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When Time Preceded Eternity: Schelling’s
Conversion to History

ASHLEY U. VAUGHT

Through his early work and the Jdentitdisphifosophie, Schelling's
view of time and ctemity corresponds to the metaphysical tradition that
identifies the temporal modality of eternity with knowledge of the highest
truths and most perfect being Against this, successive temporality, or
time, remains always an imperfect, partial vision, which is the condition
for the revelation and the “existence” of finite things. Time belongs to that
which shall not always be. This tradition has always affirmed the
principle that true knowing can only grasp what does not suffer being
otherwise

Yet in his Philosaphical Investigations into the Essence of Human
Freedom (1809), Schelling departs from that tradition, so as to think more
rigorously the function of temporality in relation to human freedom and
divine revelation. The increasing importance of temporality and its
character, particularly vis-a-vis eternity, is a foreshadowing of the
movement Schelling shall later make towards ‘positive philesophy’, in
which the facticity of existence opposes the solipsism of ‘negative’
reason. Schelling’s ‘conversion” to history 15 not to be understood in
terms of the conviction that temporality must be anchored in the knowing
subject, as he indicates in the Sturgart Lectures (1810).' Rather, this
movement bears on the function of time for eternity. In the
Fretheitsschrift, Schelling claims that being requires becoming for its
own formation, its Bildung. “Being becomes aware of itsell only in

I “There is no exfernal time; all time is subjective” (‘Stuttgart Lectures’, In ideaiism
and the Endgame of Theory, trans. T. Pfau [Albany: SUNY Press, 1994], pp. 195-
243, p. 205; Sdmmufiche Werke, ed. K F.A. Schelling [J G. Cotla, 1856-1861], 7, p.
431 hereafter SIV}
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becoming™" To put this differently, eternity knows uself’ only througl
ume: This formula 1s reproduced horh in God's dependence on his

revelation in creation and in human history, as we/! as in the dependence
of the eternal act of seif-actualisation of each human being on the self-
organised life they endure.

In what follows, | examine this reassessment of time and its
elevation above eternity in the Freifeitsschrifi. In the first part, we
witness the primacy of the eternal act of self-actualisation as it gives birth
to the ‘universal productive will’. This will is the expression of the design
of the divine understanding. Natural history exhibits a certain self-
organisation corresponding to the primacy of this universal will in its
direction of the evolution of nature, through different forms of life up to
the ‘creation’ of human being. The appearance of the hwnan being is the
final stage in the unfelding of natural history. In the second part, we
clesely observe the eternal and temporal dimensions of human freedom.
In human freedom, the essence of the individual is produced through the
eternal act of self-actualisation. The latter appears to possess a similar
teleological force in the moral life of the individual, as did the ‘universal
productive will” in the evelution of natural history. Yet the account of one
specific form of moral life—that of the convert—indicates, by contrast,
that temperality effectively determines the etemal act of seli-
actualisation. In my conclusion, I pose several questions about the way to
comprehend the meaning of human freedom and the primacy of moral
life.

The context for the treatment of time and eternity in the
Freiheitsschrifi, namely, the problem of conceiving freedom,
recommends a Spinozistic privileging of eternity over time, which would
be consistent with other earlier works by Schelling. For example, in
Bruno (1802), eternity was undoubtedly the metaphysical horizon for the
account of the relation ot philosophy to its outside {art, mythology). The
primary difficulty for the Freiheitsschrifi, in this context, is to present
human freedom without reducing it to an inferior cognitive view of
eternity. In Bruno, the finite is generally conceived in this manner.” But
2 Philosophical Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedom, tans, J Love
and J. Schmidt (Albany: SUNY Press. 2006), p. 66; hereafter 7S, See also SW, 7. p
403.

I There, Schelling conceives three levels of cognition and being, which he calls the
finite, the infinite, and the ctemal. It is of course remarkable that Schelling insists
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Scheliing wants to turn Spinoza on his head. in a proto-Marxian sense. In
other words, Schelling wants to make Spinozistic substance tum on its
modes. This intention corresponds exactly with Gilles Deleuze’s own
avowed intention in interpreting Spinoza.”

To see why we might expect Schelling to advance a Spinozist
hierarchy of eternity over temporality, we need only look at texts like
Bruno. Although Bruno is concemed with the relation of philosophy to its
outside, the emergence of finite beings plays as central a role as it had
throughout his work. Yet until the Freiheitsschrift, works such as Bruno
(which Schelling even places in a lineage of work with the former)
repeatedly subordinate human freedom to the pacifying force of the
absolute. In the Freiheitsschrifi, Schelling makes human freedom the
principle of the development and fulfilment of God’s existence. In so
doing, he raises the finite temporality of human freedom above eternity.

Schelling’s true insight in the Freiheitsschrift is two-fold. First,
Schelling must move beyond the strictures of the critical and modemn
philosophy that associates totality with a merely conceptually rigorous
whele. In other words, Schellimg must surpass Descartes’ anti-
anthropomorphic identification of God with the infinite. “The entire new
European philosophy since its beginning (with Descartes) has the
comumon defect that nature is not available for it and that it lacks a living
ground”.* Although Schelling here remarks on the concept of nature, both
God and nature are the recipients of his newly conceived ‘living ground’,
which is in the Freiheitsschrift ‘the ground’ of God’s existence, separate
from that existence. Much later in the text, he writes that all life must
have a condition,® and this goes for nature as well as for God. The dark
ground is the condition for nature and for God’s existence. Second,
Schelling understands human freedom as the capacity for good and evil.
This conceptualisation is only possible now that a ‘dark ground” has been
presented as the condition for all existence. Human freedom finds its
abyss in the event in which the principle of the dark ground within the

on identifying temporal modality with ontological status., F,W J, Schelling, Bruno,
or On the Natral and Divine Principle of Things, trans. M. Vater (Albany: SUNY
Press, 1984), pp. 148-152

4 G. Deteuze, Difference and Reperition, trans. P. Patton (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1995). p. 40

5 FS,p. 26/SW,p. 356

6 FS, p 62/5W. p 399
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human sopl rises above the ‘universal will' or the will of the
un_derstcfmdmg that directs the teleological development of all of nature.
With this context in hand, we are ready to approach the Freiheusschrifi.

From the beginning of the Freffwinvehrif, the taditional uttributes
of God are displaced by the division of God into existence and ground, s
well us by the precedence of the dark ground to the divine light Like the
Welralrer drafis to follow, here STl strives to present the genesis of
the divine “personality” and the conditions necessary for God's being
Schelling fashions the *durk ground’, st least in part 10 explain the fact .:r'
the coexistence of human freedom and God's existence in all of what is
“[Mndividual freedom is surely connected in same o ay with the world as
a whole ... [thus] some kind of system must be present, at least in the
divine understanding. with which freedom coexists™ To explam this
coexistence without quickly snuffing vut the Hmited powers of individua
freedom. Schelling postulates a ground in God that is not God, This
ground is the condition for the actuality of human freedom

The first radinonal atiribute 1o suffer displacement by Schelling’s
aecount is the notion of God's sternity, which here L||¢;-;.:|.._-;-\ is :1;'“.-;5:{5-._
By God's ctemity | mean the positing of the ‘representation’. first
solicited by an irmational ‘yearmmng®. The veaming is properly an
expression of the dark ground, but the “representation™ is that “through
which, since it can have no other object but God. God sees himself in an
exact image of himself™." This representation is the divine understandine
itsell. The divine understanding and the vearning “become a r're‘;li:
creating and all-powerful will and build in the initial anarchy of nature
[the dark ground] as in its own element or insirument™ * I identify the
divine understanding with God's eternity lor two reasons, First, the |1Li'1.'||w
understanding is effectively the cause of creation, althoush this divine
understanding is itself something genernted—and s u.:? will see, it
undergoes a reciprocal process of formation by the created world. Iliu.w
description resonates with Leibniz’s view of the divine understanding,
which was necessarily the eternal cause of the crented world and had sz-
conceived all possible worlds m order 1o determine the best " Second, al|

7 FS,p. 9/SW,p. 337

8 FS.p. 30/SW, pp. 360-361

9 FS.p. 30/SW,p 361

101 pant with Heidegger's insistence on the eminence of Leibniz throughout the
Freihensschrift (M. Heidegger, Schellings Treatise ‘On the Essence of Human
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forms of temporality are conceived in relation to cognition, fo]low@ng
Schelling’s comments in the Stutigart Lectures. The divine understanding
is the first and ultimate form of cognition in the Freiheitsschrifl.

Yet God’s eternity must be qualified as an eternity not to be
confused with endless (and therefore indeterminate) or even total
duration. Divine eternity cannot be endless duration, because in the dgrk
ground it finds a limmt (although arguably it 15 not @ determinate fmmt).
Divine eternity also cannot be total duration, as 11w clear Iy preceded by a
dark ground that would lie outside its exhaustive, totahsing aims. All
claims of a before und after are alien to this wemporality, as Schelling
understands it: “Here there is no first and last because all things mutually
presuppese each other, no thing is another thing and yet no thing is not
without another thing™!" The reciprocal causation within eternity likens il
mare to a4 cireul 1.;'?}1|1|.|';-.Ii=.3.' [he divine mnderstanding finds in the dark
ground the condition for its own existence. Bur the :l:_trk round as I.~.u:II 13
nothing before It s oppased to the divine understanding, As-we will s2g,
divine etemity also has o sense of circularity in 1ts relatton 10 the ends
(and beginnings) of creation, But there eternity will intersect with
successive temporality.

Frocem, trans. ] Stumbaugh [Athens: Ohio Universily Press, 1W85] p. 38, osp
pr 53007 fngiemd. | owould argue that Spinoza remains beyond  the
Ideatitditspinifosopiie, the  philosepher with whom Scheliing  grapples 5L|.l.'l.-l|l
commentiars limk the Idemtitdtsphilosophie with the apogee ol Spinoge s
influence  ever Schellings  thinking, This: wview s pamicularly  wrang in
von of Jacobt's Panfietonuyitne polemie
spenitor of 1hat debate, us well as the primary

consideration of the cbntin
Spinez, must be recalled a _
referent bohind the word pandfiersm,: The extire introduetion of the Frethelesehriff

15 devated 1 unravelling the mesning of pamthcism—the wxl isu cledr

prntheistie metaphysics—md _\'|'-|||-_~;:'.'~. view there plavs o crucml role, His view
there of Spincea’s pantheism 18 both remendously homal i ol 1 a8 bamal i
thin he elaims, ke all of bis predecegyors, it Spinoza is an a¢osmist, who l_'-_x
reducing crogtures 1o God effectively de-sctualises thern. But his view 15 quile
novel i that he claims this occurs thr 1 draimatic penene difference berween
things and God. As far as | knwow, the Fretheitpmehrift is the only place where
Schelling so describes this “gull™ sepamting Crod and things m Spnen. b'nu.'h_ o
view is quite favourable 1o Schelling’s own quite novel atiempi o :u.'n_cluuu the
concept of “immanence” ps 4 proximity o Lol increasinge |'-|u|w|1|r-rlitl!'- o the
freedom of a created being. Thus, the mest fhee heings are also fhe most
“immanent” beings On this view, for Schelling all created beings are
“rranscendent” in relation to Spinezan substance
11 F5, p 28/SW, p 358.

ugh

ense of
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When speaking of divine etemity., Schelling unsurprisingly finds
himself bound by the limitations of language and the necessity to term
creation a sort of ‘moment’. The ‘yearming’ that solicits the divine
understanding does, as a ‘yeaming’, imply a duration leading to some
epochal emergence or break. That emergence doesn’t properly occur in
the rise of the divine understanding, but in the ‘act’ of creation that the
divine understanding and this “yearning’ cooperatively produce. Together,
the divine understanding and this yearming are a will of the
understanding, which is the primary power giving shape to the dynamic,
yet formless ground. This is God’s existence in the created world, and as
such the invention of successive temporality, time, constitutive of the
natural world. To amplity this point: the divine understanding is
synonymous with God’s eternity. The divine understanding is the concept
or image through which God grasps himself. That self-conception
effectively produces 1tself in the created world—bringing God’s existence
into being. Duration or succession belongs to existence.

As presented, Schelling’s notion of divine eternity appears to serve
as a transcendental principle for temporal succession. The successive time
of creation is itself dependent upon the creative power exercised through
the divine understanding in concert with the yearning of the dark ground.
This will of the understanding, as Schelling will ¢all it, bears an eternity
that causes and brings into being God’s existence in creation. But
although we might speak of the chronological and logical priority of the
etemity of the divine understanding, God’s existence in creation shall in
turn ‘moment’ God’s essence. To see this, we need only consider the
different stages of creation.

The first stage of creation brings the natural world into existence.
In this we include presumably the universe and earth, as well as plant and
animal life, or, in brief, body: *“The forces split up ... in this division are
the material from which the body is subsequently configured.
[Following which appears,] the vital bond which arises in division—thus
from the depths of the natural ground, as the centre of forces—however,
is the soul™.'’ This soul appears in perhaps plant (as irritability) but
certainly animal life {(sensation, autonomous locomotion). The soul is the
bond of two separate principles—the universal will and the self-will—

12 FS, p. 3L/SW, p. 362
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emerged from the opacity of the body. A veritable evolution appears in
the animal kingdom developing to a soul in which this bond unites two
principles equally independent of one another, whereas hitherto the
universal will had constantly been dominant. The human soul possesses
these two wills in equal power and opposition to one another.

The word ‘evolution’ is, to my mind, therefore not inappropriate in
describing the development of created nature, Unlike Darwinian
evolution, certainly, no external criterion determines the selection and
continued genesis of creatures. Creation bears a truly internal teleological
principle in the will of the understanding or universal will, as it directs
the development of the bodied world to its end, the human being. Natural
history is successive and asymmetrical. Given that the divine
understanding directs this natural evolution through the will of the
understanding’s creative power in nature, etermnity remains a
transcendental principle in which natural history merely bears out the pre-
conceived design of the divine understanding. Lternity is a principle of
self-actualisation—the creation of an essence that is then mirrored in
corporeal existence. Natural creation, by contrast, is an unfolding self-
organisation, in which all development reflects the essence ‘pre’
-conceived within eternity.

I introduce the terms self-organisation and self-actualisation to
emphasise the vital functions of time and eternity, respectively. By self-
organisation 1 mean the teleological organisation of a being that unfolds
in successive temporal existence. In self-organisation, we see the
domination of a being by a rational principle, which in the case of God’s
existence is the divine understanding. Self-organisation is a becoming in
time, but a becoming that is directed. By self-actualisation I understand
the actualisation or creation of an essence, which occurs “in’ eternity and
cannot be reduced to a temporal becoming. Self-actualisation is a radical
non-anticipated happening. It is a spontaneous essence producing act in
which arguably—in the case of God's existence—neither the divine
understanding nor the dark ground is alone active, but in which the dark
ground is certainly the principle of solicitation. The dark ground incites
self-actualisation. Below 1 will show how these same functions of time
and eternity, selfcorganisation and self-actualisation, appear in human
being.

We may, however, pose some temporary conclusions concerning
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the relation of time and eternity in God. First, the etemity of the divine
understanding functions as a transcendental principle that shapes and
gives order and direction to successive the temporality of natural creation.
Second, this transcendental relation is consistent with the onto-
theological tradition that precedes Schelling. Third, the succession of time
in natural history is incomplete, as we have only reached the creation of
human being and, as Schelling puts it, the “possibility of evil”, or the
opposition of the two wills. Nevertheless, the creation of human being is
the teleological endpoint of natural history.

Human history overturns the happy teleological order of natural
history. In natural history, the universal will had deominated the
development of created beings. This development reaches its acme in the
equiposition of the universal and self wills of the human being. Human
freedom, is, however, both the selection and the affirmation of one of
those two wills, hoth in temporal experience of human life and in the
cternal event of self-actualisaiion. As we examine these different temporal
modalities of human freedom, 1t will become apparent that successive,
phenomenal human experience is primary in relation to the eternal event
of self-actualisation. In his account of human freedom, Schelling
observes at least three distinct moments. The first considers the
possibility of good and evil, the second turns to the acrualiry of good and
evil, and the third compares several different moral characters.
Schelling’s oblique treatment of the moral character of the convert will
previde ground to reconceive the hitherto transcendental force of self-
actualisation, and think the priority of temporality over eternity.

We have above briefly presented the possibility of human freedom,
rehearsing the development of natural history in the creation of (human)
bodies with souls possessing equipotent wills (the universal and self
wills). In human being “there is the whole power of the dark principle and
at the same time the whole strength of the light”." These two principles
form the structure or the basis of the freedom of the human being for
good or for evil—and this is for Schelling a fundamental insight of the
Freiheiisschrifi. 1t is not enough to conceive freedom as an exception
from the strictures of the spatio-temporal, as a kind of spontaneity. The
latter was Kant's insight, as Schelling notes.' Rather, we will see that

13 £S5, p. 32/5W, p_ 363
14 FS, p. 21/SW, p. 351 Presumably Schelling is referring to the cosmological
description of freedom in the “Third Antinomy™ of the Critique of Pure Reason
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human freedom contains a strictly successively temporal component
the lives of different moral characters. Bur the positive concept of
freedom comes, at least in Schelling’s description, not from its temporal
dimension. but from the will’s capacity for good and for evil. Tlis
corresponds to the metaphysical conditions that are necessary for freedom
to coexist by God’s intellect, namely. that there is a part of God that is not
God."”

The possibility of human freedom, however, is not wholly
explained by the equiposition and the separability of these two wills, for
this is a condition that does not actually obtain. Instead, Schelling merely
describes this as the condition for human being; human being is not the
separation of those wills, but their unification. “Selfhood as such is spirit
[the identity of both principles]. however it is at the same time raised
from the creaturely into what is above the creaturely; it is will that
beholds itself in complete freedom, being no longer an instrument of the
productive universal will in nature, but rather above and outside of all
nature”.'"" The selfhood of the individual is necessary for its freedom, for
its independence from the “universal will.”"” As we will see below, this
selfhood is what precipitates the eternal event of self-actualisation.
Selfhood has two basic choices (as well as several varations thereon);
first, it “can strive to be as a particular will that which it only is through
identity with the universal will” angd this would be tantamount to the
selection of the “good spirit™; or it “steps out from its being behind
nature, in order as general will to make itself at once particular and
creaturely, [and] strives to reverse the relation of the principles, to elevate

15 One of the consequences of this condition is #or. as one might expect, that a being
is more free nsofar as they are separate from God—in other words, the closer they
are to the “dark principle™. This conclusion would seem w follow from the
requirement that frecdom demands a separate principle [nstead Schelling claims
that a being is “more immanent” to God insofar as these two principles of the soul
are separate from onc another “[O]nly what is free is in God to the extent that it is
free. and what is not free is necessarily outside of God to the extent that it is not
free” (FS. pp. 18-19/S#. p 347). Schelling transforms the meaning of immanence
to denote ontological proximity rather than spatial proximuty and/or causal
overdetermination.

16 FS, p. 33/SW, p. 364.

17 Note that by freedom Schelling here means independence, whercas at other points
Schelling will describe human being’s highest freedom as the affimnation of the
universal will
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the ground over the cause™ and this i« evil." To amplify, the good spirit
describes the subordination of the particular will to the universal, whereas
the evil spirit raises irself above the universal will to become the
dominating principle.”

We have now described the possibility, or the structural account, of
the freedom of the will. But tor Schelling this is insignificant in relation
to the eternal event of self-actualisation and the life of seif-organised
spirit. I mean to emphasise that freedom is nor separate from its temporal
modalities. Schelling must describe the metaphysical conditions of
freedom. Yet the actuality of freedom is more important, insofar as it is
the life of human being that is the way by whick God is revealed, and this
actuality occurs both in eternity and in the temporality of human
experience.

The account of self-actualisation precedes Schelling’s description
of the different moral lives, and this would lead one to believe that self-

actualisation is an event that occurs before human life. Schelling will
tdeny that the word before would apply here, as we are ﬁpu:uki.rlgxul' an
eternal event, yer it s quite evident from Schelling’s longunge that he
mtends the eternal self-actualisation 1o precede human life, even if only
logically, The actuality of evil occurs with the “solicitation’ of this

equiposition of wills to break their stalemate. As in emergence of the
divine understanding, the dark ground incites self-actualisation. The
equiposition of the wills must be broken. This does not mean that the will
of the ground, which solicits this act of choosing, is the determintng
force. It also does not mean that equiposition of will represents a state of
indetermination,

Instead Schelling invokes a “higher necessity™, “an inner necessity
springing from the essence of the acting individual itself”.?" It constitutes
the “inner necessity” of the human being because it is what makes that
person who he or she is. Despite these accents on necessity, Schelling
perceives this necessity as perfectly identified with freedom. Thus, there

LB FS, p. 33/5W, p. 365; p. 34/SH, p. 365.

1970 fact, Schelling aestures twownrds ot least four different moral chamcters,
including the life of “religiosiy™, or that of the good spirit: that of (he snner. or of
the evil spirit; that of someonc exhibiting wkrasia; and that of the convert.

20FS, p. 41/5W. p. 374.

21 FS. p. 49/SW.p. 383.
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is a strange kind of circularity in Schelling’s account of tl}is.“mner
necessity”, not unlike the way that Fichte clamms that [he egouls its own
act 22 This analogv is particularly suggestive because this act “produces
CONSCIOUsNEss Presumahly, Schelling means by Consciousness not
merely the transcendental form of conseiousness hut the momi :I'-:'.r;l.‘_'lu._:r
af the individual. This is what is at jssue The tvpe of spint that wil
estermally domunate the will: “as min sels here so- has e acted from
ecternity and already in the beginning of creanon™.” Schelling -:n1t*:.'=.u\.'r: i
notian of predestination in this limiter] conception, as :uppmcll to the
tracitional netipn by which the essence: ol man 15 Ihe result of a
saroundless” decision of God. For Schelling. this "decision 15 the act of

each individual.

v | said above, there is a strange circularity 10 this I-.‘:»F'.Il.l' aet, mot
onlv insofar as it “is not to be thought as prior in time’ .m_L_I insofir a8 an
act of sclf-nctuslisation is an act by the sell x'>|1|-;l~._ is effectively bemg
produced, but also because this set of self-actualisdtion is a Kind ”T.
‘emcond creation’ that repeats the “first creation”. By the 'I:|'T1. creation
!\I.-;imlhnu understands the emergence of the will of the |.sm|-.:1:=mml1ng
from the veaming of the dark ground. The second ereation’ is the act by
which the individual, according to an ‘inner necessity’. delermines her
essence. The act whereby the essence of a human being 15 pr-‘n:?uucr_l
repeats the aet where by God and creation came into being kl.x en a fourth
senee of this circularity uppenrs when we constder Schelling's descnplion
of this eternal “act” as what “does not belong © time bt I'il':l'lﬂl'. 0
etermity; it also does not temporally precede life but goes n'm:«fr_x__:;h '{““F-
||.|nll:ni1!.1-.'rc¢‘. by it} as an sct which 1s l.'ul:tl by natute .Ml--
actualisation “goes through time [durch elfe Zeit]". Despite the _I.'u_l. thart
Schelling explicitly states that selt-actualisation does not 'hulung. o [lT.J.IrLE.
sternity possesses some kind of |'..'_1u5;nu to time. "n"-l:,-! can be r:.um .ul_.1
certminty is that self-actunlisation is an pet of determination that 1s not
over. but is continually being-tetermined: it is not a becoming-
determined.™ How it goes through time we shall see below

22 FS. p. 50/SH. p. 383

23 FS.p 52/SW.p. 386.

24 F5, pp, 32-33/50¥, p. 387,

2§ F4 5| 51 pp. 385-186, My emphasis. o o .

36 Obwingslv, even 1he presentist language of “being-determined” is 19adequate in
peaking of clemity, as it is imbued with the sense of temporal succession.
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Does this mean that in life the individual’s moral character
becomes, but not in eternity? Perhaps, if “becoming’ has been reduced to
denoting simply the temporal modality at issue. The logical precedence of
this etermal act to the moral life of the individual would suggest that the
temporal modality is merely that—a modality, and therefore inessential in
relation to the ontological event taking place. But that view is mistaken,
although this only becomes clear when we look at moral life.

The first accounts of the self-organisation of moral life agamn reify
the transcendental priority of eternal self-actualisation. “It is true in the
strictest understanding that, given how man 18 in fact created. it 1s not he
himself but rather the good or evil spirit in him that acts™.*" This is the
reason why the moral character of the individual presents him as he has
been from all eternity. The theroughly determined mioral character thus
betrays a teleologically organised "becoming’. and in this regard parallels
the teleological evolution of created nature.”™ “Because there is the
highest harmony in creation, and nothing is as discrete and consecutive as
we must portray it to be, but rather in what is earlier that which comes
later is also already active”.*” No moment passes that is not already bound
up with the destiny of creation. The teleological resonance in this passage
is unmistakable.

Yet the case of the moral convert complicates this teleological
account, and leads Schelling to some unpleasant, yet perhaps unavoidable
conclusions. If in the good or evil individual, strictly speaking, the spirit
acts, in both respects a teleological meaning is unquestionable. Yet
Schelling curiously raises the question of the moral convert, who is
moved from the life of evil to that of the good—by some sort of
assistance.

But suppose now that human or divine assistance—(man

27 FS.p. 34/5W.p 389

281t is for this reason that [ again adopt the language of self-organisation to describe
the maral life of the individual. By self-organisation, in addition to the temporal
becoming in time. [ think of the way that Kant spcaks of a “sclf-organising™ being
in the Critigue of Judgement (1790). “[Tlhe possibility of the parts ... must depend
on their relation to the whole. ... the parts of the things combine into the unity of a
whole because they are reciprocally cause and effect of their form.™ 1. Kant,
Critique of Judgement, trans. W. Pluhar (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1987), pp. 252-253
(§65)

29FS, p. 52/5W, p 387
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always requires some assistance}—may destine an 1ndivid1_le_11
to convert to the good, then, that he grants the good spirit
this influence and does not positively shut himself off from
it, lics likewise already in the initial action whereby he 15 this
individual and no other. That is why in the man inwhich this
transformation has not taken place but in which the good
priniciple is also not completely extinguished, the inner voice
of his own better nature, in terms of what he now is, never
ceases to exhort him to such transformation, just as he first
finds peace within his own inner realm through a real and

decisive tumaround and, as if only now the initial idea had
been satisfied. finds himself reconciled with his guardian
spirit.*

Schelling’s reference to “assistance™ is beguiling: how, if an individual’s
Spirit s whit acts, can she be ‘assisted” in conversion? The account of the
convert implies that the good spirit holds back in reserve until 8 mement
when thiough a sort of “magical stroke,” the conversion occurs.” The evil
spirit is therefore active within the individual until, at an unspecified,
astensibly inexplicable moment, the individual recon Sles with I.I-u: 5:-.:15LI
spirit. We also know from this passage thal, at least when the evil spirt Is
in aseendance. the good spint is normally “extinguished |r.'.l".‘|'.frr.'..ll"|3|’i'|.
Does Schelling mean the power of the umversal will has died in this
case’ If so, whether this is the case for the self-will when the good spirit
dominates is unclear.

The lanpunge of this pissage corresponds 1o the humadn expenence
of conversion—the hefore and after of conversion—yet according to the
concept of an eternal self-actualisation, this is impossible. | low then are
we 1o think this conversion within the space of eternal self-actunlisation?
It must be the case that the human essence is eternally in an active state of
being-determined, not becoming-determined. But_ can being—dgtermineg
sustain transformation? It cannot sustain indeterminacy or contingency,
and this requires us 1o answer this question negatively. One salution.
however. is offered if we posit the temparal existence of the human being

W FS, p-S35N. 7. 389 .

31 FS, p. S2SW, po 387, Schelling uses this expression. “magical stroke”, 0 captury
the spontaneity of the event of the self-achulisation, yet it seems thet, n o ditfenen
sense, it 1s equally applicable here.

32 FS, pp. 50-51/SW, p. 384-385.
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to be a determining force of self-actualisation. Can the moral life of the
individual in furn affect her spirit? This would not only be possible, but
necessary, if human assistance intervened and precipitated conversion.”

In turn, such a function of moral life would explain why human life
is, whatsoever, and 1t would coincide with the function that human
freedom plays for divine revelation. For Schelling, the only way
pantheism may be consistent with a concept of human freedom is if the
latzer is a crucial moment in the unfolding of God’s revelation. To put this
back into the context of divine creation, natural history expresses a
teleology that is overcome by the event of self-actualisation of the finite
individual. The freedom exemplified in human being is not merely the
selection of the dominant will in self-actualisation, but also the
affimation of that will in the self-organised life of the individual.
Similarly, God becomes what he is through his revelation in creation:
“Being becomes aware of itself in becoming.’”® In other words, the
ontological act of creation is not complete in its eternal modality and its
temporal aspect is not reducible to a mere moment of the latter. Rather,
we find that temporality equally goes through eternity.

But it is not enough to posit a symmetrical relation between
eternity and temporality, such that the latter equally affects the former. We
must go a step further and acknowledge the paradoxical purposivity of
human history as the goal of divine revelation. In particular, we must
inquire into the validity of creation as a purposive act and the meaning of
creation to the degree that it is conceived as the means by which the
divine revelation is complete. At present, we are poised to join
comumentators like Dale Snow and Michelle Kosch, who comprehend the
Freiheitsschrift as an account of moral voluntarism or a theory of human
character.*® But to conclude, as 1 seek to, that temporality precedes

33 Divine assistance could mean as little as it does for Augustine, when he speaks of
the help that we received when we trn our will to Ged. That is, it could mean
simply that the will’s free choice of the pood, or God, 1s the assistance or help that
the convert receives

34 FS, p 66/SW,p 403

35D. Snow, Schelling and rhe End of Idealism (Albany: SUNY Press, 1996), p. 15511
M. Kosch, Freedoni and Reason in Kant, Schelling and Kierkegaard (Cambridge,
MA; Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp. 88-89. In Snow’s defence, her
account is very rich and mullifaceted, developing significantly the account of
metaphysical pantheism in relation to what she shall call a “theory of character.”
Kosch, by contrast, seems genuinely flummexed by the Freiheitsschrif
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etemnity does not mean raising the accounts of moeral life above the
metaphystcal speculations of the text, so as to ground the latter in
something immediately and unproblematically coherent. Such accounts
facilitate the appropriation of Schelling as a proto-existentialist thinker.
Although such conceptual anticipations of existentialism exist, Schelling
is profoundly rot an ethical thinker.*

The speculative confusion of the conclusion of the Freiheitsschrif
is not a mere problem of dressing his notion of "moral voluntarism™ in
mystical, onto-theological, pantheistic language. In recovering the
primacy of moral life in relation to the eternal self-actualisation,
Schelling has revealed the limitations of tidy, conceptual accounts of
divine personality "7 For this reason he will claim that God is life, not
merely a system.™ By this he means the following: God is a system m
respect of the divine understanding, which is an idea of creation as it
exists and unfolds. Divine understanding foresaw the evolution of natural
history and the creation of human being. But divine understanding—
God’s etemal essence—finds its condition in the ground, which is both
the material of creation and what interrupts the teleological organisation
of nature and human being. In respect of the ground, God is a life.

Yet Schelling allows the theological resonances of the
Freiheitsschrift to distract from the orientation of his account. Whereas
earlier passages sung of the “indivisible remainder” of the ground,

36 Schelling is 10 metaphysics as Spinoza is to ethics. Which is to say, the affective,
cxpericntial language of Schelling’s texts may lead us to the conclusion that he is
concerned with ethics. Insofar as elhics or practical philosophy concerns freedom,
this may be true But Schelling thinks primarily in terms of metaphysical problems
which happen to coincide with certain ethical problems. In particular, Schelling
remains stubbornly focused on the meaning of finitude throughout his work
Whereas the non-experiential, quasi-technical language of Spinoza’s Ethics and the
primacy ol its metaphysics thereto, has had the homble consequence of confusing
scores of German readers (including Schelling) inte believing Spinoza was a
metaphysician, when in fact he was concermed with human flourishing.

37 Although Lhis is not the placc to develop this theme, the Freiheitsschrifi conceives
the limitations of reason in favour of the understanding, aud this constitutes a
fundamental reversal in the cogniuve hierarchy that persisted throughout the
Identitéitsphilosophie. For example, in the ‘Presentation of My System of
Philosophy’, Schelling begins by identifying reason with being and subordinating
Verstand (‘Presentation of My Systemn of Philosophy [1801]°, trans. M. Vater,
Philosophical Forum, 32:4 [Winter 2001]. pp. 339-371, at p. 349).

38 FS, p 62/5W,p. 399
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‘u.'hcn‘ll.-_l_g broaches the questions of the purpose of ereation and of the
reason Lod permitted evil, Such questions necessarily lead 1o inadequate,
impotent answers and self-destructive speculntion Thus. Sehelling finully
Is drawn to speak of the radical separation of the Nichivedn ol :5|._:-|_-:.||1|-.;j
Irom Sertn, the redocton of evil 1o non-being, ™ This is the point .l|.-.-\|:i|~||
Heidegger believes Schelling has fallen “back into the rigidified tradition
al “'L‘nEi'I'I thought witheut creatively transforming e !.';L;IL'I.!.III:L' hiis
remnscribed the anarchic possibilities of human freedom back into the
complete revelation of God. [tonically, when evil hins been .|'i.'l.||.||_-'l.,"|J .tu

non-being. God loses the “life" which excepted Hom from system
In conclusion, on my view, the teleofouical trappings of Schelling’s

Tl " P 11 ¥ § 3 i , il

goeount of crention deémand resolution m the ._-,':.:|r||1£-‘_a|_,|_~ submmssion of God

to the vicissitudes of human history. In other words, i arder for ths

llJIhIL|lI|'.' ieleology o complete itself, it must emply itself wholly into
1 7 B . 3 en i fpars " .
uin;m_ being and human freedom, Where a conclusion 1o divine
e b e - e (Y H

revetation remains, human freedom is simply instrumentalised

I9FS, p. 67/SW. p. 404,
40 Heidegger, Schefling 5 Trearise, p. 161,



