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        Das Heil der Deutschen ist in der Wissenschaft.1
 
        Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Schelling
 
      
       
         
          1 Introduction
 
        
 
         
          By 1848 the burgeoning Neolutheran confessional awakening was gathering momentum.1 Following the Leipzig ecclesial conference (Kirchentag) in August 1848, held in distinction to the larger and more general conference in Wittenberg the following September, the participating Lutheran theologians furthered the process of establishing trans-territorial unity amongst similar minded Lutherans.2 However, by the early 1850s various controversies had inhibited the development of this Lutheran movement. At the heart of these disputes was a debate that erupted following the 1852 publication of the first volume of Der Schriftbeweis, authored by Erlangen faculty member Johannes Christian Konrad von Hofmann (1810 – 1877). Hofmann’s antagonists challenged the integrity of his commitment to the Lutheran Confessions, even to the point of accusing Hofmann of breaching the boundaries of orthodox Christian dogma. The issue of debate was Hofmann’s position on the doctrine of the atonement. As summarized by Hofmann’s first antagonist Friedrich Adolf Philippi (1809 – 1882), professor at the University of Rostock, “We believe to have shown the evidence that Hofmann’s doctrine of the atonement and justification—not only according to form, but also according to content and essence—departs from the faith and confession of the Lutheran church; indeed, in principle, it is antithetical to them.”3
 
          The general contours of Hofmann’s atonement debate are already well established.4 By 1858, years before the atonement controversy reached any form of resolution, Karl Weizsäcker published a forty page article in the Jahrbücher für deutsche Theologie titled, “Um was handelt es sich im Streit um die Versöhnungslehre?,” wherein he outlined the theological and literary debate that Hofmann’s theology caused.5 By the first decade of the twentieth century, Hofmann’s atonement theology and the subsequent debate had been well catalogued and studied alongside the thought of fellow nineteenth-century figures such as Friedrich Schleiermacher and Albrecht Ritschl.6 Although Hofmann’s legacy never rivaled that of Schleiermacher and Ritschl, his thought, and specifically the atonement controversy, still arouses scholarly interest.7
 
          A consequence of the caustic debate that erupted over Hofmann’s doctrine of the atonement was the awareness of a greater theological diversity amid this coterie of Lutheran theologians. The recognition of this division occurred as other theological fault lines came to the surface.8 A shared denouncement of forced Protestant Unions (e. g. the Prussian Union), a rejection of modern university theology, and a commitment to the confessional texts of the Lutheran church, proved to be an unsteady foundation for grounding confessional and theological unity.
 
          Returning to the debate over Hofmann’s doctrine of the atonement, when viewed through the prism of nineteenth-century confessional Lutheran consensus and dissimilarity, one is able to discern a concomitant subject of theological dispute, entwined within the atonement controversy, that was often overshadowed by the vehement nature of the atonement controversy. Threads of this subject are clearly observable throughout the publication that kindled the atonement controversy, Hofmann’s Der Schriftbeweis. Properly speaking, the doctrine of the atonement was not the subject of this work. As evident in the subtitle—Ein theologischer Versuch—this volume represented Hofmann’s “attempt” to establish what he referred to as a Schriftbeweis, that is, a work of systematic theology purposed to depict a comprehensive, unified presentation of the Christian truth. In other words, as he explicitly stated on the first page, in place of haphazard amalgamations of individual doctrinal propositions, Hofmann intended to present theology as “a wissenschaftlich whole,” where individual doctrinal propositions only have relevance in so far as they belong to this structured, unified, interrelated wissenschaftlich body.9
 
          Already apparent on the first page and throughout the introduction (Wesen und Gesetz des Schriftbeweis) is that Hofmann had not penned Der Schriftbeweis merely for the purpose of critiquing and revising the Lutheran theology of the atonement.10 Instead, Hofmann intended this work as an example of theological Wissenschaft. More specifically, Hofmann intended to provide a systematic theology that was a “wissenschaftlich statement of Christianity.”11 In fact, some of Hofmann’s interlocutors, specifically his fellow Erlangen faculty member Franz Delitzsch (1813 – 1890), and his former Mecklenburg colleague Theodor Kliefoth (1810 – 1895), engaged and criticized Hofmann over the concept of Wissenschaft that undergirded this theological work and the entirety of his theological system, of which the doctrine of the atonement was a part.12 Nevertheless, even though some of Hofmann’s contemporaries publicly questioned his understanding of Wissenschaft, due to the ardent nature of the atonement controversy that followed the publication of Der Schriftbeweis, these observations and criticisms were marginalized. Hofmann’s Der Schriftbeweis ignited an argument over the Lutheran doctrine of the atonement that was so cantankerous and protracted, that it not only set different theological faculties at odds,13 even Hofmann’s Erlangen colleagues became critics of his position.14 The result was that any potential conversation and debate over the subject of Wissenschaft was wholly eclipsed by the atonement controversy.
 
          The employment of the term Wissenschaft alerts the reader of the necessity to situate Hofmann’s thought into a larger historical framework.15 Hofmann’s goal, to demonstrate the “wissenschaftlich proof” for “a wissenschaftlich whole” helps to locate his text within a much broader conversation that transpired throughout the German intellectual milieu over the nature of the academic enterprise. Already by the end of the eighteenth-century German culture had begun to undergo a “scientization” (Verwissenschaftlichung) of the entire landscape of learning and research. This German phenomenon of Verwissenschaftlichung was so sweeping that Thomas Albert Howard has characterized the development of Wissenschaft as a constituent element of a nascent German identity that sought to revitalize a German and Prussian intellectual and academic culture in contrast to and in rivalry with French universities and models of education.16 In his 1798 Der Streit der Fakultäten, Kant threw down the gauntlet, by calling for a restructuring of the German university, and a reordering of disciplines according to the criterion of Wissenschaft. His challenge was accepted: the subject of reforming the university according to the modern standards of Wissenschaft was the topic of much discourse throughout the first decade of the nineteenth century, with the 1810 formation of the University of Berlin functioning as the exemplar for the implementation of a new vision of the German university modeled in accordance with Wissenschaft.17 Throughout the “long nineteenth century” growing enamor over Wissenschaft forced the German intellectual community to confront certain definitive questions regarding the definition of Wissenschaft, the relationship between the university and Wissenschaft, how an academic discipline achieves the status of a Wissenschaft, and what was the nature of the relationship between Wissenschaft, individual disciplines, and the university.
 
          The foundation of the University of Berlin was a monumental coup for proponents of contemporary Wissenschaft. It was the realization of an institution dedicated to training and research for the cultivation of universal knowledge, intended to revitalize German academic culture, in service of the greater good of the German peoples. The university symbolized the advent of a new era of education, research, knowledge, and Wissenschaft; however, the theoretical grounds that supported its formation were neither stable nor homogenous. Todd Weir,18 Andreas Daum,19 Frederick Gregory,20 Kurt Bayertz, Myriam Gerhard, and Walter Jaeschke21 have contributed to depicting the rise of a new conception of Wissenschaft, that was propelled by a materialistic view of nature, absent the philosophical moorings of German idealism. Proponents of this new definition of Wissenschaft lauded the research-driven approach to knowledge, based off empirical observation and practice, in place of speculative philosophical theories indebted to idealism. Where at the beginning of the century philosophy had overtaken theology as the “queen of the sciences”—embodied in the formation of the University of Berlin—by the 1840s, philosophy lost its claim atop the university as the Wissenschaft der Wissenschaften, eclipsed by the ascendancy of Naturwissenschaft. “The Naturwissenschaften became the paradigm of rationality.”22
 
          The matter of Wissenschaft and its relationship to the German academic environment had a transformative impact on the discipline of theology. Already with Kant’s Streit, theology found itself in a defensive posture, where theologians were forced to demonstrate the wissenschaftlich bona fides of their discipline in order to secure theology’s place within the university. As recent English and German scholarship has helped to demonstrate, the trajectory of theology in nineteenth-century Germany cannot be understood apart from its relationship to Wissenschaft. From Schleiermacher onward, theology found itself in a constant state of conceptual upheaval, shaped by theologians’ attempts to structure theology according to the ever-developing tenets of Wissenschaft. One result of the different attempts at interweaving Wissenschaft and theology was the formation of different “models” of theological Wissenschaft.23 The history of nineteenth-century German theology shows that the combination of a popular and respected theologian and his method of theological study—in other words, his theological Wissenschaft—gave rise to a theological following among the theologian’s students, who were inspired by, shared in, and furthered the specific model of theological study. This phenomenon, especially when shared among some of the theologian’s colleagues, may be identified as the formation of theological “schools.” The most influential theological schools of the century were those inspired by Schleiermacher, F.C. Baur, and Albrecht Ritschl.24
 
          Within the last thirty years, there has been a renewed scholarly interest regarding the nexus between Wissenschaft, theology, and many of the most influential theologians of nineteenth century Germany. In examining these relationships from philosophical, theological, institutional, political, social, and geographical perspectives, the result has been a rich, nuanced, and complex depiction of the academic and theological milieux throughout the century. The history of Wissenschaft and theology in nineteenth century Germany is remarkably complex, irreducible to a simplistic narrative of a handful of figures and institutions.
 
          Recent scholarship has contributed to the production of an intricate and complicated picture of theology and Wissenschaft during Germany’s long nineteenth century, yet an area that remains under-researched is the reception of Wissenschaft among the theologians of the Neolutheran confessional revival.25 Older26 and more recent27 studies have examined confessional Lutheranism in relationship to christology, trinitarian theology, ecclesiology, Luther-reception, political theology—to name a few examples; but none have considered the position(s) of this nineteenth-century, German, confessional Lutheran development with respect to the phenomenon of Wissenschaft that was transpiring across Germany. Some studies have noted the role of Wissenschaft in a particular theologian,28 and some of the more recent studies on theological Wissenschaft have referenced some Neolutheran writings,29 but none have compared a particular theologian’s theological Wissenschaft with those of the popular schools of the day, nor has any scholar done an extensive comparison of the variety of models of Wissenschaft represented among confessional Lutheran theologians.
 
          This study is an attempt to begin the process of addressing the confessional Lutheran lacuna in scholarship regarding theological Wissenschaft. My research examines the relationship between confessional Lutheran theologians and theological Wissenschaft during the nineteenth century. At this time, a comprehensive study of the various models of confessional Lutheran theological Wissenschaft would not be possible. Instead, I have chosen three representative theologians in order to exemplify some of the diversity of thought found among nineteenth-century Lutheran confessionalists. In addition to Johannes von Hofmann, I have selected Gottlieb Christian Adolf von Harleß (1806 – 1879) and August Christian Friedrich Vilmar (1800 – 1868). The reason for selecting these three theologians is that each embodies a unique posture towards contemporary theology and played an important role in characterizing different attitudes towards Wissenschaft among the first generation of Neolutheran confessional theologians. Hofmann was arguably the most well-known Neolutheran theologian of his generation, whose scholarly output covered a variety of theological subjects and disciplines. Moreover, out of the first generation of Neolutheran theologians, Hofmann was the most dedicated to executing a comprehensive theological project consisting of a study of salvific history and its relationship between the Old and New Testaments, a systematic theology, a theological ethics, a comprehensive study of the Bible, a theological encyclopedia, and a biblical hermeneutics. Harleß was a pivotal theologian among the first generation of Neolutherans, occupying various academic and ecclesiastical posts. As a church leader, he was a unifying figure, serving as the first president (Vorsitzender) of die Allgemeine Evangelish-Lutherische Konferenz (AELK); as an academic, he was the driving personality that motivated the confessional turn of the theological faculty at Erlangen, recognized as the founder of the so-called Erlangen Schule and its “theology of experience” (Erfahrungstheologie), who was the first Lutheran of the confessional awakening to offer a Lutheran approach to constructing a theological Wissenschaft, as contained in his Theologische Encyklopädie und Methodologie vom Standpunkte der protestantischen Kirche.30 In contrast to both Hofmann and Harleß, Vilmar, onetime rector of the Marburg gymnasium and professor of theology at Marburg, illustrates a Lutheran rejection of the contemporary demands of the academic culture of Wissenschaft and the theological imperative to reorder theology according to its tenants in order to demonstrate the integrity of the theological enterprise. He lambasted modern theology as “the theology of rhetoric.”31 Vilmar posited that the discipline of theology, due to its object of study, is radically dissimilar to other academic disciplines—specifically the so-called “natural sciences”; consequently, the appropriation of foreign methodologies that were designed for natural sciences, resulted in a circumscribed and anemic theology. However, a close read of Vilmar’s own articulation of Lutheran theology reveals that his “theology of facts” was not a simple theology of repristination or regurgitation of an older Lutheran orthodoxy. Vilmar’s construction of a confessional Lutheran theology evidences the interpolation of modern theology.
 
          It is too easy to view the history of theology of nineteenth century Germany either from the vantage point of the central theological figures that loomed large at the end of the century, or from Barth’s denunciation of German liberal theology. Both perspectives privilege certain voices, and diminish, undervalue, or ignore those voices that, although not prominent at the end of the century, were influential in their time. In contextualizing the theological Wissenschaft of Harleß, Vilmar, and Hofmann within the larger theological backdrop of nineteenth century Germany, this work has two goals: first, to advance the present state of knowledge regarding theological Wissenschaft during the first half of the long nineteenth century. To this end, this research builds upon and furthers current scholarship on the rise and development of models and schools of German theological Wissenschaft prior to the formation of the German Empire. Second, after helping to refine the larger picture of theological Wissenschaft, by examining a subject that has gone ignored in research on nineteenth-century German theology, this volume contributes to the ongoing work of narrating the history of the confessional Lutheran movement. In attending to confessional Lutheran attitudes towards theological Wissenschaft, in comparing the positions of Harleß, Vilmar, and Hofmann, and by situating them within a phenomenon that transpired throughout Germany, my research results in further correlating Neolutheran theology within the broader German theological landscape.
 
          
            1.1 Approaching a Confessional Lutheran Theological Wissenschaft
 
            By the 1840s and 1850s the phenomenon of Verwissenschaftlichung had already permeated the German academic milieu. Wissenschaft had even breached the walls of the universities and academies, winning an audience with a lay population not dedicated to the academic life of Wissenschaft. However, despite its overwhelming popularity, and the academic commitment to a strict and rigorous intellectual culture dedicated to the most modern methodological standards, there was no single idea of Wissenschaft to which everyone subscribed. Wissenschaft was not a stable and fixed idea. Its conceptual foundations were multiple and disparate. The champions of the model derived from the Naturwissenschaften saw themselves as overcoming an erroneous conception of Wissenschaft, driven by speculative metaphysical commitments, rather than the truths achieved through empirical observation. Such wissenschaftlich diversity characterized the theological landscape of German Protestantism. Already at the beginning of the century, one can discern variations between figures such as Schelling and Schleiermacher, despite the fact that both men shared an idealistic interpretation of reality. The remainder of the century witnessed the emergence of multiple and antagonistic models of theological Wissenschaft.
 
            The first generation of Neolutheran theologians underwent their theological training at universities that were becoming centers of Wissenschaft. By the time that they received their first academic positions, these theologians had joined intellectual communities already committed to creating scholarship that met the standards of Wissenschaft. It is my contention that this dimension of confessional Lutheran theology has been neglected in current scholarship. Although some studies have considered the theological Wissenschaft or posture of a specific theologian, no work to date has provided a comparative study of different models of theological Wissenschaft among confessional Lutheran theologians.
 
            This book argues that the first generation of Neolutherans—as represented by Harleß, Vilmar, and Hofmann—were active participants in the multifaceted discourse over the nature of theological Wissenschaft. Like their counterparts in other German universities, Harleß, Vilmar, and Hofmann were engaged by the question of how theology relates to Wissenschaft. By the time that they had become academic theologians, it was not possible to simply ignore the issue of modern theological Wissenschaft. By virtue of belonging to a university, this was a subject that demanded their attention. My research shows that the criticism of contemporary theology from confessional Lutheran theologians and their intention of offering an alternative theology was the outcome of their understanding of the relationship between theology and Wissenschaft. Nineteenth-century confessional Lutheran theology is inadequately understood apart from its relationship to the German culture of Wissenschaft. By the middle of the nineteenth century, the discipline of theology—as were all university disciplines—was inextricably bound to the concept of Wissenschaft; this proved to be true even for those critical of modern university theology. Critical appraisals of modern Wissenschaft, as represented by Vilmar, were still marked by the imprint of Wissenschaft.
 
            This work further argues that although confessional Lutherans identified themselves in contradistinction to the dominant theologians and theologies of their day, there was no consensus as to what Lutheran theology should be. In their positions as university theologians, Harleß, Vilmar, and Hofmann were each tasked with training students in theology, including its structure, methods, principles, and its justification as a discipline—constituent features of Wissenschaft. As professors, each of them presented a paradigm of theological Wissenschaft that was to be learned and imitated by their students. Of the three, Hofmann was the most forthright about putting forward a paradigm of theological Wissenschaft that he desired his successors to appropriate and improve,32 but his theology—and therefore also his theological Wissenschaft—elicited censure from confessional Lutheran theologians throughout Germany, even from his Erlangen colleagues.
 
            The critical posture of confessional Lutheran theologians towards the dominant theological schools of their day was insufficient in itself to produce either a single confessional Lutheran theology or a single expression of theological Wissenschaft. One finds a corresponding pattern between popular German theology and its confessional Lutheran counterpart: just as there was no single theological Wissenschaft in the larger German theological milieu, but a number of contrasting and competing paradigms, a similar variety of models characterized confessional Lutheran theology. Whether or not it is appropriate to identity any of these models of theological Wissenschaft with a theological school or its formation, is a question that lies outside of the scope of this work. My research demonstrates that confessional Lutheran theologians were fully engaged in the conversation over theological Wissenschaft, and that there was no homogenous Lutheran model of Wissenschaft.
 
            This wissenschaftlich framing of the first generation of Neolutheran theology allows this group of theologians a voice in the polyphonic debate over the question of the wissenschaftlich character and construction of theology that transpired throughout mid-nineteenth century Germany. In constructing their own models of theological Wissenschaft, Hofmann, Harleß, and Vilmar were not casual followers of a trans-German phenomenon, but they had attempted to provide an alternative vision of Wissenschaft in contrast to the prevailing and competing models. Recovering their conceptions of Wissenschaft will help to further develop the current knowledge of the rise and development of the culture of Wissenschaft that dominated German theological discourse throughout the nineteenth century. These confessional Lutheran approaches to Wissenschaft fit neither the categorization of the models of Baur and Tübingen, nor of Ritschl. This illustrates a more diverse landscape over the construction of theology as Wissenschaft. Moreover, my research helps to narrate an overlooked internal dispute amongst the burgeoning confessional Lutheran awakening. All three Lutheran theologians were struggling to articulate a legitimate expression of the relationship between theology, Wissenschaft, and its academic culture.
 
           
          
            1.2 Overview
 
            This book is divided into two parts, part one consists of two chapters, and part two contains four chapters, followed by a conclusion. Part one is primarily contextual: its purpose is to outline the developments regarding the concept of Wissenschaft and its relationship to theology in Germany approximately from the end of the eighteenth century to the first half of the nineteenth century. In chapter two I examine the development and transformation of the concept of Wissenschaft and its relationship to the German university. This chapter is primarily a study of the philosophical influence of the concept of Wissenschaft at the turn of the century. The central figures of this chapter are Kant and Schelling. Of the many philosophers that contributed to the creation of Germany’s intellectual culture of Wissenschaft, Kant and Schelling are two of the foremost. They both articulated precise and comprehensive ideas of Wissenschaft for the purpose of reforming and inspiring instruction and research in the German university. Their philosophical calls for reform also impacted the discipline of theology. Chapter three pivots from a philosophical to a theological contextualization, primarily structured around the thought of Schleiermacher. Like Kant and Schelling, Schleiermacher was a pivotal figure in enshrining academic reforms based upon Wissenschaft in his work in the formation of the University of Berlin. As an intellectual, Schleiermacher’s thoughts on Wissenschaft share many points of similarity with the idealistic structure represented by Schelling, but his position on the relationship between theology and Wissenschaft, and the discipline of theology as a positive Wissenschaft, is absent the speculative reinterpretation of theology as found in Schelling. The chapter proceeds to consider the developments of theological Wissenschaft following Schleiermacher, in response to some perceived deficiencies in his thought, as represented in the work of F.C. Baur and his Tübingen School of theology. The chapter concludes with a brief overview over the rise of Ritschl and the so-called Ritschlean School.
 
            The second part, chapters four through seven, is a study of theological Wissenschaft among confessional Lutheran theologians Adolf von Harleß, August Vilmar, and Johannes von Hofmann. Chapter four is a study of Harleß, chiefly drawn from his 1837 Theologische Encyklopädie und Methodologie. Identified as the founder of the Erlangen Schule, Harleß’s Theologische Encyklopädie is the first comprehensive outline of a theological Wissenschaft by a theologian of the confessional Lutheran movement. This work evidences how other German Lutheran theologians were engaged with the same questions that challenged Schleiermacher, and questions of theological methodology subsequently raised by him. Additionally, the Encyklopädie illustrates how Schleiermacher functioned as both model and foil for Harleß. In contrast to Harleß, Vilmar positioned himself in opposition to the winds of theological Wissenschaft. In his 1856 Die Theologie der Thatsachen wider die Theologie der Rhetorik and his 1874 Dogmatik, Vilmar spurned modern theological Wissenschaft, evaluating it as incompatible with Lutheran theology. However, behind his bold denunciations, one can identify shared concerns, and also points of methodological influence in Vilmar’s own theology.
 
            Part two concludes with a study of Hofmann’s development of theological Wissenschaft (chapter six) and the relationship between his theological Wissenschaft and his trinitarian theology and Christology (chapter seven). In these chapters I draw upon two of Hofmann’s central theological works, Der Schriftbeweis: Ein theologischer Versuch (1st edition, 1852 – 1855; 2nd edition, 1857 – 1860) and the Encyclopädie der Theologie (posthumously printed, 1879). Additionally, I draw upon the following works of Hofmann: the posthumously published Theologische Ethik (1878); the inaugural addresses delivered in his capacity as the Prorector for the University of Erlangen; the Theologische Briefe der Professoren Delitzsch und v. Hofmann (1859 – 1861) (1891, 1894), a collection of correspondence with his friend and colleague Franz Delitzsch; his Dogmatikvorlesungen 1842; and the apologetic and critical four part Schutzschriften für eine neue Weise alte Wahrheit zu lehren (1856 – 59). Chapter six begins by considering Hofmann’s understanding of Wissenschaft drawn from non-academic theological writings, before presenting his own attempt to positively articulate a uniquely biblical and Lutheran theological Wissenschaft. In chapter seven, I show the inextricable relationship between Hofmann’s Wissenschaft and his theology of the Triune God.
 
            This section concludes with a discussion of the categorization of Neolutheran theology as represented by Harleß, Vilmar, and Hofmann. Although Harleß, Vilmar, and Hofmann are not representative of a unified vision of Lutheran theology, I argue that none of the three properly conform to the dominant models of theology in nineteenth century Germany, or under the category of repristination theology.
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              2 Philosophy and Wissenschaft at the Turn of the Century
 
            
 
             
              At the dawn of the eighteenth century, Germany was the scene of intense discussion and debate over the vitality of its academic state.1 As early as 1694 and 1737, with the founding of the universities of Halle and Göttingen, a new intellectual spirit had begun to emerge within the German territories. Halle and Göttingen established reputations for inter-confessional toleration and their efforts to promote an academic community driven by the rational standards of the Aufklärung rather than devotion to earlier confessional models or inherited structures of the medieval period. Due to the fact that Halle was the center of the pietistic work of August Hermann Francke (1663 – 1727), and the home of rationalist philosophers Christian Thomasius (1665 – 1728) and Christian Wolff (1679 – 1754), it was said that students studying at Halle would either become a pietist or rationalist.2
 
              The universities of Halle and Göttingen were home to the nascent academic reforms that would eventually take hold throughout the universities in Germany. Yet, in the mid-eighteenth century, the institutional and educational reforms of Halle and Göttingen were anomalies rather than the norm. Both students and intellectuals were dissatisfied with German universities inundated with confessional polemics and division, combined with antiquated educational standards alongside of time-worn academic structures and pedagogical models. Beginning in 1750 enrollment in Prussian universities began a steady decline, although the overall population experienced growth. Except for a brief reprieve during the 1820s, this trend did not abate until the final quarter of the nineteenth century.3
 
              The role of the university in eighteenth-century Germany was complex. Within the timespan of one hundred years, the university underwent a transformation from the inherited structures that predated the Reformation, to rehabilitation efforts inspired by the Enlightenment, and the reformist attempts that predated nineteenth-century developments. At the beginning of the eighteenth century, German universities still resembled the traditional medieval model of the university, where the disciplines of theology, law, and medicine prevailed as the chief disciplines, and instruction still followed medieval educational pedagogy, with lectures often delivered in Latin.4 The purpose of university education, in essence, was the perpetuation of the class of university-educated men, the so-called Gelehrtentum. This university-trained class, also known as the Gelehrtenstand, represented a community of educated elite—consisting of professors and students, jurists, lawyers, clerics, doctors, and gymnasium teachers—who were trained in the traditional medieval university disciplines and believed themselves to be the models of education and the bearers of universal knowledge.5
 
              As the century witnessed the rise and popularity of the Aufklärung and its accompanying advancements in knowledge and technology, especially in fields and disciplines outside of theology, medicine, and law, the Gelehrtentum became a subject of ridicule among Germany's enlightened intelligentsia. One example of this mockery is Lessing’s 1747 satirical play Der junge Gelehrte, in which Lessing parodied the Gelehrtentum in the character Damis.6 Lessing’s satire expressed the resentment and criticism of new kinds of intellectual elites, products of the Aufklärung, who distanced themselves from the Gelehrtentum. In response to the university status quo maintained by the Gelehrtentum, and its perceived outdated organization, scholars and researchers established institutions outside of and in competition with the university. Universities had to compete with the “knight academies” (Ritterakademien) as a source of education for the children of the elite, while a host of wissenschaftlich academies and societies were established in Berlin, Göttingen, Munich, Mannheim, and Erfurt as part of the so-called “scientific society movement” that transpired across Europe during the eighteenth century.7 In addition to the diminishment of funds on the part of the university, these academies and institutions became “the undisputed leaders in promulgating the ideas of the Enlightenment [and] they had also far surpassed universities as the seats of practical and progressive fields such as engineering, history, natural science, and mathematics.”8
 
              Critics lambasted German universities for their social aloofness, specifically in that university education was not directed for preparing students for service within the state. As the Göttingen professor of philosophy, Christoph Meiners (1747 – 1810) argued that a goal of university education ought to be the creation of well-educated civil servants, who would then be enabled to work for the good and benefit of the state and the overall flourishing of the citizenry.9 As it stood, university training in theology, medicine, or law resulted not in the formation of scholars and researchers, but in the production of civil ministers.10 If a student was successful in his university studies, he was likely to secure a gainful job as a civil servant. Since the state would continue to require future civil servants, a university professorship was a secure and somewhat lucrative vocation. As will be shown below, intellectuals who desired education reforms derided this utilitarian approach to university education, by both professors and students, through the terms “bread-scholar” (Brotgelehrte) and “bread-studies” (Brotstudium). For example, in his inaugural address at the University of Jena on May 26, 1789, Was heißt und zu welchem Ende studiert man Universalgeschichte?, Friedrich Schiller (1758 – 1805) distinguished university students into two classifications: the “bread-scholar” (der Brotgelehrte) and the students who possessed “a philosophical head” (der philosophische Kopf). The so-called “bread-scholars” work in order only to fulfill all of the requirements necessary to attain a civil office (Amt) and to improve their social standings in light of their “future callings.”11
 
              Since the chief purpose of the university was the training of future civil servants, the university was not the primary location associated with Wissenschaft. Although university professors would publish, their publications were often general and broad, in the genre of academic textbooks, rather than specialized publications that reported research or advancement in a particular discipline. The task of research and scholarship fell into the orbit of the academies of Wissenschaft; and these institutions sharply defended their role as the pioneers of research. As Ludwig von Beausobre opined in a 1770 report regarding the Berlin Academy of Wissenschaften, the purpose of the university is the instruction of youth, not research. The task of the university professor is satisfied simply by instruction.12 On the other hand, it is the task of the academies “to increase the Wissenschaften and to make them more useful. The member of the academy has accomplished his responsibility, when the gaps of his subject—that which are imperfections, that which is not sufficiently noted—are filled in and the incomplete has become more complete.”13 Throughout the first half of the century, academies and societies were the leading centers of research and discipline-oriented investigation. The university focused on the more practical and managerial cameral sciences whose purpose was “the service of the state and the enlightenment of the nation.”14
 
              At the end of the eighteenth century, the separation between the university and research gradually lessened so that in the former there was an expectation for professors to be active participants in furthering the knowledge of their respective discipline. In fact, by the time of Humboldt's administration—beginning in 1806—there was a closer coordination of academies and the university.15 Additionally, the formation of extra-university societies and academies had slowed by the end of the eighteenth century.16 By the 1830s, after the rise of the University of Berlin and subsequent reformist attempts, the university became a location for research, experimentation, and the expansion of disciplines—even to the point of developing new fields and disciplines. The momentum of change was so rapid that men like the pedagogue Friedrich Adolph Wilhelm Diesterweg (1790 – 1866) and the physiologist Christian Heinrich Ernst Bischoff (1781 – 1801) could complain that the German university was plagued by young academics who were pedagogically incompetent, indifferent to their responsibilities as instructors, and wholly occupied by research and publication.17
 
              Although university reforms, both within and outside of Prussia, only came to gradual fruition throughout the pre-1848Vormärz period, their presence witnesses to a culture seeking educational and university renovation. Two writings that exemplify attempts of the reformation of the German university structure are Kant’s Der Streit der Fakultäten (1798) and Schelling’s Vorlesungen über die Methode des akademischen Studiums (1803). These texts modeled paths of revision that, on the one hand, are quite conservative: neither Kant nor Schelling advanced a program of radical restructuring of the university. Rather, both Kant and Schelling, on the whole, retained the inherited structure of the university. On the other hand, while maintaining much of the status quo, both texts introduced certain radical platforms. The progressiveness of their reforms was centered in two points: the recasting of the place and role of the traditional higher faculties of theology, law, and medicine; and in the elevation of philosophy and the extension of philosophy’s domain.
 
              This chapter examines the reformatory works of Kant’s Der Streit der Fakultäten and Schelling’s Vorlesungen über die Methode des akademischen Studiums. The selection of these works is based on multiple criteria. First, the importance of these works for the developments transpiring within the German university throughout the century is well established. The significance of Kant’s Streit was already recognized it its own day, and its continued importance persisted into the next century. Due to the centrality it gave to the philosophical faculty, Streit has been called “a declaration of independence.”18 Schelling’s Vorlesungen influenced Humboldt’s thought over the nature of the university,19 and more recently scholars have begun to recognize its overall impact on university studies throughout the era.20
 
              Second, Streit and Vorlesungen each attest to the increased prominence of Wissenschaft at the turn of the century. In Kant and Schelling, one finds that the concept of Wissenschaft undergoes a transformation of meaning. Up to the middle of the eighteenth century, the definition of Wissenschaft was ambiguous, ranging from the so-called “Classical Model”—drawn from Aristotle’s Analytica posterior21—up to an “individual bit of knowledge.” By the end of the eighteenth century, the definition of Wissenschaft began to consolidate around a more unified understanding: “‘Science’ becomes a systematically ordered whole that consists not only of results, but, more importantly, of methods, practices and stances toward nature.”22 A prominent figure that participated in effecting this change was none other than Kant. However, other scholars found Kant's definition of Wissenschaft to be insufficient. Schelling’s presentation of Wissenschaft in his Vorlesungen was a result of and a response to Kant’s work.
 
              The discussion concerning the definition of Wissenschaft, as represented by Kant and Schelling, took place within the university context. It was at the end of eighteenth century that the ideal of the German university gradually began to intertwine itself with the concept of Wissenschaft. In the foundation of the University of Berlin, and in subsequent university reforms, the relationship between Wissenschaft and the university grew more intimate.23 Secondly, while philosophers often led the discussions regarding the nature and boundaries and expansion of Wissenschaft, by no means were these concerns limited to philosophers and the philosophical faculties. Philosophers such as Kant and Schelling were not only interested in and conversant with the current trends of the natural sciences, but their respective paradigms of Wissenschaft went on to shape—even in contrasting ways—the philosophical foundations of the practitioners of the natural sciences.24
 
              Beyond modeling the relationship of Wissenschaft and its role within the German university, Kant's Streit and Schelling's Vorlesungen both addressed theology’s precarious status in the university and the question of its claim to be a proper Wissenschaft. As Kant and Schelling were not of one mind on the definition of Wissenschaft, their positions over the question of theology also lacked congruity. Kant and Schelling disputed the place theology ought to occupy in the reformed university.
 
              The first section of this chapter considers Kant’s Der Streit der Fakultäten and the placement of theology in the university, and more specifically, Kant's position on the relationship of theology to Wissenschaft. To understand the argument presented in Streit, I first consider Kant’s general definition of Wissenschaft and the category of knowledge that a Wissenschaft possessed. This section concludes by returning to Kant’s judgment on theology and his classification of the subjects of the theological discipline.
 
              From Kant’s Streit this chapter turns to Schelling’s Vorlesungen über die Methode des akademischen Studiums. Like the first part, this section presents Schelling’s conceptualization of Wissenschaft, with the goal of understanding how this affected his understanding of theology as a university discipline. To discern Schelling’s position—and its distinction from Kant—this chapter considers how Schelling’s construal of Wissenschaft was dependent upon his philosophy of absolute idealism.
 
              
                2.1 Kant's Streit der Fakultäten
 
                Kant directly addressed the issue of theology as a university discipline and theology’s relationship to Wissenschaft in his 1798 text Der Streit der Fakultäten.25 Kant retained the standard distinction of the university’s “higher faculties” of theology, law, and medicine. These three faculties are considered “higher” due to the fact that their respective subjects, both in terms of material and method, directly fall under the concern of the government. The three faculties of theology, medicine, and law are tasked with training governmental workers—whom Kant called “instruments of the government,” “businesspeople or technicians of learning,” and “tools of the government”—who, as holders of offices of the government, “have legal influence on the public and form a special class of the intelligentsia.”26 The specific end of the higher faculties is the training of future government workers, whose future role as agents of the government is direct interaction with the public.
 
                In addition to the three higher faculties Kant posited the need for a “lower faculty.” The distinguishing characteristic of this faculty is that it functions outside of direct oversight of the government.27 This lower faculty does not concern itself with the training of the government’s “intelligentsia”; rather, its task is exclusively “to look out after the interests of science.” Whereas the higher faculties are concerned with utility, this lower faculty, which Kant names the philosophical faculty, is dedicated to the absolute pursuit of truth.28 Unencumbered by any possible constraints that accompany utility, philosophy is “free to evaluate everything, and concerns itself with the interests of the sciences, that is, with truth: one in which reason is authorized to speak out publicly.”29 This does not imply that the higher faculties have no regard for truth, but rather it underscores that their distinctive aim is a twofold service of the government and the public. The aim of the lower faculty, in contrast, is solely the truth, and, therefore, serves only the interest of reason. For this purpose, the lower faculty is permitted to examine the teachings of the higher faculties in order to ascertain the veracity of their claims.
 
                While Kant maintained that theology was a member of the higher faculties within a university, it is important to note a few observations. First, as a higher faculty, theology is directed towards utility, accountable to the government, and subject to philosophical scrutiny. Second, since theology is directed to practical purposes, and not truth, it is not categorized as a Wissenschaft. Third, in allowing theology—and the faculties of law and medicine—a place within the university, Kant does not depict the university as an institution whose central object is the achievement of Wissenschaft. In Kant’s estimation the university is dually tasked with ends that are both wissenschaftlich and practical, the former regulated to the lower faculty, while the later are assigned to the higher faculties. In addition to not having responsibility for furthering Wissenschaft, theology does not need to posture itself as a Wissenschaft—in fact, to do so would be to overstep its boundaries as a higher faculty—but it does need to submit its teaching to the examinations of the lower faculty. Since the philosophical faculty is propelled by reason and the pursuit of truth, it is able to evaluate the higher faculties.
 
                In light of Kant’s stance over the status of theology as Wissenschaft and its location within the university, it is necessary to see how Kant arrived at this opinion, specifically, how Kant came to the position that theology is not a Wissenschaft. To see the way Kant reached this conclusion, one must consider what Kant evaluated as the necessary features of a Wissenschaft, and how theology fails to meet this criterion.
 
                
                  2.1.1 Kant’s Proper Wissenschaft
 
                  In his 1786 work Metaphysische Anfangsgründe der Naturwissenschaft, Kant articulated that there are three criteria that qualify a body of cognition as an “actual science” (eigentliche Wissenschaft): (i) a systematic unity that orders the cognitions by a set of principles; (ii) the whole of cognition is governed by a priori principles; (iii) there is apodictic certainty. Systematic unity is necessary, but it alone does not suffice that a body of cognitions qualifies as an “actual science.”30 Kant goes on to explain,
 
                   
                    Any whole of cognition [Erkenntniß] that is systematic can, for this reason, already be called science, and, if the connection of cognition in this system is an interconnection of grounds and consequences, even rational science. If, however, the grounds or principles themselves are still in the end merely empirical, as in chemistry, for example, and the laws from which the given facts are explained through reason are mere laws of experience, then they carry with them no consciousness of their necessity (they are not apodictally certain), and thus the whole of cognition does not deserve the name of a science in the strict sense; chemistry should therefore be called a systematic art rather than a science.31
 
                  
 
                  Kant distinguished between empirical and apodictic certainty: only the latter is able to provide cognition (Erkenntniß) that may be classified as actual Wissenschaft, while the former is only called knowledge improperly.
 
                  Kant’s definition requires that each body of cognition be derived from a “pure part” (reinen Theil). Its cognition must be deduced a priori, thus prohibiting an empirical derivation. Kant rejects any totalizing “foundationalism and naive representationalism”: knowledge is not merely a reflection of what one observes in nature.32 In this judgment Kant was not offering a definition of Wissenschaft that leaves no room for empirical observations. However, he was restricting the capacity for definitions derived from empiricism: empirical observation renders cognition only “empirically certain or contingent.”33 One may start with empirically derived cognition; but from this cognition one must be able to derive a priori principles, thus rendering the certainty of the cognition apodictic.
 
                  Kant’s threefold definition of a proper Wissenschaft arose out of his treatment of the possibility of constructing a genuine metaphysical foundation for natural science (Naturwissenschaft). Context is important, yet the conclusions at which Kant arrived are still applicable in assessing how he judged the character of theology as a Wissenschaft. As with chemistry, the empirical aspect of the discipline of theology determines its wissenschaftlich status.
 
                  In Metaphysische Anfangsgründe der Naturwissenschaft Kant presents his threefold criteria that must be met in order for a “whole cognition” to attain the level and certainty of Wissenschaft. But the strict standards that are necessary for the attainment of Wissenschaft do not exhaust Kant’s understanding of cognition. This degree of certainty that cognition must obtain only corresponds to one third of Kant’s categorization of cognition. Recognition of these distinctions will be helpful in understanding Kant’s evaluation of the kind of cognition that theology is able to make.
 
                 
                
                  2.1.2 Kant’s Triad of Assent
 
                  Kant distinguished between three modes of cognition (Erkenntniß) that one may hold to be true (Fürwahrhalten): knowledge (Wissen), opinion (Meinung) and belief/faith (Glaube). According to Kant, knowledge (Wissen) is derived from “the awareness of necessity,” which “consists in the framing of the real in accordance with a rule; it is the relation of an object to thinking insofar as thinking determines the being of the object itself.”34 Being derived from a priori principles, such cognition is apodictically certain, and is universally true. Thus, knowledge, grounded in universal certainty, demands comprehensive “conviction” (Überzeugung).35 Knowledge must maintain a dual degree of sufficiency, both objective and subjective, where the former is a matter of the “proposition’s justificatory grounds,” and the latter “pertains to states of firm commitment.”36 Objective sufficiency fulfills certain “objective grounds,” providing evidence and support of a rational and empirical character. Subjective sufficiency speaks to the “psychological state” of the subject who commits herself to the truth claim of a proposition.37
 
                  Knowledge is both objectively and subjectively sufficient and therefore is held to be true. Opinion is held to be true even though it does not fulfill both grounds of sufficiency; nevertheless, it still maintains some objective grounds, thus causing the person to hold the proposition to be true with some degree of confidence. Yet, full confidence is not reached. Thus, Kant argued a person may hold an opinion without believing it, since the complete certainty remains impossible. There are more grounds or cognitions in favor of a certain opinion, leading one to support it, but only to the degree that is warranted by the available grounds.38
 
                  Whereas knowledge possesses both objective and subjective sufficiency, and opinion lacks both kinds of sufficiency, belief, like knowledge, maintains subjective sufficiency, even though it lacks objective sufficiency.39 But there is a key distinction in the grounds of subjective sufficiency that exist between knowledge and belief. Subjective sufficiency speaks to the “psychological orientation” of the subject to the proposition, namely the “states of firm commitment.” For knowledge subjective commitment derives from the “objectively sufficient epistemic grounds” of the proposition. Objective certainty leads the subject to his own certainty. In contrast, the subjective sufficiency of belief, rather than theoretical reason or experience is the consequence of the needs that are required by commitment to “pure practical reason”: “a sustained commitment to duty requires that we also posit a determinate end for our action … as well as the postulates necessary for the realization of that end.”40 Whereas the subjective sufficiency of knowledge draws upon theoretical reason or experience, for belief it is solely derived “through the needs of practical reason.”41
 
                  There is an important caveat that arises at this distinction between the grounds that justify the subjective sufficiency for knowledge and belief. In that for belief the grounds of subjective sufficiency are drawn from the needs of pure practical reason and not from any epistemic grounds, one might conclude that claims of belief would lack the same breadth and scope of knowledge. Knowledge demands complete conviction for the claims that it makes are “universally valid.” Given that knowledge has both objective and subjective sufficiency one might surmise that Kant deduces the universal and comprehensive scope of knowledge from this twofold sufficiency. However, Kant also ascribes a similar universal scope to the propositions of belief, even though belief lacks objective sufficiency. Belief, like knowledge, is able to demand conviction because its propositions are grounded in pure practical reason, and reason is valid for all humanity.42 In recognizing the different propositions that demand conviction, Kant distinguished between two kinds of conviction: logical conviction—for propositions considered knowledge—and moral/practical—for propositions considered belief.
 
                  While opinion cannot claim the conviction that knowledge and belief demand, since opinion lacks subjective sufficiency, for Kant opinion, along with knowledge and belief, is a form of assent that is categorized as having “intersubjective validity.” Even absent of subjective certainty, opinion is grounded on objective grounds, based upon an assessment that evaluates evidence. In fact, Kant asserted that majority of the claims that people hold are classified as opinion, not knowledge.43
 
                  In distinction from knowledge, belief, and opinion stands “persuasion” (Überredung). As a form of assent persuasion, lacking intersubjective validity, is established in nothing more than “mere private validity.” Persuasion occurs when a person, due to the limitations of human judgment, wrongfully holds a claim to be certain, believing it to be grounded in reason, while in fact, its grounds solely lie within the individual person. Kant sees persuasion as nothing more than an “illusion,” and judges it as an illicit form of assent.44 Persuasion is an error of judgment all too common amongst humanity that is difficult to discern once an individual has wrongly assented to hold a certain claim to be universally valid.45
 
                 
                
                  2.1.3 Theology as Wissenschaft
 
                  Returning to Der Streit der Fakultäten Kant’s judgment over the status of the three higher faculties, as proper Wissenschaft, was determined by the practical end of each of the respective faculties, which in turn, required arbitration beyond mere reason. Theology, law, and medicine are directed to the achievement of public well-being (eternal, civil, and physical), necessitating governmental oversight in directing the faculties in their pursuit of these public goods.46 The discipline of theology is bound not only to the authority of reason, but also to the dictates of the government, whose goal is to influence the public for the achievement of these public ends: “By public teachings about the first of these, the government can exercise very great influence to uncover the inmost thoughts and guide the most secret intentions of its subjects.”47
 
                  The mediation of the government within the higher faculties is further realized by the mandate that all three faculties follow the directives issued from texts respective to their subject. Each discipline is required to draw upon a specific writing or body of writings that functions as the source of teaching—an external authority that determines the content that each discipline is permitted to teach to the public. These texts—each containing a “code of law” or canon—functioning as authoritative sources, demand absolute obedience from all scholars within the discipline. Consequently, the higher faculties stand in sharp contrast to the lower, philosophical faculties, governed by reason and truth alone.
 
                  As a result of this dual source of external authority that the higher faculties owe to the government and to their legislative texts, Kant resolved that the governance of the higher faculties is not grounded in reason:
 
                   
                    It is self-evident that such a text (or book) must comprise statutes, that is, teachings that proceed from the power of choice of an authority (that do not issues directly from reason); for otherwise it could not demand obedience simply, as something the government has sanctioned. And this holds true of the entire code of laws, even those of its teachings, to be expounded to the public, which could also be derived from reason: the code takes no notice of their rational ground, but bases itself on the command of an external legislator.48
 
                  
 
                  The higher faculties of theology, law, and medicine are unable to fulfill two of the criteria that Kant specified determine a “proper Wissenschaft,” namely the need for governing principles that are deduced a priori and apodictic certainty. Consequently, biblical theology falls outside of the boundaries of proper Wissenschaft because its subject is a matter of belief/faith (Glaube), or opinion (Meinung), not knowledge (Wissen). Although this categorical distinction is sharp, it does not invalidate or undermine theology—or any of the higher faculties. Rather, it specifies both the content and the claims that the faculties are able to make. To be sure Kant enacted a strict limitation on knowledge, excluding the higher faculties, but this follows from his understanding of the paucity of knowledge. For Kant “Knowledge, however, is not a common achievement. With the exception of what is self-evident or deduced through pure reason, most of the claims to which we hold fall within opinion.”49
 
                  According to Kant’s definition, the ability of the higher faculties to attain the status of proper Wissenschaft is outside of the realm of possibility given their dependence on external authorities. In fact, any attempt to “mix with its teachings something it treats as derived from reason”—the proper “territory” of the lower faculty—would result in the faculties overstepping their proper bounds that the government has established and warrant punitive action.50
 
                  Theology, law, and medicine derive their teachings from texts, not cognitions deduced a priori. The biblical theologian is bound by the limits imposed through the Bible. Through recourse to the scriptures the theologian is tasked with expositing the text as the word through which God spoke. However, it lies outside of the bounds—and capacity—of biblical theology to attempt to prove God’s existence or examine the biblical origins, whether they are of a divine nature. The biblical theologian’s work is to act as if God spoke through the scriptures, but not to demonstrate that God has indeed spoken through them.51 These tasks would require the biblical theologian to invoke reason, the proper realm of philosophy. This misstep—or leap— into the terrain of philosophy, over “the wall of ecclesiastical faith,” would expose the claims of theology to the open and free critiques of the philosopher.
 
                  Dependence upon the government and the scriptures prohibit theology from meeting the criteria of a proper Wissenschaft; therefore, like medicine and law, theology is restricted to the status of a higher faculty that is engaged in training public servants for government service. Further strictures are placed upon biblical theology due to the nature of the claims it makes. Drawing upon the Bible the task of the biblical theologian is to posit teachings whose origins are historical and considered to be divinely revealed. Claims grounded in history and revelation by their nature exclude the possibility of a priori construction and apodictic certainty.52 History and revelation—the historically contingent imparting of specific religious tenets—are known only a posteriori, through empirical observation, and therefore categorically excludes apodicticity. They are “beyond the scope of rational demonstration.”53 The necessarily contingent character of history and revelation preclude any intrinsic and a priori necessity: they cannot be established through principles deduced a priori, and thus can never be apodictically certain.54
 
                 
                
                  2.1.4 Biblical Theology and Rational Theology
 
                  Central to Kant’s religious project, as he sought its realization both within a university structure and within society, was to establish a clear division between, on the one hand, what is accidental and particular, and, on the other hand, what is universal and necessary. According to these criteria, Kant separated theology as a university discipline and religion into two distinct categories: theology is divided into biblical and rational theology, and religion is segregated into historical/ecclesiastical faith and pure rational faith. Through this segregation, he was able to further his critical project by promoting a reasonable and universal religion, creating space for its university study, while allowing room for more historically conditioned religious and theological expressions.
 
                  What distinguishes biblical from rational theology is that the latter is derived from reason, “based upon inner laws that can be developed from every human being’s own reason”; while the former is drawn from statutory sources and authority outside the boundaries of human reason.55 The source for biblical theology is the scriptures, grounded in belief in divine revelation. As shown above, biblical theology depends upon external sources and authority to validate itself as a discipline and to justify the claims it makes.
 
                  By comparison, rational theology relies exclusively upon human reason. It is tasked with explicating the universal and necessary inner laws of reason—the subject of religion—here understood as pure rational faith. As such, the content of rational theology—and religion—by excluding all heteronomous sources, is morality, derived from the practical use of reason. At this juncture one sees that morality and religion are nearly identical, only permitting a mere “formal” distinction: “the idea of God” as a regulative principle, that serves to bolster within humanity a dutiful commitment to the moral law.56 Within the strictures of reason, the rational theologian is able to explicate the religious principles that are essential for eternal life—“the moral improvement of the human being”—which is developed out of reason alone.57
 
                  Although differentiated between grounds that are contingent and accidental, and those that are necessary and universal, nevertheless Kant anticipated inevitable conflict between biblical theology, and rational theology and the lower faculty. In its insistence upon the contingent and non-apodictic nature of divine revelation, biblical theology, by erroneously interpolating into religious claims and beliefs that lie outside the bounds of reason, enters into conflict with the lower faculty. It falls to the lower faculty, through the standard of reason, to evaluate the claims of biblical theology, regarding its exegesis of scripture and its dogmatic propositions. For while the biblical theologian is tasked with the interpretation of the bible, “even those exegetical principles having to do with historical or grammatical criticism – must always be dictated by reason.”58
 
                  At this point it is necessary to briefly consider the distinction between biblical and moral theology in terms of its placement and teaching within the university. As already stated, Kant divided the university between the higher and lower faculties, with the lower faculty further divided into departments of historical cognition—dealing with history, geography, philology, humanities, and the natural sciences—and pure rational cognition—consisting of pure mathematics and philosophy, and the metaphysics of nature and morals. Given that theology is a member of the higher faculty, one might suspect that moral theology would be a further subdivision within the theology faculty. However moral theology—or as Kant names it in Religion with the Boundary of Mere Reason, “philosophical doctrine of religion”—would fall under the jurisdiction of the philosophical faculty.
 
                  While philosophical theology was nothing new, a course he had taught approximately seven times between summer 1774 and summer 1787, Kant inaugurated a different theological vision: a desire to create a different model of religious education. After training in biblical theology, students would undergo instruction in the “pure doctrine of religion.” The purpose of training in the philosophical doctrine of religion would be “to train future clergy to be philosophically sound in their approach to teaching religion to the masses.”59 Clergy, as servants of the state, would be tasked with instructing the public in religious matters. To this end Kant deemed it necessary that clergy, in order to be enlightened clergy, receive proper training for the purpose of creating the “true miracle that all genuine religion aims to cultivate:” a “moral reformation.”60 Clerical instruction of the laity exists chiefly in training in morality, rather than indoctrination of ecclesiastical dogma, or the historical meaning of the scriptures. The Bible is to be utilized for the purpose of illustrating and instilling virtue.
 
                 
                
                  2.1.5 Conclusion
 
                  Biblical theology is not a Wissenschaft. Although its place within the university is secure among the higher faculties, the breadth of its content has been severely limited, the magnitude of the claims that it is permitted to make have been qualified and excoriated by the lower faculty, and it stands in need of supplemental instruction in the philosophical doctrine of religion. In light of this, the question arises whether the restricted space Kant granted theology within the university—and society—was merely honorific, or an attempt to satisfy the state censors, who had previously censured some of his earlier writings on religion.61
 
                  There is no doubt that Kant loathed religious dogmatism and believed that ecclesiastical faith posed potential dangers to a society. Nevertheless, Kant still maintained that biblical theology and historical faith had a place, albeit severely circumscribed, within his university vision and its social role. Ultimately, the value and function of biblical theology and historical/ecclesiastical faith was in their service and promotion of rational religion. Given peoples’ affinity for historical religion, religious texts, and the difficulty surrounding rational faith, Kant held that the bible, biblical theologians, and historical faiths function as “vehicles” for instruction of pure religious faith:
 
                   
                    But I hear biblical theologians cry out in unison against the very idea of a philosophical interpretation of Scripture. Philosophical exegesis, they say, aims primarily at a natural religion, not Christianity. I reply that Christianity is the Idea of religion, which must as such be based on reason and to this extent be natural. But it contains a means for introducing this religion to human beings, the Bible, which is thought to have a supernatural source; and insofar as the Bible (whatever its source may be) promotes moral precepts of reason by propagating them publicly and strengthening them within men’s souls, we can consider it the vehicle of religion and accept it, in this respect, as supernatural revelation.62
 
                  
 
                  The contingent and statutory aspects of Christianity, purified through the acerbic critique of reason, serve pure religion in a non-essential capacity through facilitating religious instruction.
 
                  Kant’s criticism of historical religion often appears scathing, and there is a long interpretive tradition that reads Kant as landing a devastating blow to Christianity and Christian theology, even rejecting the need for historical and ecclesiastical faith, and, consequently, biblical theology. In this reading, pure religion would realize itself in a religious (moral) commonwealth, where no ecclesiastical faith is necessary. Historical faith is only temporary—used for cultivating rational religion and its community, and jettisoned upon its realization. But as Stephen Palmquist has shown, Kant’s moral commonwealth functioned as the “transcendental ideal” of religion: “it is, at best, an unreachable goal that we must do our best to approximate in our limited, humanly constructed communities.”63 Against this transcendental backdrop, ecclesiastical and historical religions, while still accidental and contingent are nevertheless necessary features of religion: “That true (philosophically well-grounded) religion must have a moral core does not render the nonmoral aspects of religion necessarily false or harmful; this would be like claiming that the transcendental ideality of space and time in Kant’s theoretical philosophy proves that empirical objects are not really spatiotemporal.”64 Kant’s goal was not the destruction of religion and theology, but rather their purification and revitalization, achieved through the strict application of rational religion.
 
                  In Der Streit der Fakultäten Kant forwarded a vision of the university that ostensibly retained many commonalities with its traditional form, namely the retention of the three higher faculties of theology, law, and medicine. Yet, undergirding this structural homogeneity was a conceptual program vastly dissimilar to prior precedent. Kant’s positioning of the lower, philosophical faculty, as the faculty chiefly concerned with truth, and thusly Wissenschaft, was foundational for later reformists efforts that constructed patterns of restructuring on the basis of Wissenschaft and the prioritization of philosophy. Moreover, Kant’s Streit, while not expelling theology from the university, sought to curtail its prominence, and imposed a strict delineation on the scope of its role, effectively altering its shape and function as a discipline. Restructured along the basis of its practical role within society, the purpose of theology was restricted to functionality. Even when future university programs of reform diverged from the outline proffered in Streit, Kant’s model helped shape the trajectories of Wissenschaft, theology, and philosophy within nineteenth-century German culture.
 
                 
               
              
                2.2 Schelling
 
                Between the 1798 publication of Kant’s Der Streit der Fakultäten and the 1810 founding of the University of Berlin a host of texts were published that addressed the role and reform of the German university, the nature of its constitution, its place within society, and its position as the champion of Wissenschaft.65 Throughout this period these texts helped to shape a German cultural milieux dedicated to comprehensive university reform directed to the goal of Wissenschaft. From this time, one witnesses the emergence of notions such as, Wissenschaftsideologie and Wissenschaftlichkeit. The cultural significance of Wissenschaft rose to such height, that to be “unwissenschaftlich … amounted to an accusation of having no credible stake in the modern university.”66
 
                Although programs of reform were constructed around the idea of promoting a university and an educational climate dedicated to Wissenschaft, what cannot be overlooked is the prevalence of the diversity of ideas. The heterogeneity that one finds does not merely concern the various desired outlooks of the university. Rather, these texts illustrate that the definition of Wissenschaft itself was contested. While functioning as a common goal, Wissenschaft proved to be more fluid than stable. The concept of Wissenschaft underwent significant development between Kant’s Der Streit der Fakultäten and the so-called Grundschriften that would help shape the university of Berlin.
 
                The text that best marks the post-Kantian expansion of meaning over the conceptualization of Wissenschaft, with particular reference to the university, is Friedrich Schelling’s Vorlesungen über die Methode des akademischen Studiums. In this work, wherein Schelling outlined his ideal model for the arrangement of the German university, Schelling promoted an institutional vision wholly infused by the idea of Wissenschaft: all disciplines, not just a select few, are directed to the goal of Wissenschaft. At this point Schelling’s academic design moved beyond Kant’s in that the entire university endeavor is united by a joint wissenschaftlich interest. Yet, the development attested to in the Vorlesungen extends beyond a trans-departmental commitment to this goal. Schelling’s university proposition emerged out of and forwarded a universalistic conceptualization of Wissenschaft propelled by his philosophical idealism. Herein exists the primary shift in the definition of Wissenschaft.
 
                
                  2.2.1 Schelling’s Wissenssystem
 
                  Schelling explicated his views on the institution of the university, university reforms, and education through a series of lectures, originally given as public addresses at Jena in 1802, and published the following year under the title Vorlesungen über die Methode des akademischen Studiums.67 Permeated by an idealistic conception of the “absolute” (das Absolute), Schelling’s Vorlesungen presented a comprehensive and systematic Wissenssytem for the purpose of demonstrating that the desired end of the university and its system of study is to seek “the living whole of knowledge” (das lebendigen Ganze),” that is, to see how all Wissenschaften are joined as an “organic whole” (das organischen Ganze).68 To better appreciate and comprehend Schelling’s system of Wissenschaft it is necessary to consider his perception of the current state of the university, and the shortcomings that he identified within it.
 
                  In reflecting on the current state of the German university Schelling began his lectures by observing that the modern university posits itself at one end of a conceptual chasm that separates present academic and intellectual endeavors from the past: “The modern world is in every way, especially in science (Wissenschaft), a divided world which lives both in the past and in the present.”69 This distinction between the present and the past is more than the recognition of the distinction between times and epochs, it is founded upon a conception of knowledge and inquiry, where true knowledge and wissenschaftlich activity are properly objects of the past:
 
                   
                    The modern world had behind it a vanished world of the most magnificent scientific and artistic achievements. Separated from this ancient world by an unbridgeable gulf, it was linked to it only by the external bond historical tradition, not by internal bounds of continuous organic growth. When the sciences revived in our part of the world, the reawakened urge to knowledge could not first aim at original productions, but at understanding, admiring, and explaining the glories of the past. Rediscovery of the past of forgotten ancient knowledge became the object of additional new science.70
 
                  
 
                  At the heart of Schelling’s comment lies the observation that the modern understanding of the pursuit of knowledge is concerned not with the investigation and discovery of knowledge itself, where knowledge is something that is still unknown; rather, the search for knowledge is the quest for something already accomplished in a previous, unreachable era.
 
                  In Schelling’s estimation the modern era was too infused with a spirit that identified the chief aim of intellectual pursuit not in the achievement of knowledge itself, or in procuring “original insight,” but rather its goal was merely a “derivative” knowledge, drawn from historical investigation. Contemporary wissenschaftlich investigation occupied itself with secondary knowledge; it was content pursuing “some imperfect copy” of knowledge based upon older studies, rather than inquiry into the “original object” (Urbild).71
 
                  The failure to grasp the original object, even the ability to conceive of an original object as the desired end of knowledge was the foundational error of the modern German university. Indifference to the original object of knowledge and ineptitude in engaging in the pursuit of knowledge resulted in an erroneous and inadequate conceptualization of knowledge itself and the method of its pursuit. The failure to conceptualize the whole of knowledge created a fractured academic system wherein “knowledge was divided into as many different branches as possible.”72 Within this system of disjointed branches of knowledge, wherein each discipline maintained little to no semblance of relationship to other branches, the university became an institution more concerned with its order and procedures, “mistaking the means for the end,” rather than an institution dedicated to the achievement of “absolute knowledge.”
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