absolute from the finite; but it is not to be thought that the
unity stands above, and that down here we have the finite
world.”? Thales’ theory was the first manifestation of natu-
ral philosophy, because the primordial stuff is seen as
a general essence, i.e., as something real, as a wnity of thought
and Being.

Hegel’s analysis of Presocratic philosophy attempts to
account for all influential doctrines and their representa-
tives. Hence, he discusses the philosophies of Anaximan-
der, Anaximenes, Pythagoras, Heraclitus, the Eleatics,
Anaxagoras, and the Sophists. In Hegel’s view, the Py-
thagorean philosophy has not yet achieved the speculative
form of expression for the concept. Rather than pure con-
cept, number is merely a concept in the form of ordinary
idea or sensuous perception. Furthermore, he maintains
that ,,[t]his expression of absolute essence in what is a pure
Notion or something thought, and the movement of the
Notion or of Thought, is that which we find must come
next...”? The Eleatic school represents the beginning of the
clear movement of thought in concepts, i.e., the beginning of
a dialectic concept of the reality. This indicates the opposi-
tion between thought and sensual being. Hegel considers
Parmenides to be the first to reach the empire of the ideal.
His work represents the origins of #ue philosophy. The rea-

1 Tbid., 154.
2 Thid., 179.
3 Thid., 239.
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son is quite obvious: ,,A man now constitutes himself free
from all ideas and opinions, denies their truth, and says
necessity alone, Being, is the truth. This beginning is cet-
tainly still dim and indefinite, and we cannot say much of
what it involves; but to take up this position certainly is to
develop Philosophy proper, which has not hitherto existed.
The dialectic that the transient has no truth, is implied in
it..”!

Hegel then discusses Heraclitus’ philosophy for which
he has much respect. In Heraclitus’ philosophy, he sees the
prototype of the concept of the absolute as a dialectic process.
Indeed, Heraclitus was the first in the history of philosophy
to conceive the dialectic as an independent principle of
reality and of explaining this reality. Consequently, Hegel
considers his philosophy to establish a so/id land, and admits
that ,,there is no proposition of Heraclitus which I have not
adopted in my Logic.”? He is mainly intrigued by Heracli-
tus’s general principle — zhe becoming: ,...since everything is
and is not, Heraclitus hereby expressed that everything is
Becoming. Not merely does origination belong to it, but
passing away as well; both are not independent, but identi-
cal. It is a great advance in thought to pass from Being to
Becoming, even if, as the first unity of opposite determina-
tions, it is still abstract.””3

Hegel emphasizes the fact that becoming is the truth of Be-
zng. From this point of view, Heraclitus’ philosophy cannot
be perceived as past and gone; rather, it is considered to be
utterly current. Hegel writes: ,, The recognition of the fact
that Being and non-being are abstractions devoid of truth,
that the first truth is to be found in Becoming, forms
a great advance.”* He is impressed with Heraclitus” idea of
negativity inherent in his philosophy. Hegel believes Heracli-

1Tbid., 254.
2 Tbid., 279.
3 Ibid., 283.
4 Tbid., 283.
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tus to have been the first to understand the essence of na-
ture as infinite in itself, and to depict it as a process taking
place in nature itself.

Hegel praises Anaxagoras for the fact that reason re-
veals the concept as the essence. An important change in the
comprehension of concept is introduced by the Sophists.
They transfer a simple concept as a thought to all objects of
the world, and all human relations are pervaded with
thought. As a result, concep? becomes not only philosophy
but also general education. The ultimate goal of the Sophists
therefore is education. From this point of view, Hegel
ranks the Sophists very high in the history of Greek culture.
To him, ,,the Sophists are the teachers of Greece through
whom culture first came into existence in Greece, and thus
they took the place of poets and of rhapsodists, who before
this were the ordinary instructors.”?

Hegel views Socrates to be one of the most important
figures in the history of philosophy and, at the same time,
one of the most interesting philosophers in the ancient
philosophy. His reasons are presented in a straightforward
way: Socrates embodies the basic internal turning point of
the spirit in the form of a philosophical idea. ,,Socrates
herein adopted firstly the doctrine of Anaxagoras that
thought, the understanding, is the ruling and self-
determining universal, though this principle did not, as with
the Sophists, attain the form of formal culture or of ab-
stract philosophizing... with this the infinite subjectivity, the
freedom of self-consciousness in Socrates breaks out.””?

Hegel envisages Socrates’ doctrine as a manifestation of
continuity of his times, emphasizing the principle according
to which man should find himself the end of his actions,
and hence, the ultimate end of the wotld. No doubt, the
essential line of Socrates’ philosophy is ethical. Hegel points
out that Socrates understands the good primarily in its spe-

! Tbid., 355.
2 Thid., 385-386.
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cific meaning of practical good. To Hegel, Socrates was the
first to dare to penetrate into the depths of consciousness.
However, he failed to ,,reflect upon all the speculations of
past Philosophy, in order to be able to come down in prac-
tical philosophy to inward thought.”

It was primarily Plato and Aristotle who succeeded in
this fundamental penetration into the heart of idea and not
only in the field of practical philosophy. These two giants
of Greek culture are considered by Hegel to be the eachers
of humantkind. Hegel notes that Plato accepted Socrates’
principle saying that essence consists in consciousness, in its truth-
Julness. 1t is here that philosgphical science starts to develop as
science. In his view, ,,... the progress from the Socratic point
of view to the scientific, begins with Plato and is completed
by Aristotle.”? Hegel does not conceal his fascination for
Plato’s philosophy in which he finds, in many respects, the
most decisive points that Hegel himself tries to express in
his own philosophy.

The common area of these two philosophers is mainly
the idea that ,,the absolute is in thought, and all reality is
Thought.”> Hegel is impressed with Plato’s philosophy
which is focussed on the zntellectual supersensuons world and
which raises consciousness to the spiritual empire. Hegel
takes Plato as a pattern from which we can learn the basic
ideas of speculative philosophy. The view that the basis of
philosophy is one idea and one essence is related to the
assumption that #ruth is of notional form. Both Plato and Hegel
enthusiastically contemplated about that which holds good
in itself and for self.

It is therefore understandable that Hegel’s historical-
philosophical interpretation of Plato does not only demon-
strate his ability to understand and interpret one of the

1 Ibid., 389.

2 Hegel, G. W. F. 1995. Lectures on the History of Philosophy. Plato and
the Platonist. Vol. 2. Transl. E. S. Haldane and F. H. Simson. Lin-
coln and London: University of Nebraska Press, 1.

3 Ibid,, 1.
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greatest figures in philosophy ever; at the same time, it
perfectly illustrates a philosophical reflection of the history
of philosophy aimed at the self-reflecting comprehension
of what Hegel himself pursued in philosophy. This explains
Hegel’s historical-philosophical postulate according to
which the wnderstanding of Plato’s philosophy is hampered by the
lack of knowledge of philosophy. ,,We must stand above Plato,
i.e. we must acquaint ourselves with the needs of thought-
ful minds in our own time, or rather we must ourselves
experience these needs.”! Hegel defends the 7ight to return
to Plato, mainly for the sake of understanding of what specu-
lative philosophy actually is. Thus, Hegel aims to develop
Plato’s concept of philosophy and cognition.

Hegel is aware of the exacting nature of the philosophical
terrain represented by Plato’s philosophical message pre-
sented in his dialogues, because, no doubt, this form encom-
passes heterogeneous elements. Hegel appreciates the dia-
logue form as noble, attractive, and beautiful. While Hegel
does not consider it to be the most perfect form of
a philosophical work, Plato’s dialogues must be esteemed as
awork of art. More importantly, Hegel realizes that Plato,
in his dialogues, works with a number of former philosophi-
cal ideas. Plato does not accept them eclectically; rather, he
applies a deeper principle in order to offer a new philoso-
phical quality. Hegel maintains that Plato’s philosophy can
be legitimately described as a ,,totality of ideas: therefore, as
the result, the principles of others are comprehended in
itself. Frequently Plato does nothing more than explain the
doctrines of earlier philosophers; and the only particular
feature in his representation of them is that their scope is
extended.”?

Hegel maintains that understanding Plato on the basis
of his dialogues means separating the philosophical idea
from anything that belongs to the sphere of images. In fact,

1 Thid., 10.
2 Tbid., 14.
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many of Plato’s philosophical figures express their views in the
form of simple images, simple conscionsness. Hegel, however,
does not blame Plato himself for this. He precisely diagno-
ses that ,,[tlhe philosophic culture of Plato, like the general
culture of his time, was not yet ripe for really scientific
work; the Idea was still too fresh and new; it was only in
Aristotle that it attained to a systematic scientific form of
representation.”!

The difficulties concerning the comprehension of
Plato’s theory also bear on the fact that its author fre-
quently resorts to expressing his philosophical problems in
the form of myths. Hegel, however, points out that phi-
losophy should be given primary credit for the notional form
of truth. 1n this connection, Plato is criticized by Hegel, be-
cause pure notions are not considered by Plato to be the
essence; instead, Plato regards them as mere images. In
explaining Plato’s philosophy Hegel tries to identify every-
thing that belongs to the sphere of images. In this case, the
value of philosophy can be manifested in a completely dif-
ferent way. ,,The lofty nature of the knowledge of Philoso-
phy deeply impressed him, and he shows a real enthusiasm
for the thought which deals with the absolute... Plato up-
holds the self-mediating unity of consciousness and reality,
or knowledge... Plato has a full consciousness of how near
human reason is to God, and indeed of its unity with
Him.”? Here, philosophical thinking approaches the divine
thinking, which is pointed out by Hegel again when he
examines Aristotle’s philosophy.? Hegel appreciates the fact
that Plato considers philosophy to be man’s highest value, the
essence of man. This attitude engenders their common creed:
philosophy ,,alone has to be sought of man”4

1 Tbid., 17.
2 Thid., 22.
3 Thid., 125.
4Thid., 22.
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Hegel compares Plato’s concept of philosophy, aimed at
the knowledge of the supersensuous, to the religious con-
sciousness of his time, and maintains that Plato’s philoso-
phy is the conscionsness of that which is true and just of itself and for
itself; the conscionsness of general ends and their relevance in a state.
This appears to underlie the specific need to conceive
Plato’s philosophy as an ability to distinguish between the
human idea of the perceived world and the awareness of
the supersensuous world. In this way, Hegel makes room
for the exposition of Plato’s concept of ideas. If philosophy
is conceived as a science of #he universal in itself in permanent
confrontation with its opposite, i.e., the individual things,
then the centre of gravity of Plato’s examination is the -
versal, the idea, the good. His philosophical doctrine of ideas
introduces the mankind to #he intellectual world, which, how-
ever, is pushed by Hegel too much from the transcendent
reality (the beavens) to our real world. Therefore, M. Sobotka
aptly notes that Hegel rejected Plato’s transcendent concept
of ideas. ,,On the one hand, such ideas would be (due to
their independence) resemble things and, on the other
hand, the divine reason, whose thoughts they are, would be
separated from our consciousness.”! For Hegel, ,,the intel-
lectual world is therefore the True, that which is worthy to
be known — indeed, the Eternal, the implicitly and explicitly
divine.”?

This gives rise to the treatment of Plato’s doctrine of
ideas as something which, rather than immediately given to
consciousness, arrives at knowledge via its own activity.
The immediate perception is only the moment of their
simplicity. ,,Therefore we do not possess them, they are
developed in the mind through the apprehending knowl-
edge... but knowledge first brings them to light in rational
developed form; they are in this form none the less real, for

! Sobotka, M.: 1965. ,,Poznimka.” In: G. W. F. Hegel: Déiny
filosofie 11. Praha: Nakladatelstvi CSAV, 386.
2 Hegel, G. W. E.: Lectures..., Vol. 2, 30.
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they alone are Being.”! Man’s spirit contains in itself the
essential, that is to say, the ability to know the divine, the
eternal. This ability is, however, conditioned by his devel-
opment and elevation to awareness. It is through this act
that Hegel emphasizes that ,,the proper life of the mind in
and for itself is the consciousness of the absolute nature
and freedom of the I’.2

From this, it follows that Hegel concentrates on his own
philosophical concept rather than on Plato’s doctrine. In
this connection, Hegel’s account of zmmortality in Plato’s
philosophy is very important. It is viewed differently from
the other religious doctrines of his time. Hegel stresses that
immortality is related rather with the essence of thought, its
internal freedom than with the idea of the existence of souls in
the beyond.

The general concepts, such as justice, the beautiful, etc.,
are the most important real things. Namely, these general...
are not subject to change or perishing. It is only through
soul that they can be viewed; not via body. People and
things are perceptible by the senses while the beautiful and
the good are supersensuous. ,,Hence the soul which is in
thought, and which applies itself to this, as to what is re-
lated to it, must therefore be held to have itself a simple
nature.”?

Hegel assumes that Plato, as one of the first philoso-
phers, correctly views thought as something divine, some-
thing which never loses its power, and which only becomes
good or bad depending entirely on the way of guiding the
soul. Plato’s philosophy is important because, inter alia, it
fills the content by thought itself. ,,...for it is the universal
which can be grasped by the activity of thought alone. Plato
has defined this universal content as Idea.”

1 1bid., 31.
2 Ibid., 36-37.
3 Thid., 42.
4 Thid., 46.
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This general definition of the basic concept of Plato’s
philosophy is followed by the historical-philosophical ex-
amination of logical philosophy — the dialectic, natural philosophy,
and finally, zhe philosophy of the mind. No more conclusive
evidence of Hegel’s interpretation of Plato’s philosophy is
needed, other than this division which is in compliance
with the requirements of this German systemic philosopher.
The most interesting point concerns the assignment of the
most representative dialogues to the individual parts of
Plato’s philosophical doctrine. Thus, logical philosophy (dialec-
tic) is assigned the Pammenides dialogue, natural philosophy is
assigned Timaens, and the philosophy of the mind the Republic.!
The structure of Plato’s philosophy is zutegrated with its
three main parts.

Hegel treats Plato’s dialectic very carefully, and demon-
strates a striking historical-philosophical sense of historical-
philosophical facts. He admits that Plato’s dialectic is in no
way complete, i.e., one which regards concepts as a neces-
sary motion in which the universal is the unity of opposite
concepts. In spite of this, Hegel finds dialectic in Plato’s
philosophy, i.e., Plato finds absolute existence in pure con-
cepts and explains the movement of these concepts.? In
contrast to the external reality, Plato emphasizes the signifi-
cance of the universal, i.e., the thought as something true as
opposed to the sensuous being. Therefore, Hegel finds the
significance of Platonic dialectic in its confusing and resolv-
ing ,,the finite ideas of men, in order to bring about in their
consciousness what science demands, the consideration of
that which is.”® This is one aspect of Hegel’s inquiry into
Plato’s dialectic.

The other, no less important, aspect of this examination
pertains to the fact that man should realize the wniversal in
himself. ,,What we have thus to deal with in the dialectic of

1 1bid., 49.
2 Thid., 50.
3 Tbid., 51.
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Plato is the pure thought of reason, from which he very
clearly distinguishes the understanding (Stdvouwx)...”! Hegel
identifies Plato’s speculative greatness, which makes Plato, in
Hegel’s view, the founder of the whole era in the history of
philosophy. ,,Plato first comprehended the Absolute as the
Being of Parmenides, but as the Universal which, as spe-
cies, is also end, i.e. which rules, penetrates, and produces
the particular and the manifold. Plato, however, had not yet
developed this self-producing activity, and hence often
stumbled into an external teleology.””?

The demanding nature of this philosophical motion is
expressed by Hegel in a bizarre confrontation. The beauty
and grace of Plato’s philosophy in the pre-Parmenidesean
dialogues (Defence of Socrates, Phaedo, Phaedrus, Symposion) —
which may attract the reader’s attention by its bright dra-
matic scenes — is briskly replaced in Parmenides with dialec-
tic-speculative moments. This is to such an extent that that
which follows is a wearisome path where we cannot avoid
being pricked by the thorns and thistles of metaphysics.

Plato’s speculative dialogues Sophistes, Philebus, and
mainly Parmenides, express, in Hegel’s opinion, an abstractly
speculative idea in pure concept. Their shortcoming is that they
do not embrace the opposites as one, and lack the expres-
sion of this unity.* This criticism also pertains to Parmenides,
although Hegel considers it to be #he most famous masterpiece
of Platonic dialectic. Although this criticism also pertains to
Parmenides, Hegel considers it to be a celebrated masterpiece
of Plato’s dialectic.

Hegel realizes that not each dialectic motion captured
by Plato strictly adheres to the principle of having an oppo-
site. Plato’s dialectic primarily focuses on the determination
of the universal for itself. ,,Plato’s highest form is the identity
of Being and non-being. The true is that which is, but this

1 1bid., 53.
2 Ihid., 53.
3 Tbid., 55.
4Thid., 56.
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Being is not without negation. Plato’s object is thus to
show that non-being is an essential determination in Being,
and that the simple, self-identical, partakes of other-
being.”! Hegel identifies the main points of Plato’s dialectic,
its true gist, as the most interesting aspect of this philoso-
phy. Consciousness is elevated into the spiritual via the
ideas of the divine, eternal, and beautiful which apply in
and for themselves. ,,[T]he active, living, concrete universal
is hence what inwardly distinguishes itself, but yet remains
free in so doing. Now this determinateness consists in the
one being identical with itself in the other, in the many, in
what is distinguished.”? This constitutes, Hegel assumes,
the only truth of Plato’s philosophy.

Hegel’s discussion of Plato’s natural philosophy, aimed at
revealing the essence of the world, is brief when compared
to the analysis of Plato’s logic (dialectic). Also, Hegel
mainly seeks profound ideas, in which the Concept is con-
tained.?

More attention is paid to Plato’s philosophy of Mind. Hegel
is caught by the idea of moral essence of man, and charac-
terizes it — as areal, practical side of consciousness — as
Plato’s greatest glory.* The moral nature, such as the free will
of man in his rationality, became reality in the actual com-
munity of people. Plato presents the position, according to
which the individual has this universal (state) as his end;
consequently, each individual person acts to the benefit of
the state. This view suggests that state is man’s ,second
nature, his habits and his customs. This moral substance
which constitutes the spirit, life and Being of individuality,
and which is its foundation, systematizes itself into a living,
organic whole, and at the same time it differentiates itself

1 1bid., 66.
2 Thid., 67.
3 Tbid., 75.
4Thid., 90.
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into its members, whose activity signifies the production of
the whole.”!

Hegel understands that the relation between concept
and reality could not be realized by Plato in the same way as
it is common in modern philosophy, in particular, in classi-
cal German philosophy. Still, he assumes that ,,the eternal
wortld, as God holy in Himself, is reality, not a world above
us or beyond, but the present world looked at in its truth,
and not as it meets the senses of those who heat, see, etc.””?
If the content of the Platonic idea is approached in this
way, it follows for Hegel that Plato expresses the essence of
Greek morality ,for it is the Greek state-life which consti-
tutes the true content of the Platonic Republic.””

In the context of the philosophical reflection of Plato’s
social philosophy, Hegel expresses an idea that ,,[nJo man
can overleap his time, the spirit of his time is his spirit
also...” However, the point is that the spirit should be
recognized by its content. Herewith Hegel declares a well-
known idea from A Groundwork of the Philosophy of Rights,
saying that ,,What is reasonable is actuel and What is actuel
is reasonable”, because ,,[tlhe true ideal is not what ought
to be real, but what is real, and the only real...””

Hegel also subjects Plato’s social philosophy (philosophy
of mind) to criticism because it ignores the place of subjec-
tive freedom in the issues examined. Hegel does not agree
with those who blame Plato for having been too idealistic.
In his view, the real deficiency of Plato’s philosophy of
mind is its lack of idealism. The reasons for this view are as
follows: ,,For if reason is the universal force, it is essentially
spiritual; thus to the realm of the spiritual belongs subjec-
tive freedom... Therefore reason ought to be the basis of
law, and so it is, on the whole. But, on the other hand, con-

1 Tbid., 93.
2 Ibid., 96.
3 Thid., 96.
3 Tbid., 96.
4Thid., 95.
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science, personal conviction, - in short, all the forms of
subjective freedom — are essentially therein contained.”

Hegel points out that Plato does not realize this fact, or
ignores the principle. Hegel suspects that Plato sometimes
intentionally disparaged it, because, in Plato’s view, subjec-
tive freedom ,,had wrought the ruin of Greece...”? This
main feature of Plato’s Republic is, on the whole, presented
in a sense that ,,...all aspects in which particularity as such
has established its position, are dissolved in the universal, —
all men simply rank as man in general.””> From this, it fol-
lows that the modern principle of free will of the individual,
raised to prominence by Rousseau, contradicts Plato’s doc-
trine. Certainly, Hegel gives his support to the principle of
the conscious free will of individuals: ,,the theory that the
arbitrary choice of the individual, the outward expression of
the individual, is necessary.”* Thus, individuals in this world
can implement the reasonable through their interests, as
well as passions, necessities, opportunities, and motives.

Hegel’s analysis of Plato’s philosophy leads to the con-
clusion that the #niversal becomes the only true reality for
philosophy. It is this universal that becomes the basis of all
reality, and as such it is present in our thought. In this con-
nection, Hegel appreciates Plato’s treatment of the univer-
sal in his Sophistes and Parmenides because these dialogues
present an immanent motion of the universal with which
our thought is identified.

Hegel’s analysis of Plato’s philosophy is followed by his
account of one of the richest and deepest geniuses of sci-
ence ever born — Aristotle. Hegel assumes that 7o era gave
birth to a man who bears comparison with Aristotle. He mainly
admires Aristotle’s philosophical thinking for reflecting a//
aspects of the reality and conceptual mastering all wealth of the reality,
including its heterogeneity. In addition, many philosophical

1 Tbid., 108.
2 Thid., 109.
3 Thid., 109.
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disciplines owe to Aristotle for their origin and their inde-
pendent existence. When confronting Plato’s and Aris-
totle’s philosophies, Hegel, at first sight surprisingly, em-
phasizes the greater speculative depth of Plato’s student, who
,was acquainted with the deepest kind of speculation —
idealism — and in this upholds the most extreme empirical
development.”! Hegel aptly notes that Aristotle develops
philosophy in Plato’s sense. This development is, in his
opinion, more profound, and therefore brings philosophy
to a higher level in its development.

Hegel is of the view that the first period of Greek phi-
losophy culminates in Aristotle’s philosophy because phi-
losophy becomes a sczence. From this perspective, one can
understand that philosophy commences no earlier than
with Aristotle. Hegel stresses the idea that it was Aristotle’s
theory ,,in which knowledge has reached the standing of
free thought. Thus in Plato and Aristotle the result was the
Idea...”? Hegel maintains that Plato’s approach to the idea
as a umersal is somewhat abstract. Therefore, the idea takes
the form of the wnmoved Idea. Aristotle’s philosophy intro-
duces a positive change, mainly with regard to thought:
,-.thought in activity became absolutely concrete as the
thought which thinks itself.””> When comparing Plato’s and
Aristotle’s concepts of idea, Hegel draws attention to the
fact that Platonic idea means an ,,abrogation of opposites,
where one of the opposites is itself unity. While, therefore,
with Plato the main consideration is the affirmative princi-
ple, the Idea as only abstractly identical with itself, in Aris-
totle there is added and made conspicuous the moment of
negativity, not as change, nor yet as nullity, but as differ-
ence or determination.”

Hegel’s discussion of Aristotle’s philosophy is struc-
tured into four basic parts. He mainly concentrates on Aris-

1 Tbid., 119.
2 Tbid., 228.
3 Thid., 228.
4 Thid., 140.
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totle’s model of metaphysics, which is followed by #he philoso-
Phy of nature, philosophy of spirit applied to the problems of
psychology, practical philosophy, ethics, and politics. The concluding
part of Hegel’s analysis of Aristotle’s philosophy deals with
his /ogic. All these issues are discussed in detail, and are
given the largest space of all philosophers discussed in his
Lectures on the History of Philosophy. This appears to be com-
pelling evidence of the affinity between Hegel’s philosophy
and that of the giant of the Greek philosophical thinking.
Hegel was the first to ,,discover, for the history of philoso-
phy, Aristotle’s power of a thinker complying with Hegel’s
position. At the same time, Hegel’s interpretation illumi-
nates his philosophy.”! From the very beginning of his
analysis of Aristotle’s philosophy, Hegel aims to clear Aris-
totle’s reputation discredited in the modern age by those
who considered his work to be an empirical philosophy, or
poor Lockeanism. While Plato’s philosophy was conceived as
idealistic, Aristotle’s philosophy was regarded by many as
realistic in the most trivial sense of the word. Hegel admits
that Aristotle takes an external point of departure and proceeds
empirically. This, however, does not mean that his work can
be belittled and that, at the same time, we can claim that his
way of philosophizing is not speculative. Hegel points out
that if the empirical is comprehended synthetically it be-
comes a speculative concept. ,,In this gathering up of de-
terminations into one Notion, Aristotle is great and mas-
terly, as he also is in regard to the simplicity of his method
of progression, and in the giving of his decisions in few
words.””?

In Hegel’s view, philosophy commences with Aristotle
because if the first book of the Mezaphysics treats the dignity
of philosophy in the sense that its object is what is most
knowable, i.e., the first and the original causes, then its field

! Sobotka, M.: 1965. ,,Poznamka.” In: G. W. F. Hegel: Déjiny
Sfilosofie 11, 380.
2 Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 2, 133.
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is the rational. ,,Aristotle has ... declared the chief subject of
investigation, or the most essential knowledge... to be the
knowledge of end; but this is the good in each thing and,
generally speaking, the best in the whole of nature. This
also holds good with Plato and Socrates; yet the end is the
true, the concrete, as against the abstract Platonic Idea.”!

In analyzing Aristotle’s philosophy, Hegel attempts to
persuade the reader of the fallacy of the claim that the
Greek philosopher philosophized only of the particular
instead of thinking of the absolute and universal, the God.
Aristotle may appear to have always gone from the individ-
ual to the individual. And while Aristotle did not logically
abstract the universal idea, ,,there appears in Aristotle the
one Absolute, the idea of God, as itself a particular, in its
place beside the others, although it is all Truth.”2

In discussing Aristotle’s metaphysics, Hegel focuses on
the identification of the speculative idea. The basic goal of
Aristotle’s philosophy is, in his view, 2 acquire the knowledge
of substance. This effort culminates in interconnecting Aris-
totle’s account of the possibility, activity, and entelechy. Hegel
labels this interconnection as ,,the absolute substance which
Aristotle (Metaph. X11.6,7; IX. 8), defines in general as
being the absolute (¢idtov), the unmoved, which yet at the
same time moves, and whose essence is pure activity, with-
out having matter. For matter as such is passive and af-
fected by change, consequently it is not simply one with the
pure activity of this substance.”

To Hegel, the theory of absolute Being as an active princi-
Ple, which brings about realization, implies that ,,it exists in
objectivity in visible nature. As the self-identical which is
visible, this absolute Being is #he efernal heavens. The two
modes of representing the Absolute are thus thinking rea-
son and the eternal heavens.”*

1 Tbid., 135.
2 Tbid., 137.
3 Thid., 143.
4Thid., 145.
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Hegel is intrigued by Aristotle’s doctrine, in particular,
the enormous effort to substantiate the importance of the
active principle, which is best illustrated by the category of
energeia. This brings us to the heart of Hegel’s interpretation
of Aristotle, as aptly formulated by M. Sobotka: ,,...the
principle of Aristotle’s philosophy is energeia, the absolute
succession as a principle of change, in which substance
remains the same. Aristotle’s philosophy is not
a philosophy of substrate, possibility; rather it is
a philosophy of the activity of the Absolute.”!

Hegel’s philosophical search for the most important
principle of speculative idealism —the unity of subjectivity and
objectivity, which is essentially related to the idea of reason
which thinks itself and which, through this unity, arrives at
self-consciousness — is extensively satisfied in analyzing
Aristotle’s philosophy. One, however, cannot claim that
Aristotle believed that thought alone is true; hence, he does
not reduce everything to thought, ,,.but he says it is the first,
the strongest, the most honourable.”? The position that
thought is related to itself is what actually is and is simulta-
neously true, is fully Hegelian. This, however, does not
preclude Hegel from identifying the same basis of thinking in
Aristotle’s doctrine. The justification is found in the as-
sumption that Aristotle ,,speaks not of a special kind of
reason, but of the universal Reason. The speculative phi-
losophy of Aristotle simply means the direction of thought
on all kinds of objects, thus transforming these into
thoughts; hence, in being thoughts, they exist in truth... It is
only in thought that there is present a true harmony be-
tween objective and subjective; that constitutes me.” In
Hegel’s view, this enabled Aristotle to achieve the ultimate
philosophical position, and deeper knowledge is hardly
possible.

! Sobotka, M.: 1965. ,,Poznamka.” In: G. W. F. Hegel: Déjiny
Jfilosofze 11, 391.

2 Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 2, 149.

3 Ibid., 149, 150.
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Hegel maintains that the speculative idea, which is the
best and most free, is manifested both in thinking reason
and nature. This view is also found in Mezaphysics, where the
object of Aristotle’s inquiry is visible God — the beavens. ,,God,
as living God, is the universe; and thus in the universe God,
as living God, shows Himself forth. He comes forth as
manifesting Himself or as causing motion, and it is in mani-
festation alone that the difference between the cause of
motion and that which is moved comes to pass.”!

In this way, Hegel naturally worked up to the study of Ar-
istotle’s philosophy of nature to which he pays much attention.
This is due to Aristotle’s ability to represent the concept of
nature ,in the highest and truest manner. For in the Idea of
nature Aristotle (Phys. 1. 8) really relies on two determina-
tions: the conception of end and the conception of neces-
sity.”’? Hegel is right in saying that the main point in Aris-
totle’s philosophical inquiry into nature is the definition of
the purpose as an internal specification of the natural object
itself. Nature is conceived as /fe having ends in itself, is in
unity with itself, and is maintained through changes. Life
should be understood as self-purpose, as something that in
its externalization also remains identical with its concept.
This approach is considered by Hegel to be a rue, deep com-
prebension of life. It should be noted that the parallel between
Aristotle’s and Hegel’s philosophies is, without doubt, in
their similar concepts of life. ,,It follows from the point of
view of ‘more life’ that the unity of thought and motion is
the central motive in both Hegel and Aristotle.”

Hegel’s discussion of Aristotle’s philosophy of spirit begins
with an analysis of psychology. At the outset, he aptly notes
that Aristotle does not pursue the wetaphysics of the soul,
rather he examines the method of activity of the soul. This part
of Hegel’s interpretation of Aristotle’s doctrine concen-

1 Tbid., 152.

2 ITbid., 156.

3 Sobotka, M.: 1965. ,,Poznamka.” In: G. W. F. Hegel: Dginy
filosofie 11, 389.
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trates on rejecting the view of poor Lockeanism. The sense of
Aristotle’s dictum #zbil est in intellectu quod non fuerit in sensu is,
in his view, misinterpreted. Aristotle considers the soul to
be potentiality without matter. Its essence exists in actvity
rather than in mere passive viewing. Reason, as something
through which soul becomes conscious of itself, is as it is
due to the activity, the thinking. Therefore, the rationale of
the above-given Aristotle’s idea of reason and sense-
perception is that ,,thought is implicitly the content of the
object of what is thought, and in coming into existence it
only coincides with itself; but the self-conscious under-
standing is not merely implicit, but essentially explicit, since
it is within itself all things.”

Hegel refers to Aristotle’s work De Anima as another
well-known example of misinterpretation. Aristotle’s idea,
,»reason is like a book upon whose pages nothing is actually
written”, and the technical term fabula rasa, are interpreted
as simple external illustrations. This is to suggest that thought
comes to reason from outside. Hegel does not share the
view that the greatness of Aristotle’s philosophy can be
attributed to this way of interpretation of the above-
mentioned example. Since reason is not a thing it cannot be
identified with the passivity of #bula. Reason itself is activ-
ity while fabula is just a passive recezver. ,,The analogy is there-
fore confined to this, that the soul has a content only in so
far as actual thought is exercised. The soul is this book
unwritten on, and the meaning consequently is that the soul
is all things implicitly, but it is not in itself this totality; it is
like a book that contains all things potentially, but in reality
contains nothing before it is written on. Before real activity
nothing truly exists...”? Still more important in the under-
standing of active reason, as interpreted by Hegel, is unveiling
the identity of the subjective and the objective. This unity is consid-
ered to be the highest possible level of speculation in phi-

! Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures..., Vol. 2, 196.
21bid., 197.
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losophy. ,,Aristotle reverts to his metaphysical principles...,
where he termed self-thinking reason absolute Thought,
divine Understanding, or Mind in its absolute character”.!
In the final part of his analysis, Hegel discusses Aris-
totle’s Jogic, the science of abstract thought. He character-
izes it as ,,a knowledge and consciousness of the abstract
activity of pure understanding, it is not a knowledge of this
and that concrete fact, being pure form.”? He gives Aris-
totle full credit for revealing the forms of our thought.
However, when discussing the philosophical value of Aris-
totle’s logic, Hegel points out that its basis is the identity in
the sense of understanding, i.e., no contradictions are ac-
ceptable. ,,[I]ts forms only concern the relationship of finite
to finite, and in them the truth cannot be grasped.”
Aristotle’s philosophy as a whole was not limited to
these considerations. Hegel regards Aristotle as a thinker
who penetrated all spheres of consciousness, and whose
doctrine provides in-depth and correct ideas. For these reasons,
the first period of Greek philosophy reaches its climax with
Aristotle’s philosophy. It establishes science, and knowl-
edge is founded on the firm footing of free thinking. The great-
est personalities of the first period in the development of
the Western philosophy - Plato and Aristotle — contributed
most of all to the philosophical exploration of the wniversal
— the idea. In Hegel’s view, the universal in Plato’s philosophy
takes on an even more abstract form. The underlying prin-
ciple here is the #mmoved idea. In Aristotle’s philosophy,
thought becomes fully specific. It is thought which thinks
due to its own capacity and which is an effective principle.
Hegel’s next analysis includes the philosophies of the
Stoics, Epicurus, the New Academy, the Sceptics, Philo,
gnosticism, and the Alexandrian philosophy. Concerning
the latter is concerned, the focus is on Plotinus, i.e., the

1 Thid., 200.
2 Thid., 211.
3 Thid., 223.
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neo-Platonic philosophy considered by Hegel as the first
philosophy of the present. ,,The present does not refer to the
time dimension; it is an expression used by Hegel to charac-
terize the epochs in which the absolute as an immanent
spiritual principle becomes conscious, in which human
thought becomes sure that absolute is not foreign to it;
rather, it has the nature of substance—subject. The nature of
the absolute as substance also includes self-determination
which takes place by overcoming oneself, through which
the absolute atrives at self-knowledge and self-realisation.”!
On the basis of the category of the present, Hegel identifies
three great periods in the history of philosophy. The Neo-
Platonic philosophy is the first philosophy of the present.
The second is represented by the revival of sciences and
philosophy at the beginning of the modern age, with Des-
cartes and Spinoza as the main representatives. The third
great period is related to Hegel’s own philosophy.

Hegel and the medieval philosophy

The development of philosophical thought from Thales
to Proclus, and the decline of the classical philosophy, cov-
ers a period of more than one thousand years. This first
period in the history of philosophy is followed by a second
period ranging, in Hegel’s view, until the 16% century.
Hegel attempts to pass this period in the history of phi-
losophy in the seven-leagne boots. The underlying reasons for
this attitude stem from an interconnection between phi-
losophy and religion. The new Christian religion ,,has made
the intelligible world of Philosophy the wortld of common
consciousness.”? The efforts of philosophy within the
Christian religion gropes its way through the depths of ideal
substances and their forms. Hegel views it as a difficult
struggle of reason, which cannot traverse from fantasy and

! Major, L. -- Sobotka, M.: G. W. F. Hegel. Zivot a dilo, 119.
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especially stated to be the necessity for investigating subjec-
tive knowledge.”!

Hegel critically appreciates Schelling’s interpretation of
the seffhood (Ichheit) to its other and claims that what is pre-
sented here is a Zangled mass of abstraction. He also discusses
Schelling’s account of the highest objectivity which the subject
attains. This highest objectivity as the highest identity of subjec-
tive and objective is termed by Schelling as the power of imagina-
tion. ,,Art is thus comprehended as what is inmost and
highest, that which produces the intellectual and real in one,
and philosophizing is conceived as this genius of art. But
art and power of imagination are not supreme. For the
Idea, spirit, cannot be truly given expression to in the man-
ner in which art expresses its Idea. This last is always
a method pertaining to intuitive perception; and on account
of this sensuous form of existence the work of art cannot
correspond to the spirit. Thus because the point last arrived
at is designated as the faculty of imagination, as art, even in
the subject this is a subordinate point of view, and thus in
itself this point is not the absolute identity of subjectivity
and objectivity.”?

Hegel draws the conclusion that the 4bso/ute in Schel-
ling’s philosophy is the absolute identity of subjective and
objective, or, the absolute indifference of real and ideal, of
form and essence, of universal and particular. However, he
notes that ,,in this identity of the two there is neither the
one nor the other. But the unity is not abstract, empty, and
dry; that would signify logical identity, classification accord-
ing to something common to both, in which the difference
remains all the while outside. The identity is concrete: it is
subjectivity as well as objectivity; the two are present
therein as abrogated and ideal.”® The main shortcoming of
Schelling’s philosophy is, in Hegel’s view, that the point of

1 Tbid., 521.
2 Thid., 524-525.
3 Thid., 525.
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indifference of subjective and objective, i.e., the Notion of
reason, is absolutely pre-supposed, without furnishing any
evidence of its truth. Hegel points out that Schelling fre-
quently refers in this connection to Spinoza. In addition,
Hegel reproaches him for not presenting the Absolute as
a motion leading to self-abrogation. This is, however, the
condition for knowledge to become the actual knowledge,
the knowledge of the absolute. ,,With Schelling this idea
has, however, no dialectic present in it whereby those op-
posites may determine themselves to pass over into their
unity, and in so doing to be comprehended.”?

Hegel appreciates Schelling’s effort to develop a new
productive philosophy of nature based on a dynamic principle.
He writes that ,,Schelling launched out into too many indi-
vidual details, if he desired to indicate the construction of
the whole universe. On the one hand, however, he did not
complete this representation, and on the other hand, he has
confined himself mainly to implicit existence, and has
mixed therewith the formalism of external construction
according to a presupposed scheme. In this representation
he advanced only as far as the organism, and did not reach
the presentation of the other side of knowledge, i.e., the
philosophy of spirit.”? Irrespective of this reservation,
Hegel maintains that the initial exploration of nature in
Kant’s philosophy is here followed by another attempt at
inaugurating anew this mode of regarding nature, so as to
recognize in objective existence the same mechanism, the
same rhythm, as is present in the ideal existence.

Hegel is satisfied with Schelling’s account mainly be-
cause nature is presented ,,not as something alien to spirit,
but as being in its general aspect a projection of spirit into
an objective mode.”® Therefore, Schelling is considered to
be an originator of modern natural philosophy, because he ,,was

1 1bid., 527.
2 Tbid., 534.
3 Tbid., 535.
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the first to exhibit Nature as the sensuous perception or the
expression of the Notion and its determinations.”’ Hegel
points out that rather than the traditional metaphysics of
nature Schelling seeks to grasp its notion. ,,Nature is to him
nothing but the external mode of existence as regards the
system of thought-forms, just as mind is the existence of
the same system in the form of consciousness. That for
which we have to thank Schelling, therefore, is not that he
brought thought to bear on the comprehension of Nature,
but that he altered the categories according to which
thought applied itself to Nature; he introduced forms of
Reason, and applied them — as he did the form of the syllo-
gism in magnetism, for instance — in place of the ordinary
categories of the understanding. He has not only shown
these forms in Nature, but has also sought to evolve Nature
out of a principle of this kind.”?

Moreover, Hegel highlights Schelling’s effort to estab-
lish the speculative philosophy manifesting the position that
knowledge is based on the Absolute. In this way, Schelling has
given to transcendental idealism the significance of absolute
idealism. Hegel points out that Schelling’s ideas of God,
notably those published in a writing polemizing against
Jacobi,? approach the productive comprehension of God’s
nature and His relation to nature. ,,God, therefore, as this
ground of Himself, is Nature — Nature as it is in God; this
is the view taken of Nature in Natural Philosophy. But the
work of the Absolute is to abrogate this ground, and to
constitute itself Intelligence.”*

Hegel concludes his historical-philosophical analysis of
Schelling’s philosophy by stating that this system represents
the latest interesting and true form of philosophy. By conceiving
the true as the concrete, as the unity of subjective and ob-
jective Schelling reintroduces into philosophy, in Hegel’s

! Ibid., 535.

2 Ibid., 535-536.

3 Schelling, F. W. J. 1982. Schriften 1804-1812. Berlin, 209-316.
* Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 3, 541.
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view, deep, speculative content pursued by philosophy in the
entire course of its history. ,,The Thought which is free and
independent, not abstract, but in itself concrete, compre-
hends itself in itself as an intellectually actual world; and
this is the truth of Nature, Nature in itself.”! This entails
another merit of Schelling’s philosophy. In particular, he
points out in nature the forms of spirit (electricity, magnet-
ism, etc.). The defect of Schelling’s philosophy is that the
distinction between the ideal and the natural world, and
also the totality of these determinations, ,,ate not shown
forth and developed as necessitated in themselves by the
Notion.”? This stance indicates the direction of Hegel’s
own philosophy primarily aimed at demonstrating the fact
that the idea is the truth, and all that is true is the idea. The systema-
tizing of the idea into the world must be proved to be a necessary
unveiling and revelation.

Schelling’s historical-philosophical discussion of Hegel’s
philosophy is of clearly polemic, and even hostile nature. Its
basic goal is the unambiguous rejection of Hegel’s philoso-
phizing as an utterly flagrant violation of a productive
method of philosophical work. In assessing his own phi-
losophical doctrine, Schelling rejects his former conception
of philosophy (till about 1810). That method of philoso-
phizing is characterized by himself as a negative philosophy,
because it does not examine nothing concerning the exis-
tence, i.e., what actually exists. Schelling is now convinced that
it’s no longer possible to consider the relations between
things in pure thinking.? His new unambiguous strategic
position pursues the development of positive philosophy,
which is connected with the inquiry into the exizstence.

1 Ibid., 542.
2 Ibid., 542.
3 Schelling, F. W. J.: On the History of Modern Philosophy, 133.
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The goal of Schelling’s positive philosophy is to solve the
traditional metaphysical-theological problem of God as
a concrete and, simultaneously, unconditionally free person.
,» 1o Schelling, all European philosophy, from Plato to
Hegel, is of essential nature. This implies that ontological
priority is given to abstract, universal, necessary, and persis-
tent substances, essences of being, and not to existences,
i.e., the being of real, concrete, and finite existences. On the
other hand, existence (that means that [quod] the arbitrary
concrete #his actually is here) is ontologically secondary, be-
cause it is derived from and dependent on being of which it
is mere actualization and individualization. Essential Phi-
losophy concentrates only on essences regarded to be the
true, constant reality.”!

Schelling presents sharp criticism of Hegel’s primary re-
quirement of philosophy, i.e., the transition to the area of
pure thought so that philosophy may acquire a single immedi-
ate object, the pure notion. At the same time, however, Schel-
ling admits certain positive aspects of this proposal.
Namely, Hegel correctly viewed only the logical nature of phi-
losophy ,,which he intended to work on and promised to
bring to its complete form. If he had stuck to that and if he
had carried out this thought by strictly, decisively renounc-
ing everything positive, then he would have brought about
the decisive transition to the positive philosophy, for the
Negative, the negative pole can never be there in pure form
without immediately calling for the positive pole.””?

Schelling believes that Hegel’s withdrawal to the province
of pure concept, pure thought implies that ,,concept was
everything and left nothing outside itself”.> What Schelling
mainly resents is that the position and the role of concept in
Hegel’s philosophy are so dominant that hardly any space is
left for God. Hegel’s conception of concept as a universal

1 Major, L.: Schelling proti Hegelovi, 802.
2 Schelling, F. W J. On the History of Modern Philosophy, 134.
3 Ibid., 134.
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absolute activity narrows down the space for God as a god-
man. 1t is chiefly this fact which is unacceptable for Schel-
ling and which, in his view, engenders a number of prob-
lems. Therefore, he notes: ,,The concept does not have the
meaning here of just the concept (Hegel protests most
vigorously against this), but instead the meaning of the #hing
itself (Sache selbst)... one admittedly cannot reproach Hegel
with holding the opinion that God is just a concept, his
opinion is rather: the fue creator is the concept; with the
concept one has the creator and needs no other outside this
creator.”!

With his /logical philesophy, Hegel does his best to present
God only as a concept. Schelling is irritated by this concep-
tion of God; not so much for the very conception of God
as a concept, but rather because concept becomes God — ,,the
concept had the meaning that it was God.”? Hegel’s concep-
tion of God that gradually becomes a self-conscious idea
passes to nature, and returns from it to Himself to become
the absolute spirit, gives Schelling sufficient evidence of this
philosophy being a negative philosophy. What Kant withheld
from reason in terms of the knowledge of God is returned
by Hegel. And much more. In Schelling’s view, Hegel tres-
passes philosophical competence by ascribing his philoso-
phy the knowledge of Christian dogmas. Schelling points
out that the Christian doctrine of the Trinity is unprece-
dentedly modified in accordance with Hegel’s philosophical
system: God the Father = a pure logical concept expressed
in the pure categories of Being; God the Son = alienation
of the Absolute Idea and its existence in Nature; God the
Holy Ghost = return of the Absolute Idea to itself.

Schelling envisages Hegel’s logic as negativity. ,,Hegel
therefore goes back to the most negative of all that can be
thought, to the concept in which the least can be &nown,
which, therefore, he says, is as free as possible from any

1 Tbid., 135.
2 Thid., 135.
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subjective determination, and as such is the most objective.
And this concept for him is that of pure being (Seyn).””!

At this point, Schelling poses a question concerning the
way of Hegel arriving at this determination of the origin.
The answer is sought in a change in fundamental perspec-
tive of viewing the subject in modern philosophy. From
Descartes, through Fichte’s conception of subject, the seff
has been comprehended in modern philosophy as the subject
of self-conscionsness. What is presented here, conjectures Schel-
ling, is the subjective subject. Hegel turns this approach to
subject into an objective subject, i.e., the subject outside us,
independent of us. Consequently, the development in
Hegel’s philosophy originates from this objective subject
and proceeds to the subjective subject. ,,... the point of
departure was the subjective in its complete objectivy, thus
it was in fact always the subjective, and not the merely objec-
tive, as it is when Hegel determines his first concept as pure
being.”? This implies the necessity of the development of
absolute spirit in his three essential wholes. Schelling main-
tains that this necessary movement suffers from double
deception: ,,1) by the thought being substituted for by the
concept, and by the Jatter being conceived of as something
which moves itself, when the concept for its own part
would lie completely immobile if it were not the concept of
a thinking subject, i.e., if it were not thought (Gedanke); 2)
by pretending that the thought is only driven forward by
a necessity which lies in itself, although it obviously has
a goal that it is striving towards, and this goal, however
much the person philosophizing seeks to hide conscious-
ness thereof from himself, for this reason unconsciously
affects the course of philosophizing all the more deci-
sively.”

1 Tbid., 136.
2 Thid., 136-137.
3 Thid., 138-139.
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Schelling supports his critical arguments against the es-
sential position of Hegel’s doctrine by stressing that Bezng in
general cannot be thought. In his view, there is no Being in
general because there is no Being without a subject. Hegel’s
philosophical acrobatics at the beginning of his Logic —
determining the pure Being, finding its opposite nothing, and
finally determining the connection through the category of
becoming — is commented upon by Schelling as follows:
,»,One cannot really contradict these propositions, or declare
them to be false... It is as if one wanted to carry water in
cupped hands, which also gives one nothing.”

Schelling argues that Hegel builds up his abstract logic
outside the empirical, outside the nature. On the other hand,
he sees his own philosophy of identity as the one that captures
the nature simply because it remains in it. This fact is pro-
jected onto the method of elaboration, that is to say, the
method of philosophical research. Schelling claims that ,,
concepts as such do in fact exist nowhere but in conscious-
ness, they are, therefore, taken objectively, affer nature, not
before it; Hegel took them from their natural position by
putting them at the beginning of philosophy.”? In addition,
he aptly asks where actually the worid Jies if everything is
included in the logical idea; outside this idea, nothing ever
exists anywhere. ,,The whole world lies... in the nets of the
understanding or of reason, but the question is how exactly
it got into those nets, since there is obviously something
other and something more than mere reason in the world,
indeed there is something which strives beyond these barri-
ers.””

Schelling decodes the main objective of Hegel’s logic as
the substitution of the meaning of the speculative theology by
his own conception of the absolute as an idea of God. The
latter not only preconditions his system but also is its sub-

1 Tbid., 141.
2 Thid., 145.
3 Thid., 147.
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stantial result. ,,Hegel admittedly does not want the Abso-
lute, but rather the existing Absolute, and presupposes that
the preceding philosophy wanted it as well, and as he sees
no attempt to prove the existence of the Absolute in it (in
the manner in which he wants to prove it by his Logic), he
thinks that the proof is simply supposed to have lain al-
ready in intellectual intuition... Hegel, then... wants the Ab-
solute, before he takes it as a principle, as the result of
a science, and this science is precisely the Logic.”!

Schelling rejects Hegel’s philosophical model of God
mainly because his God is devoid of any future. It is a God
who cannot do anything; a God who may be the final cause
but in no way the actual origin — the creative canse. Hegel’s
God is merely a substantial spirit, ,not spirit in the sense in
which piety or normal use of language understands the
word...”? As noted by Schelling, Hegelian God is not free in
the wortld; rather, it carries the burden of the world. Obviously,
this philosophical position may be, and actually is, labelled
by Schelling as pantheistic. At the same time, he stresses that
this is not that ,,pure, quiet Pantheism of Spinoza, in which
the things are pure, logical emanations of the divine na-
ture...”3

This fact appears to be the main target of Schelling’s
criticism. He was highly displeased at wide acceptance of
Hegel’s philosophical views by the German public of the
time. Schelling formulated it as follows: ,,..in order to in-
troduce a system of divine activity and effect, in which
divine freedom is all the more ignominiously lost because
one had given oneself the appearance of wanting to save it
and sustain it. The region of the purely rational science is
left, for every externalisation is an act which is freely de-
cided and which absolutely interrupts the merely logical
succession; and yet this freedom as well appears as illusory,

11bid., 151, 153.
2 Thid., 156.
3 Thid., 159.
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because at the end one nevertheless sees oneself unavoid-
ably pushed towards the thought which negates all having-
happened, everything historical, because one, on reflection,
must return again after all into the purely rational.”! These
words accurately diagnose Hegel’s philosophical conception
of God, in particular, God’s zncompatibility with the tradi-
tional religious views. In addition, they reveal one of the
central reasons for Schelling’s project of positive philoso-
phy as a preliminary stage underlying his later conception
of philosophy.

! Tbid., 159.
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4. Marx’s doctoral dissertation and the history of
philosophy

After Hegel’s death (1831), Germany witnessed a fierce,
long-term philosophical and political controversy concern-
ing the theistic versus atheistic interpretation of his absolute
philosophy. The core of the argument pertained to the Hege-
lian postulate according to which #he absolute — the God —
attains to its self-consciousness in human knowledge.! The
controversy concerning the theistic versus atheistic interpreta-
tion of Hegel’s absolute idealism resulted in a split of the
Hegelian school into the Old Hegelians and the Young Hege-
lians. While Géschel, Hinrichs, Gabler, and other Old He-
gelians viewed Hegel’s philosophy as a disguised Christian
doctrine, the Young Hegelians, in the beginnings of this
movement, conceived of his philosophy to be a pantheistic
anti-Christian doctrine. An important role in articulating the
Young-Hegelian philosophical conceptions was played by
the philosophies of L. Feuerbach and K. Marx. Both of
them were seeking their own way of approaching the com-
plex problems of philosophy in the late thirties of the 19t
century. Interestingly, they both paid much attention in
their early works to the historical-philosophical research.?
Their early philosophical achievements were identical in
many respects; at the same time, there were significant dif-
ferences which came to be striking in the following periods
of their development into theoretical maturity.

Marx’s doctoral dissertation, The Difference between the De-
mocritean and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature (including the

! Sobotka, M. 1964. Clovék a price v némecké klasické filosofii. Praha:
NPL, 133.

2 Feuerbach, L. 1832. Geschichte der neneren Philosophie von Bacon von
Vernlam bis Benedikt Spinoga. Ansbach; Feuerbach, L. 1837. Ge-
schichte der neueren Philosophie. Darstellung und Kritik der Leibnizschen
Philosophie. Cf. Sobotka, M. and Major, L. 1979. Kapitoly 3 déjin
némecké klasické filozofie. Praha: Univerzita Karlova, 90-95.
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preparatory notebooks and fragments),! represents an impot-
tant historical-philosophical phenomenon in terms of the exami-
nation of German philosophical thought in the first half of
the 19% century. At this stage of his philosophical devel-
opment, young Marx assumes that zdealism is no figment of the
imagination, but a truth2 The fact that Marx’s doctoral disser-
tation was written in strict critical confrontation with
Hegel’s philosophy has been the source of many misinter-
pretations of the development of his philosophy. While it is
true that young Marx was eager to master Hegel’s philoso-
phical doctrine, philosophers tend to disregard the fact that,
prior to mastering this world philosophy, Marx had critically
studied other philosophers, including Kant, Fichte, Schel-
ling, etc. It was the study of their works that brought young
Marx to writing the dialogue Cleanthes, or the Starting Point
and Necessary Continnation of Philosophy (unfortunately, this
dialogue got lost), in which he, to his own big surprise,
independently worked up to Hegel’s philosophy.?

Prior to writing his doctoral dissertation, Marx under-
took several preparatory research projects in which he attempted
to develop a number of Hegel’s productive methodological,
historical-philosophical ideas. Marx appreciated various
impulses of Hegel’s whole philosophical work, and his
criticism of the historical-philosophical empiricism, in pat-
ticular. The attitude of a p hilosophical system to the world
is perceived by him as that of reflection. Philosophy should
assume a critical attitude both to the world and philosophy
itself. What first appears to be areverse relation and
a hostile dispute between philosophy and the world be-
comes aproblem of patrticular philosophical self-
consciousness inside itself, and, eventually, it manifests
itself as an external split of philosophy into two opposite
philosophical movements.

I Marx, K. and Engels, F. 1975. Collected Works. Vol. 1. London:
Lawrence & Wishart, 25-107.

2 Ibid., 28.

3 Ibid,, 18.
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Great philosophical doctrines are, in Marx’s view, en-
gendered by critical eras, and a philosopher is supposed to
adequately account for these eras. Marx realizes that, with
the world becoming philosophical, philosophy becomes
secular; consequently, its implementation simultaneously
entails its losses. That philosophy struggles outside itself is
its own internal shortcoming.

Like Hegel, Marx conjectures that philosophical bistoriogra-
Phy is not concerned with comprehending the personality,
be it even the spiritual personality of the philosopher.
A philosophical historiographer is expected to both de-
scribe the philosophical conception examined and, primar-
ily, comprehend and explain it. Marx assumes that these
tasks can mainly be implemented from two points of view,
in particular, from the bistorical point of view and from the
logical point of view. A philosophical conception of historical
relevance cannot be viewed outside the concrete historical
circumstances. Therefore, when explaining a philosophical
system it is important ,,scientifically to expound a system in
connection with its historical existence...”! Marx realizes,
however, that adequate comprehension of an examined
philosophical system presupposes logical-theoretical con-
frontation, seeking to reveal its commection with the former
philosophical systems. Therefore, the historical existence of
a discussed philosophical system must also be asserted as
,»philosophical, and hence be developed according to its
essence.”? This development, the exposition of the essence,
helps to solve two essential tasks: (1) to comprehend it in
terms of its content, i.e., in terms of its determination im-
printed upon the total and concrete philosophies,® and (2)
to clarify its place within the historical-philosophical proc-
ess.

1 Tbid., 506.
2 Thid., 506.
3 Thid., 492.
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The first task pursuing immanent determination of an exam-
ined philosophical system should not be reduced to simple
description, mere reproduction of a philosophet’s views, or
an account of the exoteric form of the philosophet’s sys-
tem. Marx maintains that the most important is the znterpre-
tation because a thinker’s self-consciousness need not corre-
spond to the objective content and significance of his/her
own philosophical conception. The objective content of
many philosophical doctrines must be clearly distinguished
from its subjective form. Thus, Marx was inspired by the
Hegel’s critical research moment, which must be applied in
historical-philosophical ~ research. Consequently, such
a research is supposed to distinguish in each system ,,the
determinations themselves, the actual crystallizations pet-
vading the whole system, from the proofs, the justifications
in argument, the self-presentation of the philosophers as
they know themselves; to distinguish the silent, persevering
mode of real philosophical knowledge from the valuable,
exoteric, variously behaving phenomenological conscious-
ness of the subject which is the vessel and motive force of
those elaborations. It is in the division of this conscious-
ness into aspects mutually giving each other the lie that
precisely its unity is proved. This ¢ritical element in the pres-
entation of a philosophy which has its place in history is
absolutely indispensable in order scientifically to expound
asystem in connection with its historical existence,
a connection which must not be [over|looked precisely
because the [system’s| existence is historical... Anybody
who writes the history of philosophy separates essential
from unessential, exposition from content otherwise he
could only copy... He would be merely a copying clerk.”!

From this it follows that particular formal idiosyncrasies
of various philosophical conceptions should be, in the his-
torical-philosophical research, derived from their content,
their principles. Moreover, Marx stresses that any inquiry

! Tbid., 506.
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into philosophical conceptions must be set in the particular
historical context. Without this critical Aistorical-philosophical
research, the history of philosophy would be reduced to
a mere sum of doxographic ideas.

While the problem of the absolute dominates Hegel’s and
Schelling’s historical-philosophical inquiry, Marx’s doctoral
dissertation also has its say in this problem. Critical adop-
tion of the achievements of the classical German philoso-
phy leads to the philosophical-dialectical explanation of
God ,,as it manifests itself as the idea-in-itself, as religion,
as nature, and as history”.!

This entitles us to conclude that the most important
sources of Marx’s Young-Hegelian philosophical position,
presented in his doctoral dissertation, include: (i) philoso-
phical-critical adoption of the achievements of the classical
German philosophy in terms of its eriticism of religion; (ii)
philosophical overcoming Hegel’s historical-philosophical
interpretation of atomistic philosophy and the Young-
Hegelian radicalization of its world-view related conse-
quences; (iii) philosophical elaboration of the Fichtean mo-
tive?

The philosophical conception of man and his integra-
tion in the universe and the discussion of the relation be-
tween man and the abso/ute in modern philosophy provide
a number of positive motives for the elaboration of meta-
physical and ontological issues. On the other hand, it fea-
tures several regressive forms of deformed philosophical
thought. Modern philosophy, through its most distin-
guished representatives (Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, Kant,
Fichte, Jacobi, Schelling, Hegel), worked up to an imma-
nent rejection of the Christian theism, which, however, in

! Ibid., 18.
2 Zeleny, J. 1970. Praxe a rogum. Praha: Academia, 124.
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many of its explicit formulations produced an impression
of acknowledgement of the #wuth of this doctrine. The most
significant representatives of modern philosophy unambi-
guously overcame the theological-dogmatic method of
thought and the religious-biblical considerations of God.
The non-religious, i.e., philosophical ipersonal comprebension
of God, including strong pantheistic motives, the origins of
which within the framework of modern rationalist philoso-
phy go back to Descartes and later were explicitly devel-
oped in Spinoza’s work, is brought to its climax in classical
German philosophy.

Although this philosophy elevates thought to a divine
power by metaphysical absolutization, in its essence it does
not pursue the #ransmundane world, instead, it concentrates
on the world of reflective activities of man and his history.
The essence of this philosophy, focussed on the compre-
hension of man and world, could no more rely on the ex-
plication of the religious notions of God, revelation, reli-
gious dogmas, etc. By implication, this philosophy does not
put emphasis on the absolute for the absolute.

The rationalist cult of reason and the related conception
of pure, speculative-dialectic reasoning, culminate in the classical
German philosophy. In its basic achievements, it demon-
strates, as noted by Marx, that to God, it is the country of
reason where his existence comes to an end.! This result of
modern philosophy, in its confrontation with religion, is
vigorously and very quickly adopted by young Marx. This
explains why Marx never assumes extreme positions of
Bauerean, Feuerbachean, or any other interpretation of
Hegel classifying him either as an atheist or theologist. Later,
he formulates his position as follows: ,,If, however, the
philosophy of religion, etc., is for me the sole true existence
of religion then, too, it is only as a philosopher of religion that
ITam truly religious, and so I deny real religious sentiment
and the really religious man. But at the same time I assers

! Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 1, 105.
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them, in part within my own existence or within the alien
existence which I oppose to them — for this zs only their
philosophic expression — and in part I assert them in their
distinct original shape, since for me they represent merely
the apparent other-being, allegories, forms of their own
true existence (ie., of my philosophical existence) hidden
under sensuous disguises.”!

The Young-Hegelian definition of the problems of phi-
losophy as the philosophy of self-conscionsness, the philosophy of act,
established, in the late 1830s, a philosophical climate that
inspired Marx to explore the Greek philosophy of the pe-
riod in which the ancient polis collapsed.. In preparing his
doctoral dissertation, Marx pays much attention to the his-
tory of Greek philosophy from its inception. He is right in
saying that the Greeks will always be our teachers in the
tield of philosophy. Marx admires their grandiose objective
naiveté connected with their viewing each object warts and
all, in the pure light of its naturalness.? In his view, Greek
philosophy originates in the teaching of the seven sages,
including, among others, Thales, the founder of the Ionic
philosophy of nature. He claims that ,,Antiquity was rooted
in nature, in materiality.””> Marx assumes that the history of
Greek philosophy becomes complete with the attempts to
express an #zage of the sage in notions. The beginning and the
end of the history of Greek philosophy, i.e., the seven sages
and Epicurus, are perceived by Marx in connection with the
image of the sage in Socrates’ philosophical mission.

Instead of regarding it as an exoteric fact, Marx takes it
as confirmation of the decisive role of great individuals in
philosophy. He shares the view with Hegel that the sou/ of
the Greek life and spirit is substance presenting itself as a free sub-
stance  through  philosophers. ,,;The Greek philo-sopher is

I Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 3, 342.
2 Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 1, 500.
3 1bid., 423.
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a demiurge, his world is a different one from that which
flowers in the natural sun of the substantial.””!

Marx considers the first sages to be fortune-tellers
through the mouths of whom the substance articulates
general assumptions. Their language is the language of sub-
stance. It is the language which, from the inception, mani-
fests the elementary forces of the Greek moral life. There-
fore, some eatly Greek philosophers actively participated in
political life and law-making. This holds true of both Ionic
natural philosophers and the Pythagoreans. In Marx’s view,
the Eleatics were the first to discover the ideal forms of
substance. The substance itself, or its inner content, was,
however, viewed too abstractly as something mysterious.
Their conception is deeply interwoven with the pathos of
prophetic revelation. It is, however, the revelation which
starts to separate philosophers from the Greek nation, in
particular, from its ancient gods. The emerging conflict due to
unequal comprehension of reality and the place of gods in
the space presents itself in a significant way in Anaxagoras.
Here, the Greek nation for the first time stood against their
own philosopher and defended their right to their gods.
They stood against a sage, and separated him from themselves by
exiling him.

Marx admires Anaxagoras’ personal courage and the
productivity of his philosophical discovery of nous, later
developed by the Sophists, and culminating in Socrates’
philosophy. Further development of the Greek philosophi-
cal thought is connected with the Socratean practical movement,
which becomes ,,general and ideal one in Plato, and the nous
(vopd) expands itself into a realm of ideas. In Aristotle this
process is apprehended again in individuality, but this is
now true conceptual individuality.””?

Marx compares these giants of the Greek thought to
vivid images, to vivid works of art. This positive characterization

1 1bid., 432.
2 Ibid., 491.
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mainly refers to Socrates. In Marx’s view, it is this Greek
thinker who is a great sage through whom substance itself is
absorbed by the subject. Rather than the bearer of divine
image, he is the bearer of human image. Rather than myste-
rious, he is clear and bright. Rather than a prophet, he is
a kind master. ,,The reason why Socrates is so important is
that the reaction of Greek philosophy to the Greek spirit,
and therefore its inner limit, is expressed in him.”! The
main contribution of Socrates’ philosophy is seen in his
initiating the transition from substantial imaginations to the
determination of substance-in-itself. Marx regards Socrates’
philosophy as his own wisdom, his own goodness, because
it reflects his own comprehension of the good.

Unlike Socrates, Marx is very critical of Plato. He makes
petfect use of the criticism of the Alexander of Macedonia of
the Greek philosophy, that is to say, Aristotle’s criticism of
Plato’s doctrine, to demonstrate that while Plato’s endeav-
our, aimed at the transfer to an ideal sphere, elaborates
Socrates’ conception, this elaboration does not rank among
the most important theoretical elaborations of Socrates’
philosophy.2 Marx is intrigued by the attitude of Plato’s
philosophy to religion. This analysis was instigated by his
critical discussion of D. F. C. Bauer’s work of Christian
Platonism (Das Christiliche des Platonismus oder Socrates und
Christus. Ttubingen 1837). A critical comparison of Socrates
and Christ denies, in Marx’s view, any analogy. Socrates
personifies philosophy, Christ is the personification of
religion. Marx argues against Bauer’s position, in which
Christian elements can be found as early as Plato’s concep-
tion. The opposite is the truth. Plato’s elements find their
place in Christianity, in the teaching of the most ancient
Christian fathers (Origen, Hieronym, etc.). Marx especially
points out that the primary condition in, for example,
Plato’s conception of state, is the determination of wisdom,

1 1bid., 438-439.
2 Ibid., 4309.
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knowledge. This condition does not dominate the attitude to
the Christian conception of state. Marx draws attention to
an important fact that Plato, in his purely metaphysical dialogue
Parmenides, does not make use of any mythologizing tools (i.e.,
mythological-religious elements) to support his ontological
doctrine.!

The basic difference between Hegel’s and Marx’s his-
torical-philosophical interpretations of atomism exists in
Hegel conceiving of atomism merely ,,as a system of ordi-
nary conceptions or even of sensuous existence...”,? within
which the dominant position was assumed by Democritus’
philosophy, and as such, it was rejected by Hegel — in view
of his own philosophy — as almost worthless. Marx views
atomism in a similar way, but the Epicurean philosophy
(along with the Stoic and the Skeptic philosophies) is con-
sidered by him to be ,,the £¢y to the true history of Greek
philosophy.” As is generally known, in his dissertation,
Marx greatly appreciates Hegel’s historical-philosophical
conception and considers it to be the first truly scentific
conception. This, however, does not imply that this is suffi-
ciently reflected in the historical-philosophical analyses of
Marx’s philosophical development, mainly regarding the
eatly stage of his philosophical criticism of religion.

It should be noted that the godlessness dimension of the at-
omistic philosophy is setiously presented in Hegel’s Lectures
on the History of Philosophy. Hegel interprets it as too suspicions,
and a highly significant achievement of Greek philosophy.
It is this aspect which is adopted and developed in Marx’s
conception of atomism. Hegel’s stance to the atomistic

1 Ibid., 496.

2 Hegel, G. W. F. 1995. Lectures on the History of Philosophy. Plato and
the Platonists. Vol. 2. Transl. E. S. Haldane and F. H. Simson.
Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska Press, 281.

3 Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 1, 30.
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godlessness is formulated as follows: ,,The Atomists are
therefore... opposed to the idea of the creation and mainte-
nance of this world by means of a foreign principle. It is in
the theory of atoms that science first feels released from the
sense of having no foundation for the world.”! Hegel there-
fore maintains that atomism fundamentally argues against any
universal and ultimate purpose of the world. It should be noted
that Hegel himself does not recognize any ultimate purpose
of the world, justified by either philosophy or religion, and
calls it the dull (bad) infinite (,,... against every relation of
purpose — as, for instance, the inherent conformity to pur-
pose of the organism — and, further, against the teleological
representations of the wisdom of a Creator in the world, his
government.”)?

These fundamental positions of the ontological nature
have their world-view related repercussion mainly in practi-
cal philosophy, morality. This is exactly what Hegel consid-
ered to be the most interesting and the best aspect of this
philosophy. The reason is that Epicurus’ practical philosophy is
directed directly toward the uniqueness of self-conscionsness, with
its goal being ,... the unshaken tranquility of the soul... pure
enjoyment of itself”.

Hegel’s great appreciation of the atomistic morality in
no way calls into question its not being a religious morality.
In his historical-philosophical research into atomistic phi-
losophy, Hegel highlights the idea that ,,[tlhe gods lead an
existence of pure and passive self-enjoyment, and trouble
themselves not with the affairs of the world and of men.”
However, from the point of view of his overall approach to
atomistic philosophy, Hegel’s assessment appears to be
rather chilly, bringing about no Promethean enthusiasm, as pre-
sent in the introduction to Marx’s doctoral dissertation.
More importantly, however, Hegel is far from connecting

! Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 1, 307.
2 Hegel, G. W. F.: Lectures... Vol. 2, 291.
3 Ibid., 300.
* Ibid., 305.
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the motive of the atomistic godlessness with the motive of the
struggle against earthly gods. The latter is the most striking
feature of Marx’s dissertation. In any way, these atomistic
motives are also received by Hegel, even if in the much
higher stage of the historical-philosophical development —
in the French naturalism and materialism of the 18% cen-
tury.

Marx’s doctoral dissertation primarily aims to confirm the
freedom of self-conscionsness. Marx admires Epicurus’ courage to
defy the opinion of all Greece. Therefore, he argues that
»[tlhe first necessity for philosophical investigation is
a bold, free mind.”! The Epicureans are perceived by him
as thinkers whose voice drowned the thundering heaven
and darkened the lightning. Marx gives strong support to
the Young-Hegelian assumption that the struggle against
religion is the most important content of revolution.

Obviously, this revolution is perceived by the Young
Hegelians mainly as a theoretical phenomenon, which
means that they pursue the revolution in their minds. Also
Marx considers self-consciousness to be the ultimate mani-
festation of the spiritual essence of nature. The laws of
nature are accounted for as rational relations between
things. In reference to Hegel’s philosophy, it is assumed
that the spiritual does not exist outside the material world
and vice versa.

Marx’s historical-philosophical analysis of Democritus’
and Epicurus’ philosophy of nature concentrates on the
value of the declination of atom. Philosophers from Plutarch,
Cicero, Gassendi, Leibniz and up to Hegel left the radical
change in the conception of atom almost unnoticed. Marx
envisages the declination in the Young-Hegelian framework
as a necessary expression of independence and individual-
ity. The declination ot repulsion is the first form of self-conscionsness,
and therefore corresponds to the form of self-
consciousness, which is aware of itself as an immediate

! Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 1, 471.
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being, as the abstract particular.! The deviation of atom
from linear motion means decoding the actual atom soul,
which means the presentation of the notion of the abstract
particular. While Democritus’ atom is abstract being of itself,
Epicurus’ atom is being for itself. ,In it is expressed the
atom’s negation of all motion and relation by which it is
determined as a particular mode of being by another be-
ing”.2

The declination of the atom in Epicurus’ philosophy is
not an accidental element of his doctrine. On the contrary,
it represents the ultimate /aw superior to both the natural
and the human wortlds. In this way, this world acquires
its potential meaning. Marx maintains that the atom decli-
nation conception culminates in Epicurus’ theory of mete-
ors, which is considered to be the soul of this philosophy of
nature. In Marx’s view, Epicurus’ theory of celestial bodies
and the related processes contradicts the philosophy of
both Democritus and the whole previous Greek philoso-
phy. ,,Worship of the celestial bodies is a cult practised by
all Greek philosophers. The system of celestial bodies is the
first naive and nature-determined existence of true reason
[Vernunff]. The same position is taken by Greek self-
consciousness in the domain of the mind [Gezs. 1t is the
solar system of the mind. The Greek philosophers there-
fore worshipped their own mind in the celestial bodies.””

Marx holds that almost all people have some idea of
gods, and the divine is assigned the supreme position.
Thus, anything divine is frequently connected with sense-
perception of what is related to celestial bodies. This was
the case as early as the antiquity when people connected
gods with heaven and assumed that heaven itself was zzmor-
tal. In his view, the present teaching provides evidence that
it is indestructible, that it did not originate, that it cannot be

1 Tbid., 50.
2 Tbid., 51.
3 Thid., 66.
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blamed for any disasters of the mortals. Our concepts, says
Marx, thus correspond with the prophecy of God. The only
thing that is evident is the existence of heaven. Ancient
times have delivered us myths that the celestial bodies are
gods and the divine embraces all nature. ,,The rest was
added in a mythical form for the bielef of the masses, as
useful for the laws and for life. Thus the myths make the
gods resemble man and some of the other living creaturs,
and invent similar things connected with and related to
this.”!

Epicurus was one of the few Greek philosophers who
dared to claim that the greatest derangement of human soul
was caused by a false account of celestial bodies errone-
ously regarded to be divine. Therefore, the entire Epicurus’
Letter to Pythocles deals with the theory of celestial bodies.2 Marx
pays special attention to this theory in regard of his ethical
ideas. This enables him to justify the idea that ,,[s]tupidity
and superstition also are Titans.”> Marx believes that it is
this conception of Epicurus which is the matter of conscience.

The knowledge of meteors as well as the conception of
nature in general cannot but lead to ataraxy and firm trust
of man in himself. ,,Our life does not need speculation and
empty hypotheses, but that we should live without confu-
sion. Just as it is the business of the study of nature in gen-
eral to investigate the foundations of what is most impor-
tant: so happiness lies also in knowledge of the meteors.”
Marx points out that the method of the theory of meteors
differs not only from the method of ethics but also from
the treatment of other physical problems. The origin of
meteors, for example, cannot be reduced to any single,
simple cause. In addition, meteors have more than one
essential category corresponding to the phenomena.
No theory of nature can rest upon any vacuous axioms and

11bid., 67.
2 Thid., 68.
3 Tbid., 68.
4Tbid., 68.
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laws. A myth is rejected, says Marx, when attention is paid
to the phenomena related to our judgements of what is not
visible. He apparently presents the requirement of examin-
ing the phenomena on the basis of sense-perceptions. Marx
points out the following analogy. ,,In this way we can ex-
plain fear away and free our selves from it, by showing the
causes of meteors and other things that are always happen-
ing and causing the utmost alarm to other people”.!

Marx is impressed with Epicurus’s effort to reveal the
multiplicity of acconnts striving to cancel and overcome the
particularity of an object. While Aristotle and some other
Greek philosophers consider the celestial bodies to be eter-
nal and immortal mainly because they always behave in the
same way, Epicurus is of an opposite view; hence, his the-
ory of meteors fundamentally differs from the previous
physical theories. Epicurus’ conception emphasizes the idea
of diversity and randomness; everything can be explained
by diverse and multiple causes. Those who adhere to
a single way of the account of meteors, those who surmise
that there is something eternal and divine in meteors, mis-
interpret these astronomic phenomena. They trespass the
borders of the theory of nature and get captured by myths.
Their explanations should be despised. We should eschew
any prejudice that the exploration of those objects is not
profound enough if it only deals with our ataraxy and bliss.
On the other hand, the absolute standard consists in the
fact that nothing which violates ataraxy, which engenders
,»danger, can belong to an indestructible and eternal nature.
Consciousness must understand that is an absolute law”.2

Marx admires Epicurus for the following conclusion:
wSince eternity of the heavenly bodies would disturb the ataraxy of
Self-consciousness, it is a necessary, a stringent consequence that they
are not eternal””® Those who tried to explain Epicurus’ phi-

1 Tbid., 69.
2 Thid., 69-70.
3 Tbid., 70.
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losophy prior to Marx apparently encountered the incom-
patibility of his theory of meteors and the generally ac-
cepted physics. The way how Epicurus arrived at the idea
of separating the method used in the theory of meteors
from that applied to the remaining part of physics remains
to be a perplexing mystery to them. Marx tries to unravel
this mystery.! He points out that an atom is substance in
isolated form, it is an imagined gravity. The ultimate reality
of gravity is the celestial bodies. ,In them all antinomies
between form and matter, between concept and existence,
which constituted the development of the atom, are re-
solved; in them all required determinations are realised. The
heavenly bodies are eternal and unchangeable; they have
their centre of gravity in, not outside, themselves. Their
only action is motion, and, separated by empty space, they
swerve from the straight line, and form a system of repul-
sion and attraction while at the same time preserving their
own independence and also, finally, generating time out of
themselves as the form of their appearance. The heavenly
bodies are therefore the atoms become real. In them matter has
received in itself individuality. Here Epicurus must there-
fore have glimpsed the highest existence of his principle,
that peak and culminating point of his system”.?

No doubt, the postulate of atoms prompts Epicurus to
argue that nature is based on atoms as its immortal founda-
tion. By implication, the world comes into existence in a natural
way. The universe has always been as it is now, because
there is nothing for it to change into. Outside the universe,
there is nothing that might penetrate into it and cause
a change... it is necessary for the moving atoms to be inde-
structible and to have nothing in their nature which under-
goes a change. To Marx, Epicurus’ biggest contradiction is
that he considers the reality of nature to be an independent,

I Cf. Fink, E. 1992. Odza stésti. Praha: Vysehrad, 42 ff. Festugiére,
A. J. 1996. Epikuros a jeho bohové: Praha: Oikiimené, 63ff.
2 Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected... Vol 1, 70-71.
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undestructable substance in the celestial bodies. Epicurus
tries to bring this substance down to mundane transience
and struggles against all who worship nature. ,,Hence Epi-
curus feels that here his previous categories break down,
that the method of his theory becomes different. And the
profoundest knowledge achieved by his system, its most thor-
ough consistency, is that he is aware of this and expresses it
consciously”.!

The contradiction between essence and existence, be-
tween substance and form in Epicurus’ philosophy of na-
ture, indicated by Marx, is overcome by the theory of celes-
tial bodies in which substance adopting the form in the celes-
tial system, and thus acquires its independence. In meteors,
the abstractly particular self-consciousness is opposed by its
objectified denial, i.e., the universal, which thus becomes
the existence and nature. , Thus a long as nature as atom and
appearance expresses individual self-conscionsness and its contradic-
tion, the subjectivity of self-conscionsness appears only in the form of
matter itself. Where, on the other hand, it becomes independent, it
reflects itself in itself, con fronts matter in its own shape as independent
Sform.”?

Marx’s analysis unambiguously pursues the idea that
anything, which destroys the ataraxy of the particular self-
consciousness, is not eternal. Meteors cancel this ataraxy
because they represent the existing universal; in them, na-
ture becomes independent. By implication, the principles of
Epicurean philosophy include the absolute and the freedom of self-
consciousness, even though it is only conceived in the form of
the particular. Therefore, when the abstractly particular
self-consciousness is determined as an absolute principle,
all true science is cancelled and overcome. In that case, the
nature of things themselves cannot be dominated by the
particular. Even more important, everything is overcome
that is transcendent with regard to human consciousness,

1 Tbid., 71.
2 Tbid., 72.
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that is to say, that primarily belongs to the imaginative rea-
son. However, ,,if that self-consciousness which knows
itself only in the form of abstract universality is raised to an
absolute principle, then the door is opened wide to super-
stitious and unfree mysticism. Stoic philosophy provides
the historic proof of this. Abstract-universal self-
consciousness has, indeed, the intrinsic urge to affirm itself
in the things themselves in which it can only affirm itself by
negating them.”!

The difference between Democritus’ and Epicurus’ at-
omisms Is, in Marx’s view, mainly as follows: while De-
mocritus’ atom is just a general objective expression of an
empirical research into nature, Epicurus’ atom brings atom-
ism to its culmination as a natural science of self-consciousness,
including all the limitations of its time. Therefore, Marx
regards Epicurus to be the greatest Greek enlightened mind,
deserving the praise from Lucretius Carus. And not only his
praise. In our times, he has been praised, /nfer alia, by E.
Fink: ,It is only thought that liberates; it liberates from
unbridled cupidity and enormous fear of death, of gods and
of the crushing fate... the Epicureans owe cognition and
inference for the bliss, the human, and therefore, ultimate
bliss illuminating the world, things, and also people to one
another, and philosophy becomes to them a garden happi-
ness of being.””?

It is characteristic of young Marx, that when pondering
over the problems of the classical German philosophy, he
finds the legitimacy and fruitfulness of the Fichtean-
Hegelian application of the common sense in its philosophical
form to the struggle against the heavenly and earthly gods. Marx
employs this result of classical German philosophy when

1Tbid., 73.
2 Cf. Fink, E.: Odza §#st, 38.
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formulating his philosophical creed — the struggle against the
heavenly and earthly gods is the struggle against despotism
and oppression of man by man. This creed came to be the
leitmotif of the philosophical position of young Marx as
well as of everything that developed from this type of phi-
losophizing.

While Hegel Zactically rejects the atomistic godlessness,
Marx avows it proudly: ,,Philosophy, as long as a drop of
blood shall pulse in its world-subduing and absolutely free
heart, will never grow tired of answering its adversaries
with the cry of Epicurus: ‘Not the man who denies the
gods worshipped by the multitude, but he who affirms of
the gods what the multitude believes about them, is truly
impious’. Philosophy makes no secret of it. The confession
of Prometheus: ‘In simple words, I hate the pack of gods’ is
its own confession, its own aphorism against all heavenly
and earthly gods who do not acknowledge human self-
consciousness as the highest divinity. It will have none
other beside... Prometheus is the most eminent saint and
martyr in the philosophical calendar”.!

These words are not sheer proclamation in any case.
Marx’s open challenge, from its inception, focussed on the
search for the roots of religion in the conditions in which
man lives. The comprehension of religion as an empirical
consciousness that is opposed to reason, i.e., to philosophy,
results in an unambiguous theoretical rejection of the
speculative-theological arguments for God’s existence. In
Marx’s view, these arguments are vacuous tautologies —
explicitly expressed in this manner: ,,That which a particular
country is for particular alien gods, the country of reason is
for God in general, a region in which he ceases to exist.”?

Marx asks whether the arguments for God’s existence
prove anything else apart from the existence of the substantial
human self-consciousness, its logical explanation. The ontological

! Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 1, 30-31.
2 Tbid., 105.
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proof, for instance? Which being is immediate when
thought? Self-consciousness. The answer is therefore un-
ambiguous. That is why Marx claims that ,,[t]aken in this
sense all proofs for the existence of God are proofs of his
non-existence. They are refutations of all concepts of a
God. The true proofs should have the opposite character:
‘Since nature has been badly constructed, God exists’, ‘Be-
cause the world is without reason, therefore God exists’,
‘Because there is no thought, there is God’. But what does
that say, except that, for whom the world appears without rea-
son, hence who is without reason bimself, for him God exists? Or
lack of reason is the existence of God.”

The radical world-view of young Marx, presented in his
doctoral dissertation, is very closely related to Fichte’s Pro-
methean heresy. Due to the philosophical radicalism of
Fichte’s works in relation to religion before 1798 the author
was accused of atheism. Fichte’s and Marx’s methods of
Philosophizing share several fundamental points. First of all,
they bear on the view that the theoretical content depends on the
personality of philesopher. Both of these thinkers believe that
Jearless free spirit is an unconditional presupposition of the
only possible philosophical research. However, their com-
mon points of departure are not sufficiently specified for
understanding the phenomenon of criticism of religion. It
should be noted that the Fichtean motive cannot be viewed as
Marx’s philosophical ret#rn to the pre-Hegelian positions.

Young Marx, like J. G. Fichte, does not admit any dewz-
urge of the world or nature in terms of pure intelligence or
absolute idea, ot infinite self-consciousness. Rather, nature has its
own existence. Then, man too, is primarily the product of
nature.? Marx appreciates the godlessness of Fichte’s practical
philosophy. The influence of this godlessness, characterized
not only by the adoption of the conclusions of Kant’s cri-
tique of God’ existence, but also by rejection of his moral

1Tbid., 105.
2 Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 3, 340.
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proof, projected, in a very radical form, on the early works of
F. W. J. Schelling. It is this aspect that is highlighted by
young Marx.

In his early work, On the Ego As Principle of Philosophy,
Schelling claims that he who does not know any objective
God is not the one who has a weak mind; rather, it is he
who wants to know God. If we admitted, in accordance
with Schelling, that God, determined as an object, is a real
basis of our knowledge, then God, being himself an object,
belongs to the sphere of our knowledge. By implication, God
cannot be viewed as the ultimate point upon which all this
sphere hinges. In 1795, Schelling writes with determination:
» The time bas come to proclaim to the better part of bumanity the
Sreedom of minds, and not to tolerate any longer that they deplore the
loss of their fetters””' The outspoken youthful ideas of Schelling in
which he developed the criticism of religion, and which
were highly appreciated by young Marx, are compelling
evidence of the third source of Marx’s criticism of religion.

Marx’s criticism of religion, presented in his doctoral
dissertation, draws on and develops as a consequence of
the Young-Hegelian philosophizing. It is the consequence
resulting from the confrontation between the classical
German philosophy and religion as a social-spiritual phe-
nomenon of the late 18% century and the first quarter of
the 19t century. In its essence, it was the radical corollary
of the analysis of Hegel’s historical-philosophical concep-
tion and the Fichtean-Schellingean approach to self-
consciousness and freedom. It over-comes the rationalist
cult of reason, and represents a conception of pure dialectic
thought. By attributing the character of the absolute and
eternity to the forms of thought, the classical German phi-
losophers paved the way for the philosophical conclusions
formulated by Marx in his doctoral dissertation.

The specific feature of the philosophical and world-view
position of young Marx is that it is expressed as an enthusi-

! Marx, K. and Engels, F.: Collected Works. Vol. 1, 103.
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astic personal rebellion, a unique philosophical Promethean pro-
test against the traditional conception of God. It is a revolt
that wanted to be filled with humanism and, at the same
time, critically open for possible future elaboration. Marx’s
godlessness 1s expressed in a typical poetic form, and rightly
recalls several classical anti-theist motives of Greek poetry.
It can be characterized as the Promethean atheism because it is
also a significant result of a critical philosophical analysis of the his-
torical-philosophical problems of atomistic philosophy.
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5. Nietzsche’s polyphonic history of Greek philosophy

A prominent place in the history of German philoso-
phical thought of the 19% century is reserved for the phi-
losophical reflection of the history of philosophy in the
work of F. Nietzsche who radically re-evaluated historical-
philosophical thought. As stated by E. Fink, Nietzsche’s
philosophical message represents a menacing question-
mark on the way passed by European man. ,,Nietzsche is a
symbol for the suspicion that this path was a wrong track,
that man has lost his way and that a reversal and a rejection
of everything which hitherto had been considered Aoy, good,
and #rue 1s required.”! In contrast to Hegel’s systematic history
of philosophy, Nietzsche outlines an unsystematic, ¢ritically
pobyphonic history of philosophy. The germinal form of its
decisive motifs can be earliest found in Nietzsche’s Birth of
Tragedy from the Spirit of Music, its mature form mainly in his
Philosophy in the Tragic Period of the Greeks, and the supreme
achievements in this field can be found in all the rest of
Nietzsche’s works. Nietzsche, like Hegel, Schelling, and
Marx, offers an original model of the philosophical history of
philosophy, including a number of philosophically innovating
impulses. In the 20 century, these initiatives were further
developed in the works of Heidegger, Fink, Patocka, and
Gadamer.

Hegel’s  historical-philosophical ~ conception  fore-
grounds an impersonal approach to the development of
spirit. On the other hand, Nietzsche lays emphasis on per-
sonality from the inception, because personality belongs to
what is zrrefutable and unquestionable, what history has to pre-
serve. In accordance with the basic principle of his history
of philosophy — ,,the past may only be reflected from the

! Fink, E. 2003. Nietzche’s Philosophy. Transl. G. Richter. London
and NewYork: Continuum, 1.
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greatest power of the present” — Nietzsche models his
philosophical reception of the history of philosophy.
Hegel’s historical-philosophical conception is monumentalist.
It manifests the progress in human knowledge up to its
eventual achievement of the ultimate absolute goal.
Nietzsche’s philosophical analysis of the history of philoso-
phy is critical and programmatically #nsystematic. Also here,
Nietzsche closely adheres to the idea that ,the will to
a system means the fallacy of honesty.”?

Very soon, Nietzsche arrives at the conclusion that phi-
losophical systems are true for their founders only. Other
philosophers perceive them as a great fallacy. As a result, his
conception of the history of philosophy is focussed on the
question of what philosophy actually is and what it should
be.? Obviously, the answer to this question is not simple.
Importantly, Nietzsche searches for the answer only in
connection with the clarification of the phenomenon of
Greek Presocratic philosophy.

In his early period, Nietzsche pays much attention to
the philological and philosophical reflection of Greek cul-
ture and education. He is so intrigued by and impressed
with them that they represents the most evident basis of his
critical philosophical work. His deep interest in Greek cul-
ture in general (the phenomenon of tragedy) and Greek
philosophy in particular (Presocratic philosophy) is equally
reflected in his early period as well as in all the subsequent
periods of his work.#

Nietzsche’s attempt to explain the history of Greek phi-
losophy is purposefully designed in a simplified way. He
picks out only that particular point from each ,system
which is a little bit of personality, and belongs to that which

I'Nietzsche, F. 1996. ,,Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the
Greeks.” In: The Philosophy of Nietzsche. G. Clive (ed.). New York:
Meridian, 217 ff.

2 Ibid., 638.

3 Ibid., 152 ff.

* Fink, E.: Nietzsches Philosophy, 20 ff.

134



is irrefutable, and indiscussable, which history has to pre-
serve: it is a first attempt to regain and recreate those na-
tures by comparison, and to let the polyphony of Greek
nature at lest resound once again. The task is, to bring to
light that which we must a/ways love and revere and of which
no later piece knowledge can rob us: the great man.”

Nietzsche’s history of Greek philosophy provides an
unconventional celebration of the Greek character. He asks
briskly, why sound nations need philosophy. The Greeks as
a healthy nation have justified philosophy once and for ever by
having philosophized. The strength and stamina of the Greeks
consists, in Nietzsche’s view, in their philosophizing as men
of culture and with the aims of culture. By drawing on vari-
ous cultural achievements of the ancient world, they saved
themselves the trouble of reinventing the elements of phi-
losophy and set directly to work. The Greeks fill out, en-
hance, and purify the former knowledge ,,that only now in
a higher sense and in a purer sphere have they become
inventors. For they discovered the #ypical philosopher’s genius,
and the inventions of all posterity have added nothing es-
sential.”?

Nietzsche is impressed with the ideal philosophical
community ranging from Thales to Socrates, and appreci-
ates the direct connection between their thought and their
character. Greek sages were the only philosophical commu-
nity to devote their life exclusively to knowledge. They
found their own form and elaborated it in most minute
details. One giant engendered another. Moreover, these
giants of intellect conducted the discussion of spirits in an
unruffled way. Our modern deafness prevents us, however,
trom hearing and understanding their discussion. Nietzsche
believes that Greek sages — from Thales to Socrates — dis-
cussed everything what was Hellenic. ,,In their intercourse,
as already in their personalities, they express distinctly the

! Nietzsche, F.: Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, 141.
2 Ibid., 154.
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great features of Greek genius of which the whole of Greek
history is a shadowy impression, a hazy copy, which conse-
quently speaks less clearly. If we could rightly interpret the
total life of the Greek nation, we should ever find reflected
only that picture which in her highest geniuses shines with
more resplendent colours.”

In Nietzsche ‘s view, the picture of Hellenism is striking,
since while other nations have their saints the Greeks have
their seven sages. A philosopher is not an accidental phe-
nomenon in the history of Greece. He enters history as
a noble warner in order to fulfil the same mission which
brought forth tragedy. Nietzsche assumes that ,,[t|he opin-
ion of those philosophers on Life and Existence altogether
means so much more than a modern opinion because they
had before themselves Life in a luxuriant perfection, and
because with them, unlike us, the sense of the thinker was
not muddled by the disunion engendered by the wish for
freedom, beauty, fullness of life and the love for truth that
only asks: What is the good of Life at all?.””?

Nietzsche maintains that Greek culture may answer the
question of the philosopher’s mission. It is only this culture
that can justify philosophy because this culture alone knows
and can prove that philosopher is not an accidental wan-
derer. Therefore, he suggests, ,,[tlhere is a steely necessity
which fetters the philosopher to a true Culture.””? But what
is the position of a philosopher in a non-genuine culture? He
becomes an incalculable, hence, terror-inspiring comet. In
this way, Nietzsche predicts his own self-identification of
a philosopher in a non-genuine culture.

Greek philosophy begins with a seemingly preposterons
idea that water is the origin and mother-womb of all things.
Nietzsche maintains that this claim primarily refers to the
origin of things, and does so without figure and fable; it

1 Tbid., 155.
2 Tbid., 156.
3 Tbid., 156.
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contains an idea — in the chrysalis state — that everything is
one. ,,The thought of Thales has rather its value — even after
the perception of its indemonstrableness — in the very fact
that it was meant unmythically and unallegorically. The
Greeks among whom Thales became so suddenly con-
spicuous were the antitype of all realists by only believing
essentially in the reality of men and gods, and by contem-
plating the whole of nature as if it were only a disguise,
masquerade, and metamorphosis of these god-men. Man
was to them the truth and essence of things; anything else
mere phenomenon and deceiving play. For that very reason
they experienced incredible difficulty in conceiving of ideas
as ideas.”!

Nietzsche considers Thales to be a creative master who,
without any useless mystic clouding the things, begins to
see nature in its depths; he begins to trust nature. ,, The
philosopher tries to make the total-chord of the universe
re-echo within himself and then to project it into ideas
outside himself...”2

This tradition is followed by Anaximander. In
Nietzsche’s view, he was the first philosophical author of
ancient times. Anaximander’s sentence — ‘Whence things
originated, thither, according to necessity, they must return
and perish; for they must pay penalty and be judged for
their injustices according to the order of time™ — is re-
garded to be a milestone of Greek philosophy.

Nietzsche finds Anaximander very close to his philoso-
phy mainly because the latter puts emphasis on the #uly
human rather than the /gical in his speculations about ‘Be-
ing’. Here, we encounter an interesting problem of the
comprehension of becoming as injustice which must be pun-
ished with destruction. ,,Everything that has once come
into existence also perishes, whether we think of human life

1 1bid., 160-161.
2 Thid., 162.
3 Thid., 163.
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or of water or of heat and cold; everywhere where definite
qualities are to be noticed, we are allowed to prophesy the
extinction of these qualities — according to the all-
embracing proof of experience. Thus a being that possesses
definite qualities and consists of them can never be the
origin and principle of things...”? Consequently, genuine
existence cannot possess any definite qualities, otherwise it
would have come into existence and perished like all other
things. ,,In order that Becoming may not cease, the Pri-
mordial-being must be indefinite. The immortality and
eternity of the Primordial-being lies not in an infiniteness
and inexhaustibility... but in this, that it lacks the definite
qualities which lead to destruction...”? The Primordial-being as
the indefinite (apeiron) is supetior to the process of becom-
ing, which guarantees its eternity. The indefinite as the
mother-womb of all things is aptly expressed negatively, which,
to Nietzsche, recalls the Kantean thing-in-ifself because of the
absence of any predicate. Anaximander was the first in the
history of philosophy to avoid restricting the question of
the origin of the world to purely physical matter. He was
the first Greek in general who ,,with daring grasp caught up
the tangle of the most profound ethical problem.”? This
accounts for the special emphasis laid on Anaximander in
the two centuries of the tragic age of Presocratic philoso-
phy. Nietzsche labels its first period as the Anaximanderean
period and the second as the Parmenidesean period.

The crucial problem of the tragic age philosophy, i.e.,
Presocratic philosophy, is the doctrine of Being. Anaximander
addresses the issues beyond the horizon of physis which
point to the question of Being ,,How can anything perish
that has a right to exist? Whence that restless Becoming
and giving-birth, whence that expression of painful distor-
tion on the face of Nature, whence the never-ending dirge

1 Tbid., 164.
2 Ibid., 164.
3 Ibid., 164.

138



in all realms of existencer”! In this remote history of the
germs of philosophical thought Nietzsche identifies one of
the dominant problems of his own philosophical thought
which irritates him throughout his life: ,,Out of this world
of injustice, of audacious apostasy from the primordial
unity of things, Anaximander flees into a metaphysical cas-
tle, leaning out of which he turns his gaze far and wide in
order at last, after a pensive silence, to address to all beings
this question: “‘What is your Existence worth? And if it is
worth nothing why are you there? By your guilt, I observe,
you sojourn in this world. You will have to expiate it by
death. Look how your earth fades; the seas decrease and
dry up, the marine shell on the mountain shows you how
much already they have dried up; fire destroys your world
even now, finally it will end in smoke and ashes. But again
and again such a world of transitorines will ever build itself
up; who shall redeem you from the curse of Becomingr’ 2

Nietzsche is struck by the phenomenon of permanent
variability, the becoming, and perishing, an eternal and
never-ending natural circulation, and points out that such
a world will be ¢reated again and again through its variability
and transience. All of his philosophical works stress the
question of who at all could show interest in the redemp-
tion of man from this curse of becoming.

Nietzsche’s analysis of the beginnings of Greek phi-
losophical thought comes to a head in the specification of
two decisive questions of lonic natural philosophy: (i) How
is it that plurality is possible, if there exists an eternal unity?,
and (ii) Why has not everything that has become perished
long ago? His answer is as follows: ,,...the eternal Becoming
can have its origin only in the eternal ‘Being’, the conditions
for that apostasy from the eternal ‘Being’ to a Becoming in
injustice are ever the same, the constellation of things can-
not help itself being thus fashioned, that no end is to be

1 Tbid., 164
2 Thid., 164-165.
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seen of that stepping forth of the individual being out of
the lap of the ‘Indefinite’.””! Nietzsche is well aware of the
unsafe ground on which Thales and, mainly, Anaximander
move. ,,The more one wanted to approach the problem of
solving how out of the Indefinite, the Definite, out of the
Eternal the Temporal, out of the Just the Unjust could by
secession ever originate, the darker the night became.”?

The problem of becoming in the history of Greek phi-
losophy is, in Nietzsche’s view, first illuminated by Heracli-
tus as a divine flash of lightning. His fascination with Heraclitus
— related to his conception of the philosophical message of
this great personality of Greek philosophical thought —
becomes a lifelong matter. If there is any philosopher
whom he respects all his life and adheres to as his feacher
then it is Heraclitus.> The most significant points of Hera-
clitus” philosophy are adopted by Nietzsche in a concen-
trated form: zhe eternal wave-surging and rhythm of things— that’s
the whole world like #heatre. Unlike Anaximander, Heracli-
tus denies the duality of two quite diverse worlds. ,,...he no
longer distinguished a physical world from a metaphysical,
a realm of definite qualities from a realm of indefinable
indefiniteness.”* Nietzsche points out that, in this way,
Heraclitus denies Being altogether. Consequently, this world
of ours is nothing but Becoming. The essence of reality is
nothing but Becoming; there is no other way of Being.
,» The eternal and exclusive Becoming, the total instability of
all reality and actuality, which continually works and be-
comes and never 7, ... is an awful and appalling conception,
and in its effects most neatly related to that sensation by
which during an earthquake one loses confidence in the
firmly grounded earth. It required an astonishing strength

1 1bid., 165-166.
2 Thid., 166.
3 Thid., 588.
4Tbid., 166.
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to translate this effect into its opposite, into the sublime,
into happy astonishment.”!

The process of becoming and perishing in Heraclitus’
philosophy is closely related to the category of the gpposite —
the contradiction.

Nietzsche, like Hegel, points out this fundamental di-
mension of Heraclitism without which this doctrine would
not be what it has come to be. Heraclitus abstracts the
category of opposite through his observation of the proper
course of becoming and passing. He understands the reality
as a permanent polarity of separated forces, of opposite
actions striving after reunion. ,,The common people, of
course, think to recognize something rigid, completed,
consistent; but the fact of the matter is that at any instant,
bright and dark, sour and sweet are side by side and at-
tached to one another like two wrestlers of whom some-
times the one succeeds, sometimes the other.”2 All Becom-
ing results from the war of opposite forces. ,,[T]he definite
and to us seemingly persistent qualities express only the
momentary predominance of the one fighter, but with that
the war is not at an end; the wrestling continues to all eter-
nity. Everything happens according to this struggle, and
this very struggle manifests eternal justice.”3

Nietzsche discusses in detail the reasons for his view
that such a doctrine could have only been discovered and
made the fundament of cwsmodicy by a Greek. Historically,
the Greeks prepared the ground for this kind of theoretical
reflection of the reality, first in their mythological-religious
conception (for example, Hesiod in the depiction of Eris
who was declared to be the cosmic principle), and later, by
its application to political, artistic, and sporting activities.
Heraclitus conceives of cosmos as a remarkable order in
which regularity and certainty are permanently present in each

1 Tbid., 168.
2 Thid., 168.
3 Thid., 168-169.
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Becoming. Therefore, Becoming itself can be neither bad
nor unjust. Heraclitus vigorously addresses the Anaximan-
drean problem of the one and the many. Unlike Anaximan-
der, he does not resort to the mother-womb of the meta-
physically uncertain, and proclaims the following: ,,The One
is the Many... The wortld is the game of Zeus, or expressed
more physically, the game of fire with itself, the One is only
in this sense at the same time the Many.”!

This aspect of Heraclitus’ philosophy appears to have
struck Nietzsche most of all. In confrontation with this
ancient Greek position, he views the world in the unity of
philosophy, arts, and aesthetics. This world should not be
viewed from a moral standpoint: ,,A Becoming and Pass-
ing, a building and destroying, without any moral bias, in
perpetual innocence is in this world only the play of the
artist and of the child. And similarly, just as the child and
the artist play, the eternally living fire plays, builds up, and
destroys, in innocence...”’?

Nietzsche maintains that this method of contemplating
reality is that of an aesthetic man. Antagonism and harmony
are united in the process of creating a work of art. There-
fore, any ethical requirement, imposed upon Heraclitus’
philosophy, indicates the misunderstanding of the essentials
of his theory. The Heraclitean world is the beantiful, innocent
Pplay of Aeon; even more important, man in this world ,,does
not occupy a specially favoured position in nature...”? This
aspect of Heraclitism becomes a permanent basis for
Nietzsche’s philosophy because it, among other things,
assumes that the world should be viewed as a p/zy.* From
this point of view, it should not be approached pathetically,
and in no way in terms of morality. In Nietzsche’s opinion,
this position makes Heraclitus a philosopher who postu-

!1bid., 171.

2 Ibid., 173.

3 Ibid., 174.

* Fink, E. 1960. Spiel als Weltsymbol. Stutgart: W. Kolhammer, 25
ff.
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lates a theory of law in becoming and of play in necessity,
which is still valid. He is a Greek philosopher who ,,raised
the curtain of this greatest stage play.”! To Nietzsche, each
word of Heraclitus manifests, as it were, the pride and the
majesty of truth. He notes, however, that climbing a rope ladder
of logic does not provide us with truth. Nietzsche character-
izes this truth as one based on intuition, as the truth of
maturity in sibylline ecstasy.

Heraclitus is regarded by Nietzsche to be a unique pat-
tern of philosopher. His life fate and the method of apho-
ristic philosophizing,?> with the specific darkness of his phi-
losophical style, has, no doubt, become a compelling exam-
ple of true philosophizing. In a sense, this may be under-
stood as a specific Nietzschean se/f-diagnosis. Then, the em-
phasis is chiefly laid on the nature of a philosopher in terms
of wandering lonely along his path. ,,His talents are the most
rare, in a certain sense the most unnatural and at the same
time exclusive and hostile even toward kindred talents. The
wall of his self-sufficiency must be of diamond, if it is not
to be demolished and broken, for everything is in motion
against him. His journey to immortality is more cumbet-
some and impeded than any other and yet nobody can
believe more firmly than the philosopher that he will attain
his goal by that journey — because he does not know where
he is to stand if not on the widely spread wings of all time;
for the distegard of everything present and momentary lies
in the essence of the great philosophic nature.”

Nietzsche views Heraclitus in his royal self-esteems and
conviction that he is the only wooer of truth. And as such, he
is actually doomed to life in his own solar system. By implica-
tion, he must be looked for there. An indispensable aspect
of this kind of existence is solitude. The feeling of solitude is an
inherent feature of this Epheasean thinker. This implies the

I Nietzsche, F. Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, 176.

2 Cf. Lowith, K. 1987. Nietzsche. Simtliche Schriften. Bd. 6. Stutt-
gart: V. Kolhammmer, 111.

3 Nietzsche, F.: Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, 175.
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attitude to other people: ,,No paramount feeling of com-
passionate agitation, no desire to help, heal, and save ema-
nates from him. He is a star without an atmosphere. His
eye, directed blazingly inward, looks outward, for appear-
ance’s sake only, extinct and icy.”! Nietzsche avows Hera-
clitean principles which are identified in seeking and investigat-
ing oneself and knowing oneself and no one else.

Nietzsche assumes that the decisive change in the his-
tory of the tragic age of Greek philosophy is connected
with Heraclitus’ opponent — Parmenides, characterized by
Nietzsche as a prophet of truth. He is a thinker formed, as it
were, out of e and shedding around himself co/d, piercing
light. Parmenides continues in seeking the answer to the
Anaximandrean problem (the one and the many), and puts
emphasis on the possibility of escaping from the realm of
Becoming. In addition, he copes with the possible Heraclitean
conception of becoming and perishing. Parmenides intro-
duced the philosophical concepts of Existent and Nonexis-
tent, Being and No#-Being. Nietzsche realizes that Parmenides
and Heraclitus ,,looked repeatedly at that very world which
Anaximander had condemned in so melancholy a way and
declared to be the place of wanton crime and at the same
time the penitentiary cell for the injustice of Becoming.”

We already know Heraclitus’ solution. Parmenides took
an opposite approach. Rather than Becoming the focal point
of his attention is constancy-eternal presence-eternal Unity. By
comparing the qualities with one another he concludes that
they should be arranged in two columns. Based on the
essential quality pair — bright and dark — the latter quality is
considered to be the negation of the former. In this way, he
distinguishes between the positive and the negative quali-
ties, and tries to find this essential opposite in the whole of
nature and subsequently explain it on the basis of knowl-
edge. Our empirical world comes to be unnaturally divided

! Tbid., 176.
2 Thid., 178.
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into two different spheres — the sphere of positive qualities
(with a bright, fiery, warm, light, rare, active-masculine
character) and the sphere of negative qualities (with a dark,
earthy, cold, heavy, dense, passive-feminine character).
Nietzsche maintains that it is here where the specifically
Parmenidean can be traced: ,Instead of the expressions
‘positive’ and ‘negative” he used the standing term ‘existent’
and ‘non-existent’ and had arrived with this at
the proposition, that, in contradiction to Anaximander, this
our world itselfcontains something ‘existent’, and of course
something ‘nonexistent’.”!

An unsurmountable obstacle to this philosophizing
logic is, however, the question: ,,... what is the Becoming?
And here was the moment where he had to leap, in order
not to fall...”? Nietzsche very suggestively explains that
Parmenides by necessity encounters the problem concern-
ing his originally determined interacting opposites (the
existent and the nonexistent) mainly when ,,[h]e was sud-
denly caught up, mistrusting , by the idea of negative qual-
ity, of the ‘Nonexistent’. For can something which does not
exist be a quality? Or to put the question in a broader sense:
can anything indeed which does not exist, exist? The only
form of knowledge in which we at once put unconditional
trust and the disapproval of which amounts to madness is
the tautology A = A. But this very tautological knowledge
called inexorably to him: what does not exist, exists not!
What is, is! Suddenly he feels upon his life the load of an
enormous logical sin; for had he not always without hesita-
tion assumed that there were existing negative qualities, in
short a ‘Nonexistent’, that therefore, to express it by
a formula, A = Not-A, which indeed could only be ad-
vanced by the most out-and-out perversity of thinking. It is
true, as he recollected, the whole great mass of men judge

! Tbid., 179.
2 Thid., 179.
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with the same perversity; he himself has only participated in
the general crime against logic.””!

It is this special moment in Parmenides’ development
which, in Nietzsche’s view, brought him to the disclosure
of the famous principle, the key to the secret of the world —
the tautological truth of Being: ,, That which is true must exist in
eternal presence; about it cannot be said ‘it was’, ‘it will
be’.”2 The basic logic of philosophical thought seems to be
inexorable. The existent cannot come out of the nonexis-
tent. The same holds true of the passing and any other
change. Everything is conditioned by the unshakable valid-
ity of the claim that anything what bas been or will be does
not exist. This, however, cannot apply to the existent, be-
cause it can never be said that it does not exist. ,, The ‘Exis-
tent’ is indivisible, for where is the second power, which
should divide it? It is immovable, for whither should it
move itself? It cannot be infinitely great nor infinitely small,
for it is perfect and aperfectly given infinitude is
a contradiction. Thus, the ‘Existent’ is suspended, delim-
ited, perfect, immovable, everywhere equally balanced and
such equilibrium equally perfect at any point, like a globe,
but not in a space, for otherwise this space would be a sec-
ond ‘Existent’. But there cannot exist several ‘Existents’,
for in order to separate them, something would have to
exist which was not existing, an assumption which neutral-
izes itself. Thus there exists only the eternal Unity.””

Based on these considerations, Nietzsche concludes that
Parmenides actually conceived the existent as a static dead
globe. What we see, hear, and feel around us is, at
a particular historical moment of philosophical thought,
rigorously rejected, and space is provided exclusively to the
power of thought. What follows is the process of strained,
total separation of sense-cognition from the capacity of

1 Tbid., 181.
2 Tbid., 182.
3 Tbid., 182.
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